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  Data Collection Methodology 

Data Collection Methodology 
I. PROJECT PARAMETERS 
 
GFSP undertook a descriptive mapping exercise of donor investments in Food Safety (FS) capacity building 
in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) from 2010-2017.  
  
A. Inclusion criteria  
 

• Definition: For the purposes of this project, “food safety capacity building” is defined broadly to 
include any investment or activity intended to improve the capacity of any individual or 
organization to play their role in making food safe. This includes individuals and organizations in 
both the public and private sectors, as well as individual consumers, NGO’s and others with roles 
on FS.  

 

• Geography: “Sub-Saharan Africa” (SSA) refers to 48 countries in the Sub-Saharan region of the 
African continent (see Country Activities in Food Safety).1 Implementation of projects could occur 
at continent-wide, regional, national, or local levels. Global projects are included only if there was 
documentation specific to activities in SSA.  

 

• Period: Projects already underway in 2010 are included, as are projects that extended beyond 
2017.  

 
B. Exclusion criteria 
 
Although they are indirectly relevant to FS, the following types of projects are excluded from analysis: 
 

• Animal and plant health projects (unless FS is stated as a primary goal or objective);2   
 

• Investments in water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), Integrated Pest Management (IPM), or Post-
Harvest Loss (PHL); and 
 

• Projects focused on safety of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in food. 
  
C. Data elements: see template in database for more detail. 
  
Donor identifiers (including category), project identifiers, implementing organization identifiers, 
countries/REC involved, years; Project purpose, activity types, market focus; Hazards, commodities, value 
chains addressed; Linkages with value chain participants, donor and non-donor partners; Budget.  
 
  

                                                 
1 https://data.worldbank.org/region/sub-saharan-africa  
2 For example, milk quality projects or projects addressing safety of animal-source foods at the point of slaughter were included. 

https://data.worldbank.org/region/sub-saharan-africa
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II. PROJECT METHODS 
 
A. Data collection 
 
Donor identification 
Thirty-one international donors to FS capacity building were identified from both the public and private 
sectors. These included United Nations organizations, bilateral donors, multi-donor trust funds, 
foundations, and development banks (see Donor Contributions to Food Safety). 
 
Project identification 
Data collection was conducted through public, online sources, with an emphasis on donor websites. Project 
databases on each site were searched for keywords such as “food safety”, “food hygiene”, “food control”, 
“SPS”, “and “aflatoxin”. If keyword searches were not possible, projects from agriculture, trade, and health 
sectors were surveyed for FS components. Reports on FAO and WHO activities from the Codex Alimentarius 
Commission (CAC) Africa3 and Capacity Building4 Committees were also used to identify projects and 
activities, as were the WTO Committee on SPS communications regarding SPS-related technical assistance 
provided by the EU, US, Japan, and Canada since 2010.5  
 
Project listings were cross-referenced between years and donors to avoid duplication. Occasionally, 
multiple donor partners were identified for a single project; if available, their respective contributions were 
documented. In projects where bilateral donors channeled aid through multilateral organizations (e.g. 
UNIDO, FAO) for specific FS projects, the original source of funding was identified and the multilateral 
organization was listed as the implementer.  
 
Compilation of data 
A data collection tool (“template”) was produced which specified the information to be captured on each 
project. The template was piloted with projects from select donor institutions, then feedback from expert 
advisors was used to further refine the data elements. 
 
Once relevant projects were identified, the data elements were extracted from project reports, fact sheets, 
or other reliable sources.6  
  
Data was entered into a MS Excel spreadsheet (Version 16.13). Within the database, projects were 
differentiated based on their degree of food safety focus and duration. Summaries were shared with donor 
institutions in order to validate the data accuracy.  
 
B. Data analysis 
 
Analysis of the database was performed with MS Excel.  
 

                                                 
3 http://www.fao.org/tempref/codex/Meetings/CCAFRICA/ccafrica20/ca20_04_add1e.pdf  
4 http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/agns/pdf/FAOWHOcapacitybuildingCAC35.pdf   
5 https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S009-
DP.aspx?language=E&CatalogueIdList=135006&CurrentCatalogueIdIndex=0&FullTextHash=1&HasEnglishRecord=True&HasFrenc
hRecord=True&HasSpanishRecord=True  
6 Although a more consistent method would have been preferred, the range in transparency among donor institutions necessitated 
a certain amount of flexibility.  

 

http://www.fao.org/tempref/codex/Meetings/CCAFRICA/ccafrica20/ca20_04_add1e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/agns/pdf/FAOWHOcapacitybuildingCAC35.pdf
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S009-DP.aspx?language=E&CatalogueIdList=135006&CurrentCatalogueIdIndex=0&FullTextHash=1&HasEnglishRecord=True&HasFrenchRecord=True&HasSpanishRecord=True
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S009-DP.aspx?language=E&CatalogueIdList=135006&CurrentCatalogueIdIndex=0&FullTextHash=1&HasEnglishRecord=True&HasFrenchRecord=True&HasSpanishRecord=True
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S009-DP.aspx?language=E&CatalogueIdList=135006&CurrentCatalogueIdIndex=0&FullTextHash=1&HasEnglishRecord=True&HasFrenchRecord=True&HasSpanishRecord=True
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III. DATA LIMITATIONS 
 
A complete enumeration of all FS projects was not possible given time and resource constraints. Estimates 
of FS capacity building are conservative in the following ways: 
 
A. Scope 
 

• Type of investment: The mapping project did not systematically describe general infrastructure 
inputs to food safety, such as roads, electricity, and sanitation. FS as applied to subsistence farming, 
rather than markets, was also not examined in depth. 

 

• Type of investor: Several Middle Eastern and Asian donor entities7 were surveyed, but no SSA food 
safety projects were identified. The mapping project did not assess SSA capacity building primarily 
funded by African institutions or national governments or Investments by private global companies 
in the food industry, although examples of such activities are documented in Appendix A.  

 

• Success of investment: This mapping is descriptive, rather than evaluative, thus the relative success 
of capacity building projects was not assessed. In addition, it is important to note that the database 
reflects planned activities as described in public documents, and not necessarily what occurred on 
the ground.   

 
B. Data availability  
 
The public documentation available for each project varied, and was characterized by the following general 
limitations: 
 

• Many donors were unable to share food safety budgets, particularly in cases where food safety 
capacity building represented only a subset of a project’s activities (“broader”/other focus 
projects). 

 

• Within global FS programming, there was a general inability for donors to quantify budgets for 
work in Africa only.8  
 

• Within projects operating in multiple countries, it was not always possible to quantify amounts 
allocated to FS capacity building in a single country.  

 

• Information on short-term FS projects and activities, such as workshops, generally did not contain 
sufficient detail to address all of the data elements. For example, these activities were often 
recorded in terms of the country where the event was held, and not necessarily the nationalities 
of participants.  

 

• Subjective assessments were made as to the FS purpose of projects, as both national control 
systems and private sector may have been impacted by a single project. 

                                                 
7 Other than JICA (Japan), Koika (Korea) and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (China). 
8 Where Africa-specific estimates were available (as in for the EU-ACP programs EDES, PIP2, and Fit for Market), these were 
accepted.  
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• Although some projects addressed microbiological hazards generally (e.g., within the context of 
food hygiene), documents rarely specified microorganisms by name.  
 

• Section D (Linkages) only reflects partners that were publicly identified. As a result, “unspecified,” 
should not be necessarily be interpreted as the absence of partners, but may reflect the absence 
of information on this aspect of the project.   
 

• Because data collection occurred in mid-2017, more recent projects are likely underrepresented. 
The last year for extrapolating investment trends over time is thus 2016.  
 

Specific data collection challenges were encountered at the World Health Organization, for which project-
level budgets were not accessible. Only the total FS budgets of African regional and country offices during 
the time period (2010-2017) were available. 
 
IV. POTENTIAL SOURCES OF BIAS  
 

• The project team engaged more closely on data validation with certain key donors – the US, EC, 
FAO, WHO, and the World Bank Group – thus it is possible that their investments are more strongly 
represented than those of other institutions. Because donors were allowed to self-report budget 
estimates, financial information is approximate and potentially inaccurate.  

 

• With the exception of the US, EC, African Development Bank, and World Bank Group, “broader” 
focus projects were not intensively surveyed for FS components. For this reason, the project listings 
should not be considered as definitive but a representation of the range of projects.  
 

• Since the focus of the mapping project was on international aid, research grants were not surveyed 
as heavily as development and public health interventions. As a result, research work may be 
under-represented.  

 

• Projects in French- and Portuguese-speaking countries may have been missed to due language 
barriers.  
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As described above, resource figures presented in Chapter 3 understate the total donor 
investment in food safety in multiple ways: 
  
• Food safety resource estimates are typically not available for the food safety element of multi-
faceted trade or value chain development projects, with the exception of a few projects for 
which AfDB, EC, Japan, USA, and WBG, and were able to provide such estimates.  
 
• Full budgets of such “broader focus” projects add to another several hundred million US 
dollars, some unknown proportion of which is spent on food safety. 
 
• No resource information was available for 82 food safety-focus projects and short-term 
trainings. Many of these were in-kind donations of staff expertise, which is not taken into 
account. 
 
• Investments in WASH were not considered to be food safety capacity building for the purposes 
of this report because they are not designed for a food safety purpose; however, they may 
contribute to improving food safety outcomes. International donors spend approximately US$3 
billion per year on these investments in sub-Saharan Africa./a  
 
• Projects focused on integrated pest management and post-harvest loss may impact food 
safety indirectly but are not included in the resource estimates. 
 
• Because they are not easily classified in project-specific terms, large research programs such 
as A4NH, which has a food safety flagship as well as food systems-related normative 
programming of multilateral organizations (such as within FAO and WHO), were not examined 
in depth.  
 
• In general, the report does not include global food safety projects if an Africa- specific budget 
was not available for reporting. 
 
• Report estimates do include some African national government cost-sharing contributions 
(e.g., for STDF, development banks, Codex Trust Fund), which were not able to be detailed in 
the report. Where applicable, these generally make up 5% or less of the project’s funding. 
 
• For bilateral donor contributions to Codex Trust Fund, STDF, or other multi-donor trust funds 
that act on food safety (AgResults, GAFSP), refer to Appendix C. They are not accounted for in 
the bilateral estimates listed in this chapter but rather through the MSTFs in Appendix C.  

 
/a OECD, http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
data/Preliminary-results-MOBILISATION.pdf   

http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data/Preliminary-results-MOBILISATION.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data/Preliminary-results-MOBILISATION.pdf
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  Donor Contributions to Food Safety  
[Please refer to accompanying Excel file.] 

 
  



 7 

  Country Activities in Food Safety 
[Please refer to accompanying Excel file.] 
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  Anonymized Detailed Responses from Experts 

Section 1: Identifying information  [REDACTED] 
 
Section 2: Food Safety Activities and Perspectives 

 
We’d like to discuss food safety in the country/countries where you work, and your food safety activities 
and perspectives. We will discuss food safety capacity building later.   

 
11. What are your organization’s main roles when it comes to food safety in [your country/Africa]? 

(Open question, enumerator to indicate up to 5 main roles – ranked from 1 (primary) to 5.) 
 

a. Investigating food safety problems (hazards…) in private sector 
2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 

b.  Routine management/control of food safety issues (HACCP, GAP, inspection) in private sector 
1, 1, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A  

c.  Response (food recalls, outbreak investigation)/crisis management to food safety issues  
1, 2, 2, 3, 4, N/A 

d.  Sensitization/communication (awareness, media, marketing…) on food safety issues 
1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 5, N/A 

e.  Research on food safety hazards and interventions 
1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 5, N/A 

f.  Research on public health impacts  
1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, N/A 

g.  Research on economic impacts (incl. trade)  
1, 1, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 5, N/A 

h.  Education and/or training 
1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, N/A 

i.  Private auditing and/or certification 
2, 5, 5, N/A 

j.  Laboratory analysis 
1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 

k.  Support development of public policy 
1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 

l.  Regulatory oversight (incl. Bureau of Standards), customs, and/or enforcement 

    1, 2, 2, 2, 4, N/A 
m.  Other 

Support and advice to food private sector on food safety management practices(abattoirs, farmers, ...) 
Participatory risk analysis for food borne hazards (1); Veterinary Public Health (2) 
1- extension - e.g. food handlers etc. 
1- extension  
1- Driving public policies not support 
2- Capacity building through professional training at MSc/PhD level (postgraduate training) 
3- Capacity building, Research on vaccines for livestock 

 
12. What have been the most important food safety activities and accomplishments of your 

organization over the past five years?  
 

Project on aflatoxins in milk and maize (looking at levels of contamination); Training of milk traders on marketing 
and milk handling. Regarding other colleagues : vaccine development (CCP, PPR). 
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Research of relevance to abattoir meat inspection practices that is leading to change in practice; Research into 
surveillance designs, evaluation of surveillance and economics of surveillance that has been expressed in publicly 
available tools; Work on AMR; Work linking food safety and nutrition. 
[REDACTED] 
(The 2012 was the year of the creation of county and central government (change in Constitution.) Creation of 
county governors.) Here is a list of the most important food safety activities and accomplishments of the Ministry 
of Health over the past five years: 1) CHOLERA : Guidelines on how to handle issues with cholera. Capacity building 
with the 5 “keys to safer food” manual of WHO. Now for example, they have a case definition to address the 
problem; 2) ACUTE AFLATOXICOSIS : compared to before 2012, it is much better. In the last 5 five years, not more 
than 10 cases. Now, the problem is about chronic intoxication; 3) NO MORE NOTIFICATION ON FISH 
COMMODITIES: before many violations on fish exports. The department of fisheries has now changed in Kenya 
Fisheries Service which is an agency assigned to deal with fishery project. A lot of capacity building was done on 
the Food Business Operators à more education, user manuals, better methods when harvesting fish, issues on cold 
chain maintenance. Now, it is much better, the evidence is the less number of notifications; 4) CONTINUOUS 
MISSIONS: before 2012-- heavy metal contaminations in fruit juices. Since 2012-- analysis on the whole chain. No 
more issues. That was first concerning the export market, but as juices are produced on the same lines for national 
market and exports, manufacturers are now also using the same security methods for the Kenyan market. To 
summarize:  reduction of the rate of acute aflatoxicosis, improvement of the fish value chain and decreasing of 
heavy metals in juices. 
1) Accreditation FAO reference centre for Veterinary Public Health hosted by Freie Universitaet Berlin (designation 
2012, renewal 2016); 2)Publications on stunting and impact on animal welfare and food safety (cattle and pigs); 
3) Member of Steering Group, Speaker Working Group Poultry of Deutsche Agrarforschungsallianz (DAFA, website: 
http://www.dafa.de/de/startseite/die-dafa.html); 4) Novel research on emerging pathogens (zoonoses) at animal 
production level (HepE, Toxo, Strep suis, Mb. avium, Erysipelothrix rhusiopathiae); 5) Development of new 
surveillance philosophies (new concepts taking into account complex systems of production and processing, with 
recognition of entry points of infection e.g. intervention on farm not only during meat inspection due to its low 
sensitivity (in Europe previously smallholder now commercial, better controllable)). 
1) Development and release of the Risk Based Imported Food Control Manual; 2) Development of a tool to assess 
food control systems using an evidence based approach to support governments in setting priorities for improving 
their national food control system; 3) Finalization of a manual on Enhancing Early Warning Capabilities and 
Capacities for Food Safety including bringing it into practice through various food safety capacity building 
activities on country and regional level as part of the larger FAO Emergency Prevention System; 4) Implementation 
of several food safety capacity building activities on country, regional and international level to strengthen the 
International Food Safety Authorities Network (INFOSAN) as well as support to countries in the management of 
several food safety events of international concern through INFOSAN (see INFOSAN activity reports); 5) 
Implementation of a various high level meetings including a global technical meeting on the impact of Whole 
Genome Sequencing (WGS) on food safety management as well as an international conference on “Food Safety 
and Risk Analysis” in light of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.  
1) Discipline of slaughter boys has improved through regular sensitization, training, engagement with researchers; 
behavior changes, i.e. reduced slaughtering on the ground; 2) Coordination and engagement of stakeholders, e.g. 
illegal slaughter at the slaughter house stopped; 3) Since 2007 improved water safety (connected to National 
Water System), water collection tank to buffer any water shortages. 
1) In 2002 started as government institution with mandate to set up national standards and to make sure they are 
implemented and enforced (inspection, certification, testing); standards include aspects of quality and safety (i.e. 
milk); 2119 standards set up since 2002; 2) 2017 revision of the food safety law with MoH, contribution to SPSS 
protocols for East Africa; 3) www.rsb.gov.rw >>> Directory of certified products with S-Mark (certificate for 2 
years) 350 currently; 4) ePortal since 2017 (2 weeks to 2 months to get S-Mark certificate); 5) HACCP is the next 
step after S-Mark for more commercial companies (9 certified currently).  
1) Investigating incidents of food poisoning and identifying the causes and managing the consequences; 2) 
Developing policies, guidelines and standards on food handling and consumer protection (food safety policy); 
3) Community education and awareness on food safety issues. 

http://www.dafa.de/de/startseite/die-dafa.html
http://www.rsb.gov.rw/
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1) Safety of animal sourced foods, especially meat (separate body for milk); for beef formation of the Ugandan 
Meat producers cooperative union in 2010, spearheaded by MAAIF and other stakeholders; through this, meat 
export was developed because a Norwegian company (Nortura, http://www.nortura.no/en/) demanded working 
with an organized body in Uganda to export beef to UN posts), they had initially wanted to build export abattoir 
but later decided to purchase processed beef (due to Transboundary Disease problems); the project ended with 
funding but the Union is still in place; 2) EU grant of 15m Euro taking off now, continuing the above with the EU; 
3) Lot of improvements in milk industry: producers and dealers well organized now, working with the government, 
processing capacity has increased due to decentralization (increasing competition); 4) Draft of national food 
safety bill, headed by MoH but with other ministries including MAAIF; 5) Central pig abattoir being set up in 
Masaka; and new abattoir for beef by Egypt for export (Egypt-Uganda food security company) in Bombo, capacity 
1000 per day but not fully operational, mainly due to supply chain constraints. 
1) Sensitization of markets in Kampala City; 2) Testing of veterinary drug residues with support from IAEA; 3) 
Training of butcheries in Kampala; 4) Elaboration of standards with food safety requirements; 5) Hosting inter-
ministerial EAC meeting on food safety; 6) Training of food inspectors; 7) Held first food safety conference in 
Uganda in November 2016 in collaboration with private sector. 
1) The laboratory has carried out case studies on the organic/inorganic contaminants on the food items in the 
market. These studies have revealed chemical residues on tomatoes, chemicals used on meat, grasshoppers, milk 
that prevent deterioration of the meats and milk; 2) The lab also carried out analysis of soft drinks on markets that 
contained benzene; 3) The organization has carried out sensitization, training of the public on the issue of 
contamination of the food by agrochemicals. 
1) Veterinary hygiene inspection (sanitary inspections) of abattoirs, butcheries, meat transporters. This falls into 
routine inspections carried out by our department to protect the public health; 2) Sanitary inspection of milk 
produced. This covers the inspection of Milk collection centers (MCCs), Milk kiosks and Small and Medium dairy 
Enterprises (dairy SMEs). This also falls into routine inspections; 3) Inspection of  honey collections centers as 
routine activity and the monitoring of pesticides residues in produced honey done through regular sampling and 
testing of honey at Intertek Laboratory located in Germany; 4) Quarantine inspection of imported agricultural and 
livestock commodities at entry/exit points. This is done by the Quarantine vet and plant health inspectors deployed 
at borders and airport; 5) Initiation and follow up until enactment of agrochemical law, plant health law, 
ministerial order regulating the  collection, transportation and selling of milk. 
1) Food handlers training last year in collaboration with NAFDAC (more the 80 trainees). A key accomplishment is 
imparting knowledge by making food handlers realize the need for food safety; 
2) Advising a client (fish farmer) to setup food safety systems in their aquaculture operations. 
1) Aflatoxin- PACA advocacy for public policies, impact and control aflatoxin; 2) Training scientists at Mars' food 
safety center (not within own supply chain); 3) Bringing issues to bear at WFP, GAIN, FAO--not just policy, but also 
measures on the ground. To date, measures on the ground have not been adequately defined by program officers. 
[…]. Need more metrics and accountability.  
1) Developed the SPS strategy which has been adopted in the members states; 2) Developed the action plan to 
revive food safety committees in member states or setup. The project commenced in August 2017; 3) Increase 
advocacy on food safety at the regional level; 4) Assisted ECOWAS member states to access the Codex Trust Fund 
and building their capacity to develop global food standards; 5) Successfully secure national and USAID funding 
support on food safety issues in member states. 
1) Drafting the food safety policy in 2014 and the Food Safety bill in 2016/2017. These documents serve as the 
institutional framework for food safety in the country; 2) Co-ordination of stakeholders include key ministries and 
private sector across all sectors for food safety. 
1) They have developed additional Codes of Practice (seeds, cultivation, transportation, use of agrochemicals) 
especially covering farm produce. These codes of practice are directly linked to food safety and will be used by 
private sector as a guidance towards producing safe food; 2) Solicited to domesticate the GFSI benchmarked 
Global GAP  standard. These standard meet both Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) and Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
(SPS) measures; 3) SON played an active part in the development of the Food Safety Policy in Nigeria in 2016 .  
1) Working with APTECA (Aflatoxin Proficiency Testing for East and Central Africa) to ensure all our products are 
tested and go a step further and verify our results; 2) Ensure that all our millers are testing their flour to ensure 
safety of the product; 3) All millers are fortifying their flour to provide essential nutrients; 4) Capacity building 

http://www.nortura.no/en/
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activities for our millers and laboratory technicians; 5) Working with the Government to initiate a legal framework 
for aflatoxin testing; 6) Working within Africa to provide more information to milling associations within the 
region on how to ensure that their products are safe. 

1) Significant reduction in count for tests with positive results on microbes; 2) Significant reduction in instances of 
exceedance of maximum residue limits on exported produce; 3) Introduction and use on innovative produce wash 
system that allows reduction in chlorate levels, while reducing water used in the wash (aqualution).   
1) Randomized control trial on impact of aflatoxin exposure to stunting in children; 2) Observing the consumer 
demand effect on food safety and how the market is oriented according to food safety demand; 3) Adoption of 
technologies by farmers to reduce aflatoxin contaminations (Aflasafe). 
1) CUTS is currently involved in projects related to dairy products and milk safety. The  project on food safety of 
the dairy sector has been in place for  the  last one year and is funded by SNV under the voice for change 
partnership; CUTS is collaborating with SOCAA which is dealing with food safety in the horticulture sector. CUTS 
main activities are: a) Policy advocacy  among policy makers in dairy safety issue at national and county level 
(muranga, Laikipia, Nyandarua and Nakuru), b) Capacity building in dairy food safety among consumers, farmers; 
2) Consumer awareness in food safety in the dairy sector. Accomplishments in policy advocacy at national level: a) 
closely working with Ministry of Health and  Ministry of Agriculture to review the national food safety policy and 
the implementation framework for national food nutrition and security policy, b) working with the Kenya Dairy 
Board to review the national dairy industry regulation. At county level: a) development of the draft dairy strategic 
plan on milk safety in collaboration with the county department of agriculture in Murang’a, b) worked with 
Murang’a, Nakuru, Laikipia and Nyandarua counties to develop CIDPs and included the food safety aspects, c) 
away from policy: CUTS participated in various forums, exhibitions, farm field days to reach out to consumers,  
farmers, dairy transporters, dairy cooperatives on milk food safety.  
Drafting the National Food Safety Bill 
1) Education and training; 2) Research and laboratory analysis. 
1) Food safety management systems certified in private food industries (export); 2) provide training courses to 
food industry regulators (FMHACA, VDAFCA). 
1) Research of chemical (pesticides, antibiotics, heavy metals, industrial chemicals) hazards and biological hazards 
(E.coli, Salmonella); 2) Research on foodborne antimicrobial resistance; 3) Revising undergraduate and graduate 
curricula to include food safety modules; 4) Participating on public debate (TV, radio) of food safety issues (e.g. on 
use of formalin by butchers  to preserve meat); 5) Teaching undergraduate and graduate students food safety. 
Implementing changes in compliance requirements for EU export markets, especially regarding pesticide MRLs in 
export value chains although the implementation of new requirements was very costly. 
In the past five years, my organization has curry out the following activities related to food safety: 
1) Stakeholders training on HACCP, GHP, ISO22000, SPS measures; 2) Issue certificates of conformity to product 
from agro-industry; 3) Microbiological and chemical testing  of foods and beverages; 4) Foods inspection; 5) 
Harmonization of food standards in EAS members countries; 6) Food marketing regulation; 
7) Standard development.  
Involved in development of "abattoir construction designs" to support upcoming abattoir plans throughout the 
country.  
It was hard to sell the food safety program to country reps. Held regional meetings and explained the importance 
of Food Safety to senior government officials. This started paying off in understanding of connections to nutrition 
issues, raising profile of Food Safety. […]  
It was quality control of food for human and animal consumption which includes: inspection and laboratory 
testing. 
Laboratory trainings and advanced trainings (non-lab). 
Putting up sanitary measures at the farm in Uganda and training my farm-help processing unit to comply with a 
view of the market expectations – example: establishment of a simple slaughter house, erecting of a vehicle/foot 
bath to the farm, ensuring feeds are kept well to avoid development of molds, cleanliness of the facility and pig 
carcasses while processing, ensuring right temperatures for the products after packing and delivering to the 
customer in right quality and quantity at right time. 
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Safe Food, Fair Food project (BMZ/ILRI) 2008-2016, applied research on risk-based food safety training at all levels 
(professional meat inspectors, MSc/PhD students); Urban livestock farming (broiler production) Mozambique 
(2016-present). 
Since 2002, I have been working in university and research environment […]). The core activities of the 
organizations are teaching, research and community. The academic unit where I was working (vet schools) are 
largely involved in teaching and research on general animal health and production. As any academic institution, 
the major activities are teaching. Veterinary public health (both theoretical and practical) is core component of 
veterinary curriculum. Food safety research, specifically hazard identification in various animal source foods, also 
constitutes the activities of the vet schools.  The college of veterinary medicine and agriculture (where I am 
working) is graduating 40-50 students with first degree and up to 40-50 at masters’ level. The specific department 
where I am working (Department of Microbiology, Immunology and Veterinary Public Health) is running two 
masters programmes (MSc in Veterinary Microbiology and Veterinary Public Health) and a PhD program in 
Veterinary Public Health. In the all field of studies, research and teaching on food safety constitute the major 
components. As academic and research institution, the important accomplishments are producing qualified staff 
in veterinary medicine, in general and veterinary public health in particular. With regard to research, a number of 
scientific papers focusing on food hygiene and safety, zoonoses, have been published both in international and 
national reputable journals (this can be considered as accomplishments). In terms of consultancy, staff members 
of the vet college are involved in delivering short term training to people coming from different organizations (e.g. 
meat inspectors) and also assisting the government of Ethiopia by advising in the preparation different guidelines. 
For example, two staff members of the department recently participated on two national workshops dealing with 
setting veterinary public health strategies and combating antimicrobial resistance in Ethiopia. 

The “formation” of SOCAA itself was a great achievement (in 2015). SOCAA is involved in evidence-based food 
safety advocacy in four counties (Muranga, Nakuru, laikipia and Naivasha) and is funded by SNV, under the voice 
for change programme. SOCAA collaborated with the four county level policy makers in development of CIDP 
(county integrated development plan) and integrated the food policy agenda. Also, SOCAA used bottom- up 
approach: first engaging the county level policy makers and then national level policymakers for greater 
acceptance at both levels. SOCAA collaborates with IFPRI which provides evidences. In addition, SOCAA is active in 
sensitization through different channel including a Youtube channel with videos that combine information from 
stakeholders with different point of view. 
The Department we now have MSc in food safety and quality management (FSQ) with Wageningen University; 
first intake 2018 covering all foods (Council yet to approve).  
The [university] is an acknowledged leader in the fields of food safety and public health and is the only university in 
[the country] with a Veterinary Faculty which also does field research on biological and chemical hazards. The 
University has the capacity to do advanced laboratory analysis of food borne pathogens and works closely with 
government and private industry to manage food safety both in South Africa and Southern Africa (the SADAC 
Region). It also attracts post graduate students from a number of African counties. Post graduate students at the 
School of Health Systems and Public Health, which is part of the Faculty of Health Sciences, do research in different 
facets of food safety, including outbreak investigation ( in collaboration with the National Institute of 
Communicable Diseases laboratories). Surveillance data from  laboratories investigating the presence of  both 
biological and chemical hazards in the environment, food and water is also analyzed by post graduate students. 
Faculties involved in food safety research include Faculty of Health Sciences; Faculty of Veterinary Science; and 
Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciences.  Several thousand research outputs linked to food safety in Africa and 
South Africa over the last 5 years can be searched in the University  Institutional Repository: 
https://repository.up.ac.za/.  
Through PFS has been able to provide technical assistance to 5 companies in Ghana in the area of food safety 
management systems/HACCP/ISO 22000. 

Trained personnel in agriculture and animal health; mycotoxin research; research on OneHealth, zoonoses. 

 
Questions 13- 16 were posed to those respondents with a scientific or technical background only. If 
respondent was not confident in their assessment of specific hazards, enumerator marked “don’t know” 
and SKIPPED to question 17.  
 

https://repository.up.ac.za/
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13. Comparing chemical hazards (such as chemical substances or toxins in food) and biological 
hazards (such as bacteria, viruses, and parasites), which of these hazard categories is overall of 
more concern to your business or organization?  
Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, 
Biological, Biological, Biological (incl. mycotoxins), Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Equally Important, Equally 
Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, 
Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important. 

 
14. And which food safety hazards do you think are most important to human health in [your 

country/Africa]? (Interviewer to provide further explanations if the interviewee is not familiar with 
the terminology.) 
Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, Biological, 
Biological, Biological, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Equally Important, Equally Important, 
Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally 
Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important.  

 
15. And which category of hazards do you think pose a greater impact in terms of trade and the 

national economy?  
Biological, Biological, Biological, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, 
Chemical, Chemical, Chemical, Don’t know, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally 
Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important, 
Equally Important, Equally Important, Equally Important (Mycotoxins, chemical residues, additives and 
medical drugs). 

 
16. For each category of hazard (chemical and biological), please name what you think are the most 

important in terms of 1) public health (ph) and 2) economic (econ) impact in [your country/Africa]. 
(Open question, enumerator should not read specific hazards, but circle as appropriate. If 
respondent answers with broad category (e.g. bacteria), enumerator to probe for species if 
possible or write answer in “Other”.) 
 

A. Chemical hazards 
 

1. Mycotoxins (including aflatoxins, ochratoxins, and fumonisins) 

both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, econ, econ, econ 

econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 

2. Dioxins 

ph 

3. Bacterial toxins 

both, both, econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 

4. Food additives and other chemicals used in food processing 

both, econ, econ, econ, ph, ph 

5. Heavy metals (including arsenic, lead) 

both, both, econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 

6. Animal drugs residues (e.g., antibiotics)  

both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 

7. Pesticide residues 

both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, econ, econ, econ, econ, econ, econ, ph, ph, ph 

8. Other 
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econ, econ (General addition on chemical hazards: heard about acute mycotoxicosis through maize 

consumption but perhaps also pesticides), additions to economic impact: animal drug residues: 

doxycycline (ECF) residues in milk /// pesticides: fruit and vegetable exports to Europe rejected because of 

that. N.B. from enumerator: hazards ranked to some extent in the word doc version (i.e. LOW / MEDIUM / 

HIGH impact). Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in smoked fish. 

B. Biological Hazards 
1. E.coli 
both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
2. Salmonella spp. 
both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, both, econ, econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, 
ph 
3. Listeria spp. 
both, both, both, econ, econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
4. Vibrio spp. 
both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
5. Echinococcus spp. 
both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
6. Norovirus 
both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph 
7. Hepatitis A 
econ, econ, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
8. Taenia solium  
both, both, both, ph, ph, ph, ph, ph 
9. Ascaris 
ph, ph 
10. Giardia 
ph, ph, ph 
11. Cryptosporidium  
ph, ph, ph, ph 
12. Other:__________________________________ 
both, econ, econ, econ, econ, ph, ph 
*addition to public health impact: Tested Salmonella in salad and eggs, not a big problem in Uganda 
*Biological hazards do not currently have significant economic impacts as it regards trade. This could be 
because from a quality perspective, spoilage organisms  can be detected easily.  
*Biological hazards pose minimal risk to trade in Nigeria 
*Brucella for both  
*Brucella, bovine TB (for both categories) 
*Campylobacter 
*Generally, it largely depends on consumer demand, on country and on commodities 
*Many question marks on public health impact of biological hazards because no systematic surveillance in 
most African countries, certainly Salmonella and parasites, especially Taenia solium; TB and brucellosis is 
missing in the list /// addition on economic impact of biological hazards: I think these in the list are not of 
relevance for domestic and  regional economies due to lack of surveillance/evidence 
*PUBLIC HEALTH: E.coli AND coliforms: Depend on Food Chain – formal or informal. WELL RECOGNISED 
RISK and Surveillance in place; Salmonella spp.: SPORADIC  (SE in poultry) HIGH POTENTIAL RISK; Listeria 
spp. SPORADIC (current outbreak in 2018) Surveillance in place; Vibrio spp. (SPORADIC OUTBREAKS  - rare 
); Echinococcus spp. NOT A FOODBORNE RISK IT COMES FROM INFECTED DOGS WHO EAT INFECTED 
SHEEP MEAT; Norovirus    HIGH RISK; Hepatitis A   OCCASIONAL. Usually Occupational  or direct 
transmission, not food borne; Taenia solium and  T saginata. HIGH but being brought under control by 
traceability; Ascaris – not generally a food borne hazard. Prevalence relatively low in humans in South 
Africa; Giardia: Present in water, RISK UNDERESTIMATED; Cryptosporidium  Present in polluted water  but 
not well recognised. RISK UNDERESTIMATED;   Other: 1) Campylobacter - Present in poultry products and 
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water, RISK underestimated.; 2) Brucella abortus in unpasteurised dairy products, especially in formal food 
chains. UNDERESTIMATED, HIGH RISK throughout Africa in informal food chains; 3) Bacillus anthracis 
(Anthrax). occasional outbreaks in rural communities, especially in Zimbabwe. Informal food chains; 
bovine tuberculosis in milk. HIGH in informal food chains where milk is not pasteurised and cows are not 
tested. 4) Toxoplasmosis HIGH in sheep and goat meat. Risk in informal food chains; 5) Q fever in sheep 
and goats: Underestimated. 6) Diamond Skin Disease (Erisipelothrix rhusiopathei) HIGH, particularly 
informal food chains where rural pigs are not vaccinated; 7) Ebola:  Specific regions in Africa where “bush 
meat” is consumed; 8) Botulism (Clostridium botulinum):  LOW sporadic cases  throughout Africa.; 9) 
Clostridium perfringens. LOW: Sporadic cases *** ECONOMIC IMPACT: E.coli AND coliforms POTENTIALLY 
HIGH; Salmonella spp.: Sporadic outbreaks. SE HAS HIGH POTENTIAL ECONOMIC RISK as flocks are culled; 
Listeria spp. UNDERESTIMATED; Vibrio spp.  (RARE); Echinococcus spp.NOT food borne disease. Zoonosis 
from pet dogs.; Norovirus  NOT Hepatitis A NOT; Taenia solium  and T saginata HIGH economic costs  as 
meat condemned - but being brought under control; Ascaris Not really; Giardia LOW; Cryptosporidium  
LOW Other: 1) Campylobacter LOW; 2) Avian Influenza  VERY HIGH as huge numbers of ostriches and 
poultry are culled; 3) Bovine tuberculosis HIGH because cows are culled; 4) Brucellosis: HIGH because 
prevalence in herds is high and  cows are culled; 5) Anthrax: sporadic outbreaks, Costs HIGH as many 
cows/ sheep/ game/ pigs  die or are culled.  
*Staphyloccocus spp, Mycobacterium spp, Brucella abortus. Taenia saginata 
*Taenia saginata (both economic and public health) 

 
 
There is a lot of discussion these days around the role of private sector in ensuring or improving food 
safety and the importance of public private partnerships. (Prompt: When public and private sector work 
together or collaborate towards a common goal, we call these public-private collaborations (it includes 
partnerships – contractual, but not only – also more informal collaborations among actors from both 
sectors-- donors, national governments, private industry, and other stakeholders). For example, public and 
private institutions may collaborate on developing appropriate regulatory frameworks, developing 
laboratory capacity and other verification methods, training programs for producers/processors, or 
working towards hazard reduction. 
 

17. In your opinion, assuming they are executed effectively, how important might public-private 
collaborations be to achieving progress in food safety in [your country/Africa]?  
Somewhat important, Somewhat important, Somewhat important, Somewhat important, Very important, 
Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very important, Very 
important, Very important. 

 
18. In [your country/Africa], how effective are current collaborations between public and private 

sectors in work on food safety?  
 
Don’t know, Don’t know, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited 
manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective 
in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited 
manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective 
in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited 
manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Effective in a limited manner, Not 
effective at all, Not effective at all, Not effective at all, Not effective at all, Somewhat effective, Somewhat 
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effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat 
effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat effective, Somewhat 
effective, Somewhat effective, Very effective, Very effective 
Very effective, Very effective. 

 
19. Can you give some examples of public-private collaborations in [your country/Africa] you have 

been involved with or know of which affected food safety? (2-3 examples, enumerator to use the 
following prompts: a) what, b) name of the actors, c) food safety outcome, d) where, e) duration, 
f) who funded, g) success or not, e) factors for success or failure.) 
 

As a government worker I have been involved on quality control of private slaughterhouses, which tasks were to 
perform the quality control and inspection of the poultry processed as well as environment control to ensure food 
safety. In this issue, the role of government institutions is to check if the processing of the products in the private 
poultry processing industries and others, complies with the national/international standards or guidelines in terms 
of quality and safety, in order to avoid the consumption of unsafety food by the consumers.  

Commercial camel milk dairies in Mauritania, Kenya. 

Example: the National Food Safety Coordinating Committee (NFSCCC) involves public and private sectors. It was 
launched on 22nd June 2006. All institutions meet, the chair is for agriculture, the MOH is secretariat… There are 
also the […] Bureau of Standards, director livestock prod, director of crop production, national public health lab, 
institution in chemicals, council of governors, United Nations (World Food Program, FAO…) and private sector 
(Millers associations, Kenya Association of Manufacturers and so on…). […] This kind of committee should be in the 
law to ensure enforcement of decisions. This committee is recognized by the EU. […] 

Sequel to Aflasafe testing in 8 West African States, the Government of Senegal invested into Aflasafe in 
partnership with private sector and with the endorsement from ECOWAS. With the secured patent, Aflasafe will be 
produced in Senegal in commercial quantities. This will reduce Aflatoxin exposures in food. 
1) UNBS worked with Uganda Water and Juice Manufacturers’ Association to hold a food safety conference in 
November 2016 on additives and contaminants in food. Participation was over 200; 2) UNBS has signed an MoU 
with Kampala butcheries and traders’ association and through collaboration have been able to sensitize members. 

1) Used to work with Rwanda Dairy Competitiveness program (USAID) for training, certification, inspection of 
dairy value chain actors (Rwanda Dairy board) – quality increased; 2) Consumer Association is a private initiative, 
used to be invited to RSB meetings but it is only one person, […] also private sector federation members; Private 
sector federation work with SMEs but not really a PPP. 

1) ASARECA project where the university collaborated with Happy Sausage company to produce HACCP for the 
factory; 2) Tanga Fresh, milk processor, quality assessment of the entire system; 3)Training of student - student 
research, also other academic projects.  

1) APTECA (Aflatoxin Proficiency Testing and Control in Africa) Funded by US Texas A&M Agrilife Research […]. 
Started in Kenya 2014. Collaborating with maize millers. Improved sampling and testing by maize industry firms 
(including millers and traders). Doesn’t know about the efficiency and if the traders and millers will be willing to 
pay the fee to maintain the service. It was a successful public-private collaboration thanks to the extensive 
involvement of American professionals in the sector (highly skilled experienced leader) with a lot of direct contact 
in the capacity building for local people. Another driver was industry demand. (Website: https://apteca.tamu.edu); 
2) SOCAA (Society of crop agribusiness advisors of Kenya). It is an Association of agribusiness professionals and 
they are trying to improve food safety in the crop market in order to achieve standards for exporting goods but 
also for domestic market. They represent the private sector. They are piloting to the Food Safety Act; 3) SNV and 
other NGOs have a project to strengthen advocacy related to food safety and IFPRI provided literature on 
importance on food safety and research support. The pilot started in 2016. Not able to tell us the factors of 
success since she only gave evidence and research support.  

1) Training of food handlers […] in partnership with a public parastatal. The program was partly funded by 
attendees and NAFDAC. There was no detailed M&E matrix, however they showed improvement in their 
knowledge on food safety; 2) Standards and Regulations Development: Most standards involve the private sector 
who identify and draft food standards for their products, this is then reviewed alongside the public sector in 

https://apteca.tamu.edu/
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technical committees. The outcome is an adoption of mutually agreed safe food standards. Private sector or 
development partners often fund these standards.   
1) One day Awareness Workshop on Food Safety/Substandard Food products, this project was funded by NIPOL, it 
involved the SON with private sector companies. There was no M&E to track success or failure, the workshop was 
intended to have a long term impact; 2) All standards developed by SON for the food industry, require a technical 
committee made up of 70% private sector.   
1) a. Drafting the food safety policy b. Association of Food and Beverage Employers (AFBTE) c. policy d. Lagos, 
Nigeria; 2) a. Training; b. Regulators, Private Food Company and Government; c. The private company 
collaborated with the ministry by offering their facility as a learning/training site. This collaboration yielded hands-
on experience for public sector inspectors. 
1) Annual training on "Food Safety for Nutritionists and Other Health Professionals" and "Hazard Analysis and 
Critical Control Point System (HACCP)". Partners: International Life Sciences Institute (ILSI) and University of Ghana 
(UG). Participants: Food industry, catering establishments, Food Safety students, Public Health professionals, 
among others. Funded by ILSI. Duration for each training programme one week. Training introduced in Nigeria 
since 2015; 2) a. Training workshop on Microbiological Criteria and Microbiological Risk Assessment. Partners: The 
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the Ghana Food and Drugs Authority (FDA). Participants: Food 
Safety Regulators, Researchers and Private Industries with roles in food safety. Programme funded by FAO. 
Duration: One week, with two follow-up visits by FAO consultants months later, b. Training workshop on Chemical 
Risk Assessment (same collaborators and participants as in 2 above). Funded by FAO. Duration: 3 days. 

1) 2002-2007 UNIDO food safety project - collaboration between Government Ethiopia + manufacturing industry 
association. Project aimed at implement FS management system in selected agro-industries (meat, fish, dairy, 
flour) and establishing a food safety control system. Providing awareness workshop, training in selected industries 
to implement HACCP, and establish good understanding among regulators and industry. These companies were 
mainly supplying local market (meat was mostly for export). UNIDO was the funder. Considered as successful, 
increased capacity around food safety, workshops and trainings were intensive, engaged with media, developed 
several guidelines documents (HAACP, GMP,...). After project finished it was not sustained due to lack of funding 
and government restructuring[…]. The Food safety management systems implemented in industry are still being 
implemented; 2) USAID FINTRAC funded project. 2007-2011. Horticultural agency (public), horticultural 
association (private). Aim of project to implement Global GAP food safety standards (including BRC - UK private 
standards) - to assist vegetable exporters to implement Global GAP requirements. His company developed 
trainings, courses, translation of documents to local language, develop code of practices... Successful - achieving 
certification for a number of export companies. companies still operating under those certificates. 
2006 – task force for mycotoxins, bring all actors VC together; need real commitment from private sector because 
just looking at economic figures – if they are going to be hit they fight back; how to improve milk quality: quality 
based payment scheme – private support from private processors. 

Abattoir in Addis own by a group of people. government vet in charge of meat inspection. Regulatory activities are 
working well, and abattoir responds to inspection requests - food safety improves as a consequence. compared to 
public owned abattoirs, privately owned abattoirs, inspected by government, are better positioned to improve 
meat safety.  

As a private player, I have approached the relevant line department under Ministry of Agriculture for Veterinary 
extension services support and though they could not commit to the support, they were able to identify individual 
extension workers whom I am working with.   

1) South Africa. a. Food safety meets most Codex criteria in formal food chains, both imported and locally 
produced, b. Actors in food chains include private producers and processors; but the state regulates food safety 
though regulations which are enforced by state funded officials in the  veterinary, agricultural and health sector. 
However, retailers, mainly supermarkets are private owned and they also play a major role in quality and safety of 
food marketed. However, informal markets are only regulated by the consumer who chooses to purchase food and 
is influenced by both cost and quality, c. In South Africa the food safety outcome is well monitored and controlled  
and meets international criteria (Codex and ISO) in formal food chains. However, there is a gap in the informal 
sector. Research has shown , however, that gradually  urban informal food chains are sourcing quality, affordable 
plant and animal derived food from controlled formal production systems, d. Where: South Africa, e. duration – 
since 1902, f. The state funds the regulatory authorities. Farming is a free-market system governed by supply and 
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demand and is not state-funded (except in the case of soft loans  by the Land Bank prior to 1994 and land 
redistribution initiatives). So mainly privately funded, g. South Africa is fairly self-sufficient and exports food which 
meets international criteria for food safety, h. factors for success or failure: success, to my mind is based on free 
market principles and adherence to  international norms. HOWEVER, it is mainly FORMAL food chains that are 
producing safe food in South Africa. Because this food is relatively affordable and accessible to low-income 
consumers through supermarkets and because of the crossover from  regulated formal to informal markets, there 
is probably a significant proportion of consumers who have access to safe food. However, research and funding 
are required to make food and PARTICULARLY drinking water (which is becoming a huge problem) safe for the 
poor and populations still consuming food from unregulated informal production systems. Failure is linked to the 
fact that the poor and vulnerable are voiceless  - they just have shorter lifespans and higher child mortality. 
2) a. Public – Private collaboration in the Poultry Industry in Mozambique, b. Actors: University of Pretoria Vet 
Faculty, FAO, State Vet Services in Mozambique, Small Scale Poultry Farmers, Mobile abattoirs built by private 
entrepreneurs. 3M (USA) Food safety testing systems, c. Food safety outcome: Bacterial counts (E. Coli and 
Coliform) were the main constraint to commercial poultry meat production in Mozambique and consequently, a 
large proportion of frozen birds were being imported. Initially we thought that contaminated water was the chief 
problem at production level,  and monitoring water quality was unaffordable because of limited laboratory 
capacity, trained staff and costs of media (petri dishes and medium). However, once this was solved by using 3M 
paper based diagnostics which were easy to use and easy to dispose of; we discovered that the same technology 
could be used, combined with mobile abattoirs, to process that chickens now being produced more successfully by 
small scale broiler farmers, d. Mozambique, e. 2010-2012, f. FAO provided startup funding, University Pretoria and 
Mozambique Veterinary Services provided expertise in poultry management and hygienic slaughter methods. 
Private enterprise recognized the profitability and suddenly Mozambique had mobile abattoirs, g. Poultry was no 
longer sold live in “wet markets” and consumers had access to fresh and frozen broilers. The GDP improved as 
imports from South Africa decreased, h. Factors for success–Participatory methods (including risk analysis and 
veterinary economics) were used with all role players along the food chain to identify the factors required to 
stimulate poultry production with the outcome of improved food safety and also food security. The University of 
Pretoria assisted with expertise  - funding came from the National Research Foundation. The research was led by a 
post graduate student. The  Mozambique Government funded the Veterinary Services  to undertake the research 
and transfer skills to farmers as well as monitoring the abattoirs according to recognized Codex and FAO norms. 
3M partnered (and were paid) for appropriate technology and had to be persuaded to take the risk of selling to 
Mozambique, which is a poor country! Once the project looked viable, private enterprise started investing. 
3) a. Beef abattoirs in Lesotho, b. University of Pretoria, State Veterinary Services in Mozambique, government-
private partnership to rebuild the beef abattoir in Lesotho which had been closed because it did not meet 
international norms. As a result, Lesotho was importing meat from South Africa for sale in supermarkets, but beef 
sold in the supermarkets  was also originating from informal slaughter within Lesotho and an outbreak of anthrax 
in consumers had alerted the Veterinary services to  the problem, c. The abattoir was built according to Codex and 
FAO norms and beef in Lesotho was sold in the supermarkets, increasing food safety, decreasing imports and 
decreasing cost to consumer, d. Lesotho, e. 2008-2010, f. Some external international funding was used (can’t 
remember) to build the abattoir in partnership with Lesotho Government. Private funding from the Supermarket 
chain was also involved as it ensured a market for beef sufficient to make the abattoir viable. State Vet Services 
were paid by Lesotho Government. University Research was funded by the National Research Foundation. Farmers 
agreed to send their cattle to abattoir for slaughter as better product resulted in a better price, g. Successful and 
sustainable. mainly because deaths from anthrax caused a national and international outcry, I think, h. Lesotho 
did not have the abattoir, so it needed funding, BUT the abattoir would only be used if farmers benefited, so the 
private end user was what made the project viable. Once again, participatory risk analysis and veterinary 
economics were used to make sure all role players, stakeholders and end users  played a part in the design and 
implementation of the project. The chief veterinary officer was our post graduate student doing this research and 
she received a Masters degree. 

Codex Committee on Food Safety, traceability committee have 50% private sector and 50% public sector to 
deliberate on issues of food safety. Outcome is traceability systems in place. It was funded by UNIDO for a 5 year 
period which elapsed in 2014. Failure to act beyond project time due to funding. 

Collaboration of Uganda National Bureau of Standards (public) with the private sector is very well (good 
enforcement). 
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Collaboration with KEPSA Kenya Private Sector Alliance (funded by many actors including government) which is 
largely engaged in government policy making. SOCAA is one of the many members of KEPSA. Where the 
government consults KEPSA to give input in agricultural related food safety issues, SOCAA gives input on behalf of 
KEPSA. FACTOR OF SUCCESS: effective communication. Also mentioned, a collaboration AAK (Agrochemicals 
Association Of Kenya) on training on safe pesticide use and collaboration with KEPHIS (Kenya Plant Health 
Inspectorate Service) but without effective communication (factor of failure). 

Control of aflatoxins in grains. Private sector was key in education the farmers in good post-harvest handling  of 
grains. 

Creation of awareness about need to avoid harmful chemicals for pesticides on export and subsistence crop 
(training courses) and trials on digital platform-traceability-for horticultural crops.  
CUTS collaborates with the Ministry of Health, Ministry of Agriculture and Kenyan Dairy board on policy advocacy, 
capacity building and consumer awareness creation. One of the aim of this collaboration is to establish a platform 
to combine policy-makers and private sector to combine efforts on milk safety. Also indicated that there is general 
disconnection between the public sector and the private sector. For example, an initiative by […] dairy processor to 
pay milk producers based on quality lacks policy support which is necessary to make it sustainable and scalable to 
other processors.  

Export abattoir small ruminants “Modjo Modern” near Debre Zeit/ Ethiopia 
(https://www.modjoexportabattoir.com/) – however, only little spillover to domestic markets (carcasses not being 
fully fit for export. PPP not very visible. 

Held a p-p workshop about standards in trade. Representatives came from private sector, civil sector, farmers, 
government. Enlightening and dynamic. Private sector response was "see how these people [public sector] treat 
us. They don't listen to us." Public officials have the power to enforce regulations over business sector, which 
creates a strange working relationship. Corruption from government needs to be addressed. Embedded in culture, 
societal relationship between different groups. Should work collectively!  

I don’t have such public-private collaborations (ppc) which I have involved in but I know one somewhat from far. 
Ethiopian Veterinary Association (EVA) through European Union funding was working on veterinary value chain 
ppc. I am poorly aware of the accomplishment (success or failure). I would refer if someone from EVA is 
interviewed in this respect (can give much and detail information helpful for your purpose). 

I have been involved for training on SPS measures for food production managers. The foods productions managers 
represented private sector and the public sector was represented by Ministry of Commerce and Industry.  

International Life Sciences Institute (ILSI) and an NGO called Industry Council for Development (ICD), have 
collaborated with the Dept. of Nutrition & Food Science, University of Ghana in Food safety training for almost 10 
years (since 2008). Out of this initiative over 800 individuals have been given some food safety training and about 
650 of them have been trained as food safety ambassadors, in Ghana and in Nigeria and more than 400. A Food 
Safety Training Centre has been established (previously ICD-UGL and now ILSI-UG Food Safety Training Centre) to 
carry out this activity. ICD initially funded the project and then transferred the centre to ILSI. ILSI has indicated lack 
of funding to continuously support this project and the sustainability of the Centre is threatened from the 
beginning of March 2018 when the current contract expires. A key factor for ensuring sustainability is to christen 
the centre to become a full-fledged academic centre at the University of Ghana, to become a sub-regional Centre 
for Food Safety Studies. Graduate programmes on Food Safety, and more training programmes on Food safety 
management systems, Risk assessment could be mounted. Food safety research activities could be 
institutionalized, advocacy on food safety could be done, and, food safety data bases could be established for 
regulation and policy advice.      

Legal Framework for Aflatoxins. 

National Codex Committee (NBC): different stakeholders from public service, try and include private sector so they 
realize they have a responsibility, also because they are important actors. 

PPS difficult to implement in Kenya due to lack of strong legal framework to support public sector entities given 
the mandate to implement food safety controls.  

Private companies in Kenya who engage/work with certain vegetable and fruits farmers within the country, they 
organize and expose the producers (those they work with) to GAP, and will also work closely with government 
agencies who check and certify that the food safety standards of the produce particularly for exports to 

https://www.modjoexportabattoir.com/
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international markets has been met. There is limited spill-over of these to local markets, if it’s there it’s mostly to 
the rich in the society, so the poor continue to access products whose safety is not good.  
SDP project in Kenya by ILRI and other NGOs with the para-state organization Kenya Dairy Board. The latter had 
the aim to ban informal markets and make only formal. On the contrary, ILRI was backing the unformal sector. 
Finally, the collaboration became successful and the Board became part of a program on training and 
certifications for informal milk traders in hygiene. It is anyway impossible to enforce laws forbidding the informal 
sector regarding milk. It was a 6 year project with 2 phases.  Funding from DFID (Department For International 
Development) (UKAID). Factors for success: dialogue, listening to each other. Not banning people but bringing 
them to a more formal production. Training certification. Now, new project for 5 years, funded by BMGF in several 
countries (with an impact evaluation part): they restart training in marketing and milk handling and certifications. 
Started last year. Inside this project is included a project on household milk consumption, milk allocation in 
household (6 and 48 month old especially), milk price dynamics.  

Tanzania: farmer cooperatives collaborating with public officers. Effective way of linking important elements in 
value chains and co-benefits in terms of knowledge exchange, capacity building and wider rural development. 
Dairy coop of farmers, producer initiated/driven that, beyond joint milk production/marketing, include in their 
scope conflict-solving over land-use issues, seek interactions with the livestock officers around dairy production 
and animal disease,... It is an example of a bottom-up approach to private/public partnership. Beneficial to Food 
Safety in terms of facilitating disease management, facilitating access to inputs, provides platform for knowledge 
exchange.  

The collaboration of the Uganda Fish processors and Supporters Association that fought together with the 
Fisheries Resource Department of the Ministry of Agriculture to fight misuse of chemicals in catching fish. Fought 
the poor hygienic condition on the landing sites and factories. 

The establishment of Rwanda National Dairy Platform as well as the establishment of Rwanda Meat platform. 
These platforms are spaces where the government and private sector meet and discuss challenges in these two 
commodity value chains and formulate together the solutions specifying the role of each party; i.e. the strategic 
plans are formulated jointly and are to be implemented jointly. 

The National Codex Committee is a multi-sectoral forum of both private and public food safety stakeholders. This 
forums meets quarterly to deliberate on food safety issues of national importance. 

A Dutch company…that wanted a good quality pineapple supply. Every 3 days, would fly fruit from Ghana to 
Netherlands to sell. Very successful collaboration, push and pull together, farmers making good money from 
exports. Also, in Ethiopia, Gates Foundation invested in legumes (chickpeas) and the public sector (Ministry of 
Agriculture) developed the right varieties. Government had the right policies, and it was profitable. 

Uganda Beef Producers Association. 
Wambizzi Coop. Society Ltd.: private business pig slaughter; public health interest of Kampala City Council 
Authority (local government) provides 2 meat inspectors. 

Wambizzi pig slaughter house in Kampala, Uganda (private business but meat inspectors hired by government); 
however, technology very basic, doubtful they know what they do (lack of training and basic knowledge on 
hazards and risks). 

Yes, the Norwegian abattoir for the export market, for this product high international standards were applied 
which have increased the safety of the beef. In general, we have a large animal population in Uganda but not 
many facilities for slaughter and processing, so these slaughter houses (public-private partnerships) are a big 
achievement and due to implemented HACCP etc. they will improve food safety and generate consistent quality of 
meat. 

 
20. What are your suggestions for improving public-private collaboration in [your country/Africa]? 

 
 Government should be open to utilize the expertise of public and private sector. 
Funds should be directed to increase consumer awareness. Informed consumers will put pressure on both  private 
and public sector causing them to collaborate. Public sector should communicate the merits of food safety to 
private sector from a business perspective. 
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Both the government (public) and private sector should work together to set up regulations and policies for the 
food industry. Funding of joint public private activities and initiatives should be prioritized and increased by 
governments, partners and international organizations. 

Depends on the people collaborating, the knowledge the people have and the systems where they are operating. 

Internal control systems because the public systems are not working; examples: Ethiopia 1) private cheese and 
sausage processor; 2) goat and mutton slaughterhouse – both have their own inspection systems and 
enforcement systems and produce safer food. 

Information & training and region-adapted solutions (do not import US standards to Africa, or from Arab to 
Christian communities etc.), need to know about the particular local food chain, technology used and then adapt 
solutions to the problems (participatory methods). 
Enhance sensitization of private sector players. Developing and disseminating to private sector easy-to-use 
materials and tools. Train private sector players specific for each value chain (Dairy, Meat, Fruits & Vegetables, 
Cereals & Pulses etc.). 

Good supervision/coordination at all times. Effecting (enforcing) the law. Capacity building at both ends (incl. 
sensitization on existing law). Resources to facilitate prerequisites (i.e. equipment). 

Make sure there is constant supply for these slaughterhouses, i.e. through contract farming which will also be a 
method of giving business to smallholders (in the Bombo example the abattoir was constructed but before there 
was no proper assessment of how big the supply of certified beef/beef of a certain quality was and then the facility 
was underutilized). Organize of dealers into groups and building their capacity as a group (cooperatives, 
associations, unions), care needs to be taken that they can join freely, sensitization on how market is working 
(price fluctuation, being patient if there is a bad season and not giving up immediately), business and production 
skills, this way they will have incentives to improve biosafety and biosecurity which will in turn improve food 
safety. 

More initiative from the private sector. Usually it is the government that takes the initiative (example: new TCB 
“maturity program” for different sectors, it is a government project, funded by government but implemented with 
the different private sector associations). 
The capacity of the private sector to discuss and negotiate with the government has to be strengthened 
(awareness creation, training). The work of these platforms needs to be supported either on financial side or 
management side so that they become more focused and result-oriented. The investment capacity of the private 
operators need to be increased so that they become able to comply with standards, which standards are 
formulated jointly by Government and private sector representatives. Training of government officials (more 
awareness creation) on the PPP concept. 

The governments to support the set-up of credible value chain associations to oversee the stakeholders who 
produce the food. The government will set the standards and enforce them. The private sector will ensure 
compliance among the producers. The government to set and put the necessary infrastructure in the country and 
design programs that are integrated, holistic and improve conditions to do business cheaply. To set up market 
Intelligence units to gather information on market requirements. Agencies like Uganda Export Promotion Board 
UEPB. 

1) Assigning special projects (technology, social media) for private sector to take ownership and execute; 2) 
Lobbying during lawmaking as the private sector are more influential in democratic countries; 3) Getting larger 
companies to  adopt smaller companies on a government food safety mentoring scheme; 4) Building  private labs 
to support public sector regulation. 

1) Engagement and dialogue with chambers of commerce and industry who have an existing relationship with 
private sector; 2) Generate facts and figures on the economic impact of food safety, then challenge the private 
sector during engagement to convince them.  
Bring everyone in the value chain (from farm-to-fork). Public institutions don’t have the capacity and financial 
resources to enforce alone the whole food safety. We need to sensitize all actors and be more realistic: we should 
not try to directly apply too high standards when countries cannot implement and control them. Countries should 
use their own standards. Governments should take into consideration the consumer society and build their 
knowledge instead of just doing the ‘police’ alone the value chain. Here, probably 95% of people boil milk before 
they drink it, showing people already have a certain level of awareness regarding food safety risks. Consumers 
make the last decision on consuming or not the food they have. It is more effective and less costly to sensitize 
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consumers rather than enforcing laws on high food standards. So, more incentives and fewer bans. Producers also 
need to be sensitized. 
Capacity building. Transparency. Public Engagement.  

Collaboration should be improved through the creation of a conducive environment for an open communication 
framework between the public and private sector.  Partnership mechanism among them should be ensured for the 
prevention of food safety issues throughout the all food chain.   
Coordination and commitment. Regarding the National Food Safety Coordinating Committee (NFSCCC), he 
suggest that it should be put in law so that they can make a work program, such as a monitoring plan and then 
implement it. 

Defined measures/outcomes for accountability. Private sector does the pulling. Demanding better prices for 
quality standards. Create demand for mass production.  

Exchange of technical experiences and facilities/equipment in countries and regions along the whole food chain.  

1) Find a way to take care of the losses of the private sector as result of the FS initiatives; 2) Try to build trust 
between the various partners in both public and private sectors.  

Focus on the creating a demand for accountability (safe food) by the public (populace), that way both public and 
private entities will be pressured to work together to meet these demands. 

For each county in Kenya to identify their potential (what foods are they producing or likely to produce) and what 
they need to improve on the safety/trade of these, then look out for private investors with whom they can partner 
to improve on safety; there is need to invest on infrastructure (e.g. constructing toilets in markets and other places 
where food is handled) and use that as the base to improve food safety.  

For improving public-private collaboration, we have: 1) To create a favorable environment(no corruption); 2) To 
identify a common interest and create a win-win situation; 3) To clarify the institutional and management 
framework; 4) To  develop transparency and effective communication; 5) To perform a follow-up of results. 
Funding support to academia, through research collaboration; private companies supporting staff to enroll in 
academic and training programmes; involvements in collaborative research. 

Ghanaian National Govt should realize that food safety affects public health and economic development and 
make yearly budgetary allocation to fund PPC instead of leaving it for donor funding which has a time limit. Assist 
SME companies directly, identify individual consultants and attach them to private companies to attain FSMS 
certification. Private consultants can develop the food safety program and help the company to implement the 
system; that way the Government can say they have assisted companies to achieve a Food Safety Management 
System. This is a valid evaluation compared to general workshops and open trainings.  

Government should give space, room and capacity (access to loans, land, ...) for private individuals/groups to 
participate in the food systems. Supporting private sector to expand its work in the food systems.  

I suggest that public and private sectors should collaborate especially with regard to food production and keeping 
the produced food safe. It is known that public sector is often responsible for regulatory activities and the private 
sector in the actual production. Recently, I have heard the “principle of food safety champion” under which 
farmers are motivated through finding attractive market niche for sell of their products. The best example is 
USAID-supported project of Lume-Adama Farmers Union. According to my informant, the union improved the 
quality and safety of wheat flour it is producing and finally good access to sell the flour to Ethiopian Airlines on 
contract basis sustaining its marketing (with attractive prices). So, if a donor or a public sector supports the 
private producers, food safety can be improved to some extent. This does not mean such voluntary compliances 
will not work always. Food safety in developing countries is dominated by informal sectors. So, in such a case, 
“carrot and stick” should work, combining the voluntary compliances followed by enforcement of regulations and 
laws.  

Improving mutual understanding across public and private sectors on what food safety means and how it 
contributes not only to public health but also livelihoods, economy, etc. 
Joint training-- should be done with both sectors together.  

Linking suppliers and vendors through value chains and the market place. There seems to be a large disconnect 
and both sides would benefit from a joint approach. Her consultations with producers in Tanzania showed that 
producers say they don’t have enough access to markets, they don’t have money for their animals, they want 
more structures for access to markets, …On the other hand, the public authorities are looking into opportunities 
for promote international trader, to promote markets, but they face the problem of the producers being unable to 
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secure regular and enough supply to meet the demand. So processes/structures 
that will facilitate dialogue between the Government and the VC actors will address the challenges on both sides. 
A key aspect of public/private partnerships is to facilitate dialogue to enable joint work on common goals. To 
establish this dialogue is necessary to set up structures (i.e. producers organizing themselves in 
groups/cooperatives/… that will give them more voice, people’s voices embedded in structures that helps them 
deliver their messages). 

Modalities for follow up are very important - they determine the fate of the achievements. For example - task 
forces are created  - these should be internalized within government to ensure sustainability. Government must 
own these projects, so that there is buy-in and sustainability.  

More honest and transparency is needed from private  sector players in the collaborations for the engagements to 
be successful. Respondent gave an illustration of private sector dishonesty where a collaboration between private 
sector players and the public sector which was funded by donors. The private sector players acquired resources for 
the project from the private sector but never involved them in the actual implementation of the project and no 
accountability was sought from them by the donors.  

No response, too general. 

Offer tailored training, provide guidelines, provide equipment and materials, etc. 

Participatory risk analysis with inclusion of all stakeholders, role players and end users, from the beginning is very 
important. In my experience, however,  the chief constraint is that either the state or private enterprise wants to 
take over and run the project in a blue-printed top-down way. Donor’s money is siphoned off and misused and 
there is no accountability. In my opinion, working through a University has worked as they have no financial 
interest in the project, only in its success. Having a post graduate student who is a role player in the project is a 
great advantage and of course as this was veterinary public health, the students were registered veterinarians, 
working for the state. Handouts do not work, if the private sector can see a long term profitable enterprise 
resulting from their investment, they will invest and will make sure the  project is sustainable. However, buy in by 
producers (farmers) is also essential for the food chain  to start and consumers must want to but the product 
because it is affordable and good value for money. They can’t see the germs in the meat or milk and so informal 
food chains will survive if the safe food costs too much. 

Private sector has failed the importance of science, they just think of food as products (only business-oriented), co-
funding very difficult in Uganda, i.e. marketing new products at the university with seed funding from private 
sector; also the professors must not be selfish. 

Setting from the outset the goals to be achieved, and maintaining focus on those targets, as all too often, focus on 
projects at hand is sometimes lost. 

Some of the proposals include: 1) Involvement of public and private training institutions, colleges and universities, 
2) Encouraging Governments to work with organized farmer groups (example if the current Netherlands capacity 
building of farmers from Uganda), 3) Encouraging Governments to work with private input suppliers to control 
quality of supplies (drugs, vaccines and other inputs), 4) Use farmer groups to lobby Governments to establish 
subsidies and other tax related rebates.  
The government should be more flexible and effective and support private sector.  For any sector in Kenya with not 
a lot of money availability, the government is a bit rigid with the private sector.  

The private sector is a major player in the food &feed control system. Therefore, effective national food control 
system requires that the private sector is represented and actively participates in decision–making, and food 
safety and quality activities. All food processors, handlers, transporters, producers and other stakeholders along 
the food chain should take responsibility for the safety of the food they provide to the consumer. This requirement 
shall apply to both imported and locally produced foods and at local, regional and international level. 1) 
Strengthen and promote PPPs in food safety and quality by: Providing a conducive and enabling environment for 
Public-Private sector investment in food safety control. This will include but not limited to: establishment of 
accredited laboratory infrastructure, establishment of production infrastructure such as cooling houses, modern 
market structures, eating houses among others; Supporting the private sector organizations to enable them better 
participate in food safety and quality activities; Strategically investing with the private sector in areas of need 
along the food chain; 2) Strengthen Capability of the food industry to supply safe food and feed products: Food and 
feed production, processing, and marketing, for example, in the EAC region is highly fragmented among a large 
number of small producers and handlers who lack appropriate knowledge and expertise in the application of 
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modern practices, and food hygiene; Coupled with the challenges of small and medium enterprises, there are few 
well established systems for assisting these companies to develop their capacity to provide safe products; Some 
countries that actively export products to high-income countries from particular sectors, such as fish, horticultural 
crops and meat, do have adequate training and support for industries in those sectors; However, many sectors are 
still in need of restructuring to be in line with current food and feed safety and quality assurance requirements; 
Food and feed business operators (FBOs) are not fully trained in GAP and SPS standards; It is also important to 
conduct capacity building of FBOs throughout the market chain; 3) Strengthen capabilities for application of 
preventative approaches in management of food safety along the food chain. Use of preventive approaches of food 
safety control should be a mandatory requirement for all parties along the food chain. Every  stakeholder  along 
the food chain shall be required to put in place preventive food safety management systems such as Hazard 
Analysis & Critical Control Points( HACCP), Good Manufacturing Practices (GMP), Good Hygiene Practices (GHP), 
Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) and ISO 22000 as appropriate; 4)Consumer awareness creation: The importance 
of consumer education in the prevention of food-borne illness is universally recognized. When consumers are 
quality and safety conscious, they are able to complement the efforts of food and feed control agencies in 
encouraging the food and feed industry to provide good quality and safe products. 

There is need to create awareness to the public sector about  food safety issues and their implication on economic 
and health outcomes. 

To create a national reference group on food safety issue that combine private-public sectors and a platform to 
bring stakeholders in food safety together. Without involving the private, the policy is disconnected and there is 
not a driver for the market. 

To improve relevance: Prioritization of food safety risks based on context. 

 
 
Section 3: Food Safety Capacity Building  

 
Now we will talk about capacity building on food safety. 
 

21. If you have been involved in food safety capacity building, please give 1-2 examples. including a) 
the type and number of beneficiaries, if known b) the aspect of capacity that was built, and c) any 
measures of the resulting enhancement of capacity. (Enumerator to probe for different example 
than question 19. If respondent has had no involvement, SKIP to question 23.) 
 

1) Laboratory training on how to examine food samples using conventional microbiology (not molecular biology), 
in Burkina Faso, Egypt, 20 participants each, mainly practitioners – conventional microbiology today is not 
regarded as important (at least in the perception of many decision makers and practitioners), but in some cases it 
may be more sustainable, for instance if the equipment for sequencing etc. is not in place. Disadvantage of these 
trainings: little follow up, we do not know what the participants are doing now and how they are using the 
knowledge; 2) One training in Ethiopia (ILRI/BMZ Safe food, Fair Food project phase 1): 1 week training on risk-
based approaches in food safety management, 10-12 policy makers, they seemed to have had a high level of 
technical knowledge but did not know how to apply it practically in the field.     

Training programs for lab technicians in collaboration with the USDA and PACA in December 2017. The capacity 
built was sampling and analysis for private and public laboratories. Participants were selected as 4 persons from 
each ECOWAS member state. The outcome is strengthened institutions in member states, there was no M&E, it is 
assumed that once they are trained they will apply what they have learnt. 

1) Fruit and vegetable preservation through drying and their quality and safety aspects, in 1995 and 2002, about 
50+ including many women’s groups; 2) SPSS along the value chain including all aspects, 8 workshops of different 
stakeholders (farmers, processors etc.), 200+ beneficiaries, 2013; 3) 2016: poultry, fish, meat, fruit and 
vegetables; public market retailers, training on hygienic handling, hundreds of market retailers in several districts; 
4) Training of food inspectors (meat/milk, fish inspection, certificate course) via MAIFF, several times, especially 
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extension workers (organized by government, but they do not pay); 5) MSc students on quality assurance in 
different value chains, International Food Law. 
1) Training on food handling and food safety for meat inspectors and abattoir workers, also the abattoir 
managers. Included participants from all over the country. Training captured meat hygienic handling and 
processing. Mostly male participants. training was well received by participants, but due to financial constraints it 
didn't include all the people that should receive the training; 2) Training to regional or zone government offices, 
targeting those working in food safety and/or zoonoses. Ministry provided training on food safety and zoonoses, 
risk assessment. Mostly male participants. Because these participants are working at the local level, they have the 
capacity to translate that knowledge into action on the ground, and influence food safety at the ground level.   

1) Butcher training on meat handling by ILRI and US Vets without borders; 2) Ministry of Agriculture’s training on 
meat handling as well as handling of live animals and slaughtering. 

1) Laboratory capacity of UNBS enhanced with support from IAEA to undertake testing of veterinary drug residues 
in animal sourced foods in Uganda; 2) Training for food safety experts in IAEA/ EAC to harmonize standards. 

1) Standard education research information and documentation (SERID) training unit to provide trainings on 
HACCP, GHPs, GMP, FSMS to different institutions and private sector (they apply and are trained at a fee); ca. 500 
per year; 2) Public campaigns in sensitization on standards; 3) GIZ project to train different sectors value chain 
actors (banana beer, cheese, dairy etc.), 2006. 

Training of farmers on safe horticultural packaging. Training on county officials on food safety concern relevant on 
food safety policy making. SNV trains SOCAA personnel to improve their capacity on food safety issue and later 
they go the county and teach the county officials and farmers. Collaborating also with CUTS.  

Training of MSC students who completed studies and now hold important positions with the food safety 
departments e.g. TFDA two students (a vet and a food scientist). More recently, a number of students 4 or 5 were 
trained under the Safe Food Fair Food project. 

ILRI Safe Food, Fair Food project: one-week trainings for meat inspectors small ruminants in Ethiopia 2013 + pig 
meat in Uganda 2014 (ca 25 practitioners each). 10 years Thailand VPH MSc program (course work, risk-based 
inspection systems, basic lab work, not only molecular biology)/ program ended after 10 years on a bilateral level 
but continued on a national level/ in total 80-90 students from across the region including China and India during 
the collaboration period/ these people now work in local admin and industry/ there is also an alumni network in 
place. Kosovo training basic lab training for MSc students (understanding of basic laboratory operations).  In 
Germany 40 years of training of meat inspectors for red meat and poultry 
Emphasis on practitioners/paravets (he is also training vet students, naturally, but the practical application is 
important). 

In Eastern Kenya: capacity building for the farmers (about 6000 farmers) to control aflatoxins at farm level. 
The impact of training and provision of simple technologies resulted in reduction of mycotoxin by 50%. 

1) Food Handlers Training on Food Safety, capacity on hygienic food handling for traders and the informal sector, 
the project was funded by UNIDO. There was no M&E to measure effectiveness. 

1) a. Training the Trainer (TTT) for food regulators on GHP and HACCP (40 public sector inspectors in 2016),  b. 
Inspections skills and food safety knowledge, c. During the program before and after knowledge test form; 2) TTT 
for private sector for 40 food processors  in 2016. A and C is same as example 1  

a. 50-50, b. issues related to key challenges in LMICs, c. N/A, just workshop evaluation. 

1) Training meat inspectors and abattoir works in Somalia and Sudan 2) Training veterinary undergraduate 
students on meat inspection (about 50 per year). 
a. Training of 60 entrepreneurs working in agro-food sector; b. product certification procedures, packaging and 
labeling standards; c. application of learning outcomes, their products are well labeled and well packaged. 

All three examples discussed above included capacity building. However, over time, the University has done a 
great deal of capacity building by training veterinarians in Veterinary Public Health. They in turn train those who 
work in veterinary services as well as the producers. For plant-derived food, the University trains undergraduate 
and post graduate agriculturists. Specifically, in Mozambique University, experts were brought from Pretoria to a 
workshop at which state veterinarians, abattoir inspectors and laboratory workers were trained to do the work 
required in a poultry abattoir, using the FAO publications as a template. Trained about 50 people. In addition, 
there was an online course developed for veterinarians and para-veterinary staff on VPH in the Poultry Industry. 
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The courses were partly sponsored by the Mozambique Government and partly by donor funding and some 
participants were self-funded. The online courses ran from about 2008 to 2014. 
An International Short Course in Agricultural Biotechnology and Biosafety; GMO Food Safety Dossier Review at the 
College of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Michigan State University. This was supported by 
ABNE/NEPAD/Michigan State University; Four of the participants were from Uganda who benefited from this 
training.  
1) At institution level, KEPHIS has been involved in training export value chain actors including farmers, exporters 
and agronomists in market access requirements including safe pesticide use to achieve MRL requirements; 2) Also 
involved in training exporters in electronic certification. 

1) Hands-on training of meat inspectors for small ruminants in Ethiopia and pig meat inspectors in Uganda (ca. 40 
in total); South Africa/ East Africa: training of junior academia and policy makers on risk-based approaches for 
food safety management (ca. 15 each) – strategically selected participants who were already working in VPH 
received further training; 2) in Kenya, food safety included to university curriculum. 

He has not been directly involved in the “implementation” of food safety capacity building but was involved more 
broadly by trying to assess consumer awareness and willingness to pay for safer products. This work was on milk 
consumers in Kenya and on pork consumers in Uganda. The result was that people were ready to pay more for 
safer food, but could not precisely measure how much more. This work was necessary in order to make project 
more sustainable, because now we know for example that food chain actors could pay for certification in order to 
boost their sells. No external (i.e. non-sustainable) funding might be necessary.  

I have undertaken a phyto-sanitary certification training organized by Uganda Chamber of Commerce/ Makerere 
University Business School, funded by UN program and appreciate and practicing the skills acquired. I have also 
attended the ILRI training on supply chain management with emphasis on sanitation at each of the stages. 

I was involved as PhD student in Safe Food, Fair Food Project (SFFP) of ILRI funded by Germany’s BMZ/GIZ. My 
involvement was from 2010 to 2011 around the end of the project. The focus of the capacity building was on 
educating postgraduate and undergraduate students in the area of food safety and participatory epidemiology. 
Capacity building of informal food sectors was also the core component of the capacity building initiative. SSFP 
was implemented in six African countries (Ethiopia one of them). Quite large number of students got chance to 
work in the project for their masters or BSc thesis. Out of the works, a synthesis report was published in book 
format. I am not aware of any formal impact assessment of the project but I believe the project created significant 
impact in terms of food safety capacity building in informal sector.  

I participated in: 1) training of Milk Collection Centers laboratory technicians (73) on milk quality testing and dairy 
best practices and training of milk kiosks on dairy best practices (66). The measures of the resulting enhancement 
of capacity were that a. all produced milk has to pass at Milk Collection Center to be tested for quality and safety, 
b. all milk sold in milk kiosks has to be sourced from Milk Collection center with a proof document of origin; 2) 
training of abattoir staff (56 participants) on Good Hygienic Practices in Slaughter houses; 3) training of local 
government veterinarians (14 participants) on official meat inspectors and GHP in slaughterhouses.  

I was involved in the laboratory assessment capacity studies in Uganda and Ethiopia that entailed to identify the 
gaps in aligning with the requirements of agrofood exported to EU market. In Uganda various, both public and 
private labs, were surveyed. The gaps identified were disseminated through a stakeholder workshop. The training 
needs of the staff informs of equipment maintenance, calibration and operational. The infrastructure and 
environment suitable for analysis and status of accreditation to be able to analyze the parameters for EU markets. 

In addition to the examples in Question 19, I was involved in a three (3) day training for research staff (Public 
Health Professionals, Medical Researchers, and researchers in Food Safety) on Introductory Food Safety Risk 
Assessment (see https://www.ug.edu.gh/announcements/course-announcement-introductory-training-food-
safety-risk-assessment). At the end of the training, the participants (30 in number) appreciated the need to 
embrace the risk paradigm in food safety research and understood the principles of food safety risk assessment. A 
PhD candidate restructured her research agenda after participating in the programme. 

Kiambu and Muranga farm field days are an example of capacity building. People has been provided with training 
and brochures in English and Kiswahili version.  In 2018 in collaboration with the county government in Muranga, 
it is going to build an official capacity building initiative with  training camp for farmers, with development of  a 
curriculum for milk safety. 

https://www.ug.edu.gh/announcements/course-announcement-introductory-training-food-safety-risk-assessment
https://www.ug.edu.gh/announcements/course-announcement-introductory-training-food-safety-risk-assessment
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Ministry of Trade, Tourism and Industry: Quality Infrastructure and Standards Programme (QUISP: 
http://www.mtic.go.ug/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=41&Itemid=189). It supported value 
chain actors in fish, beef, crops (coffee); it is a recent and big and successful program but I am not sure how many 
beneficiaries. 

National and regional workshops of FAO/WHO on INFOSAN in Senegal, West Africa (UEMOA), South Africa 
(SADC), etc. Participants included designated INFOSAN contact points working in food safety emergency response. 
Success was measured by improved performance in utilizing the INFOSAN platform as a tool to notify and 
communicate any food safety event with potentially international implications with other countries or 
organizations. Each workshop included around 20-30 participants. 

Served as the local contact person/Programme manager for the ICD-UGL and ILSI-UG Food Training Centre. The 
Centre has trained over 600 food safety ambassadors, in both Ghana and Nigeria. Some of the graduates of the 
centre are also engaging in training activities. Through a collaborative project with Ajinomoto company, a 
laboratory was established that is used to provide analytical services. Through these services, many graduates of 
Food Science have gained competence in food microbiology analysis. 

Some limited food safety teaching to food science postgraduate students, less than10 per class, on animal source 
foods and links with human health. 

SPS trainings in EAC, on risk analysis (5 per EAC country), food and feed inspection (45 people from different 
sectors), with practical exercises (USAID-funded). 

The Cereal Millers Association reaches 10 million consumers of maize and 35 million consumers of wheat.  
Working with APTECA, we have tried to ensure that 10 million of our consumers are able to purchase safe food. 

To summarize: guidelines on how to handle issues with cholera, reduction of the rate of acute aflatoxicosis, 
improvement of the fish value chain and decreasing of heavy metals in juices (building awareness, working on the 
training of the food business operators and the use of manuals). 

Training 3,000-4,000 vets; trained of food safety/public health/animal health/how to measure: outbreak of RVF – 
how nicely it was managed. 

Training of over 80 food vendors.  The pre-and post-surveys showed an improvement in participant knowledge on 
food safety, change in practice was not monitored after the activity.   

UNIDO project - 15-20 companies benefitted - achievement: implementation of GHS and GMP, and some are 
HACCP certified. This results in improvements in food safety. Also, the capacity of one Food microbiology lab was 
strengthened (EPHI). Global GAP and BRC certified companies - 8 companies engaged - 4 companies achieved 
certification and are exporting to Europe. 

We have implemented pre-requisites for HACCP approach in the poultry processing industries, where we have 
shown the risk of contamination in certain steps of processing as well as, implementation of corrective measures 
to reduce or to eliminate the contaminants. (https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/34230). 
West African Quality Management Infrastructure project funded by the EU in Ghana and Mali. The capacity built 
was auditing skills. This was a training program on regulators and private sector. Measure was companies that 
participated in the program have at least one certification that is bench-marked to GFSI scheme. 

 
22. How frequently does your organization interact with of the following groups and individuals on 

your food safety capacity building activities: (Enumerator to read all and indicate frequency, 
D=Daily, M=Monthly, Y=yearly, L=less than 1x/yr.)  

a.   Universities and academic experts 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr (if specific projects, more regularly), Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, 
Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

b. Food safety consultants 
Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, 
less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly (EFSA, WHO, IDF, but 
not specifically Africa), Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

c. Local government inspectors and regulators 

http://www.mtic.go.ug/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=41&Itemid=189
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/34230
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Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

d. National government inspectors and regulators 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr 
less than 1x/yr (irregularly), Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly 
Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

e. Government/Local extension services 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr 
less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

f. Regional economic communities or other regional entities 
Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly 
Never, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

g. Agrochemical providers 
less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, 
Yearly 

h. Agricultural producers 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

i. Processors and manufacturers 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less 
than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

j. Traders 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less 
than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

k. Retailers 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less 
than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

l. Consumer groups 
less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr (Consumer Consult company), Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

m. Food industry suppliers 
Daily, Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, 
Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

n. Commercial buyers 
N/A 

o. Multi-lateral and bi-lateral donor organizations 
Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly (BMBF, 
EU funded) 

p. Foundations involved in food safety or related topics 
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Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, 
less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Never, Yearly, Yearly, 
Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly (Int. Ass. Of Food Protection, IAFP) 

q. NGO’s 
Daily, Daily, Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 
1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

r. Public-private partnerships 
Daily, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, 
less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly, 
Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Monthly, Never, weekly (Maganyu millers, SMAG), Yearly, 
Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly, Yearly 

s. Other (specify) 
Daily-- Value chain producers and exporters associations, less than 1x/yr, less than 1x/yr, Monthly-- 
Research Institutes – IFPRI, Yearly-- OTHER: project specific research (universities, ILRI etc.) more than once 
a year, For food safety consultants, Regional economic communities and Multi and Bi-lateral donor 
organizations the frequency  is CASE BY CASE, retailers = quarterly, weekly: Food industry suppliers; Public-
private partnerships/// quarterly: Multi-lateral and bi-lateral donor organizations /// never: Foundations 
involved in food safety or related topics /// see more details in the word doc, We are based in the University 
and we are occasionally invited to participate in food safety activities. Currently we don’t have the mandate 
as yet to regulate food safety. We have developed the Food Safety Bill but it’s not yet passed as a Law. To 
this end, our interaction with the various stakeholders has been to the extent f conducting consultations into 
the Bill. (N.B. (I cannot indicate the frequency of interaction because NDA as an institution has not yet 
started regulating food safety but we are putting in place the legal framework and required infrastructure 
to enable the institution regulate food safety once NDA is transformed into the National Food and Drug 
Authority (NFDA)) 

 
23. Assuming adequate resources for investment in capacity building, what do you see as the 

remaining obstacles to progress on food safety in [your country/Africa]? (Probe: Assuming all 
funding needs were met, would this automatically lead to safer food in [your country/Africa]? If 
no, what are the barriers?) 
 

1) Awareness of the policymakers in order to prioritize the issues regarding food safety because, our government 
is not highly giving priority of these issues; 2) The consumers education in terms of demanding food safety 
because, most of the consumers they still not well educated regarding food safety matters; 3) Education of 
producers and processors in terms of fulfilling the international requirements concerning food safety in order 
penetrate in the international trade and markets, as the way to improve the exportation of our food products; 4) 
Allocation of any investments toward food safety by the donors, should be done in kind not in cash money to avoid 
the deviation of application or misusing of the money. 

1) Implementation of food safety systems in the producing and exporting entity. Those include HACCP, GMP, GHP, 
laboratory accreditation that offer quality assurance, analytical services to manufacturers; 2) Training of 
regulators, farmers, producers in the food safety issues would change the levels of incidents of food contamination 
in foods; 3) Strengthen the enforcement and implementation of standards. This will improve the quality and 
competitiveness and access of informal markets. 

1) The knowledge, attitude and practices for all consumers needs to enhance and it can only change over time; 2) 
Uncoordination at different levels of government and authorities; 3) A number of emerging threats that have an 
impact on food safety. 

1) Unscrupulous practices and dishonest dealings of some private players in order to maximize economic returns 
at the expense of public health; 2) Poverty and economic imbalances where consumers may prefer to opt for 
unsafe foods because they are affordable. 
Lack of awareness of producers and processors, and those who test, Lack of enforcement of existing regulations 
(lack of manpower, lack of education by enforcers to producers for instance)/regulatory framework 
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1) Economic incentives for producing safer food (e.g. higher prices for food produced in/under food safety 
compliant settings/conditions); 2) Consumer perceptions of food safety and how this informs their food choices 
and food handling practices 

1) LIMITED REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT CAPACITY – The government has limited capacity to enforce food safety 
and to incentivize food processors (risk of bribes). The market is also highly decentralized and informal; 2) 
CONSUMERS AWARNESS AND DEMAND - Processors could be trained but they need to be incentivized or driven by 
regulatory enforcement or by consumers’ demands. 

1) Bureaucracy; 2) Culture: interventions from abroad need participation/buy-in from local partners; 3) Lack of  
political will (we have to pay training participants for attending a training even though we give them a service). 

Barriers:  1) CORRUPTION! Especially when dealing with government officials in Africa; 2) Top down approach by 
funders who want things done exactly as they planned them before the project started  - when they have NO IDEA 
of the complications or the situation on the ground; 3) Preconceived ideas by government or donors about what is 
‘best” for the people they are supposed to be serving, without involving them, because they are “poor” or 
“illiterate” or “Too stupid to understand”; 4) Power play situations between donors, government officials and 
private enterprise; 5) Poorly designed research projects where there is no clear idea of the research problem  and 
the questions to be answered and a logical, scientific approach is not followed; 6) Lack of understanding what is 
meant by a participatory approach involving ALL role players, stakeholders and endplayers. 
Barriers include weak institutions, cultural and behavioral issues. Adequate funds will need to be invested in 
awareness. 

Complexity of global food chains, too many players, rule breaking for economic profit leads to outbreaks and food 
scandals (e.g. Fipronil in eggs, melamine China). 

Corruption, mismanagement of funds, bureaucracy might delay the process.  

Country-specific policies and legislation (acknowledgement of importance of food safety), acceptance and political 
will. 
Culture - in Ethiopia people eat raw meat and milk and it is difficult to change the mentality of people around this 
practice. Slaughtering of animals is done also according to traditional practices, outside an abattoir, and it is 
difficult to persuade them to change their practices and slaughter in a proper slaughterhouse.  

Food safety assurance is a multi-stakeholder requirement, involving government and its agents, producers and all 
actors along the food value chain, and consumers. Collaboration among all stakeholders is required. It is almost 
always impossible to have total collaboration. Economic, social and cultural factors and political will of 
governments could introduce impediments in food control mechanisms. Making adequate resources available will 
very significantly improve the situation but not automatically lead to safer foods.   
It cannot be automatic, we need commitment from the government, the system/infrastructure needs to be in 
place; also, laws need to be enforced; coordination of public and private sector. 

Key areas for consideration are: 1) Putting in place an adequate legal framework that addresses food safety on a 
risk based approach; 2) Developing capacity for laboratory analysis; 3) Developing capacity for data development 
so that food safety decisions are based on informed position; 4) In the event that all food safety capacity 
development needs are met, these would ideally translate to safe food. The only barrier/challenge would be 
ensuring that implementation of the various interventions is adequate. This is an administrative matter which 
should be emphasized by the responsible agencies. 
1) Lack of ethics, will the money you are providing be used for its purpose? (“Recipients may eat donor money”); 2) 
more collaboration needed not everyone holding on to his resources 

Limited industry culture - attitudes towards food safety. food operators don't see the relevance of hygiene 
practices and why that matters for food safety. It is difficult to get them to take up on hygiene and good practices. 
Some people lack knowledge on how to use a toilet, how to keep themselves clean... it is mostly down to culture 
and lack of exposure to these practices in their daily lives (e.g. not knowing how to use a toilet).  
Food safety per se does not appeal to food business owners - they don't have incentives to invest on food safety. 
We need to invest on changing this attitude. Traceability, labelling, packaging is a big problem in the country. 
People don't give importance to improving packaging, also because consumers don't have a culture of 
appreciating packaging.  

1) National governance; 2) Funds should be allocated through global funds for specific programs and frameworks 
through the government (with governance guidance, see WASH, HIV/AIDS and malaria control). 
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No. Barriers: 1) Lack of clear legal framework to guide various government players; 2) There is lack of capacity in 
testing services which hinders food law administration; 3) There lacks risk assessment capacity to support 
negotiations in multilateral process and risk management decision making; 4) There is lack of capacity for 
implementation of general requirements for food safety at production at county level. 

No - the infrastructure (physical, communication etc.) to support food safety is weak. There is limited trust 
between the government agencies and the value chain actors (traders, farmers etc.). 
No, it will not lead to food safety. Barriers include inadequate planning before implementation and lack of 
monitoring of use of resources during implementation. 

NO.  Lack of demand of safe food from consumers. Food safety is associated with a higher price, the major 
concern is food availability and not food safety. Lack of adequate human resource to implement food safety.  Lack 
of harmonization and sharing data for country-level information (national lab/testing, Bureau of Statistics, 
research organizations).  

Personnel involved in the projects,  if there is lack of public private collaboration. 

Sustained funding for public health priorities including a stable public health workforce independent of external 
support for core functions and able to maintain its workforce (e.g. in-house training, etc.).  

The answer is no because in our country, there is no coordination framework between the various actors in the 
food safety sector. There are three Ministries that each wants to own this activity: Ministry of Health, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Livestock, and Ministry of Trade and Industry. The second barrier is the corruption. Indeed, some 
control officers are engaged in corruption sometimes. 

The attitude and behavior of the producers and exporters would still need to change as any food safety initiative 
needs their commitment to be maintained. 
The behavior of producers and consumers can be obstacle for food safety investments. Changing the way people 
act can be problematic due to social and cultural influences. The other obstacle can be fragmentation of efforts 
(often ignoring the complexity of food safety).  

The biggest challenge is not the funding but the awareness at the top of the government, the awareness of policy 
makers. […] 30-40% of food is lost due to contamination and no compliance. You need food safety to get food 
security. It is not just about production. They need to be aware losses can be done after harvest. Everybody 
focuses on production, but 155 475 bags of 9kg of maize were destroyed around 2015 because of aflatoxin 
contamination. The second challenge is coordination: the Ministry of Health has the overall mandate in food 
safety, but the other agencies focus on their respective field (ex : more interest in plants, animal production…)  but 
all need to be coordinated.  

The fact that agriculture has for long been undertaken at a subsistence level by small-scale farmers, which the 
traders and middlemen have exploited to their benefit, it is hard to improve and comply to food safety by the 
semi-literate small scale farmers. It will take a transformation process to change the mindset of current and 
potential farmers to embrace commercial farming with a view of meeting international standards – however, 
efforts are underway which will call for government intervention.  
The lack of knowledge and skills is not the only barriers to increased food safety but also: 1) Food industry 
operators need enough funds to invest and acquire required infrastructures, equipment and facilities so that they 
are able to meet the standards requirements; 2) Regulatory bodies need enough inspectors for verification and 
enough funds for easy access to laboratory services; 3) The country need to have enough and capable laboratories 
(able to test all food safety parameters as needed); 4) Consumers education and awareness has to be 
strengthened so they know why to prefer safe food than cheaper food, or for example to prefer cooled meat than 
the fresh uncooled meat; 5) The legal framework need to be upgraded. There is a lack of legal provisions to 
support the work of food inspectors and to fight against unfair competition. 
The major aspect is the lack of consumer awareness: consumers  take what is less expensive and nearest without 
considering food safety. 

The missing link is the consumer, in developed nations, consumer demand drives food safety. Beyond training 
there is a need to prioritize enforcement. For inspectors who are trained, there is often no will to enforce 
regulations. Capacity building should target the consumer who will demand more from the food system. 

The obstacles would be 1) the limited level of understanding of food safety of the various actors (example: a 
butcher wears a white coat that is soiled but does not know why it is white (to see when it gets dirty and it is time 
for washing it) and that he should be washing it); 2) concepts of contamination and microbes are not known (what 
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cannot be seen is not there); 3) awareness at all levels (producer, processor, trader, regulator, consumer) about 
concepts of hygiene, infectious diseases; 4) tools and equipment for quality testing and for implementation of food 
safety measures (ex. Stainless steel knives, protective wear) rarely available locally or very expensive because we 
need to import them (taxes, customs, transport). 

Vets – don’t see their role on Food Safety. Need to teach them that. 

Weak enforcement of legislations. 

Without education/sensitization an intervention cannot work (examples: Mulago hospital diagnostic equipment 
but no trained staff to operate it) 

YES 

Yes, it is above all a question of funding. However, there are still food safety issues in the European Union and 
Northern America where the funding is not a problem.  

Yes. We would have established laboratories within our mills which would be fully equipped to ensure that the 
food we provide is safe. 

 
24. In your opinion, how should gender differences be taken into account by donors in their food 

safety capacity building initiatives?  
 

Women should specifically be targeted as they are heavily involved in food production (over 70%) and in food 
preparation (over 95%). For example, failing to sort  out bad grains exposes the entire family to aflatoxin risk.  

Considering women barriers, workloads,  activities, etc.  

Directly target women during food safety training and transfer of technology. 

Equally important, also considering gender diversity along the food value chain (i.e. if 8/10 meat retailers are men, 
the same ratio should be applied in recruiting trainees, consider which node of the food value chain is dominated 
by which gender): Ruminant production: beef – men; small stock – sometimes women depending on culture; 
Trading livestock –men; Processing – men; Meat/beef/ mutton marketing –women (depending on culture).  
Even if women are responsible for procuring and preparing food they lack control over household resources.  
So it is important to build capacity and demand for both gender to achieve better food safety outcomes. 

First, collect gender-disaggregated data on food safety before any intervention is implemented.  

Food handling practices contribute immensely to the outbreak of food-borne illnesses. Incidentally in Ghana 
women's involvement in food handling at household levels are higher than men. Consciously enrolling more 
women in food safety educational and training programmes is thus a necessity.  

Food safety affects both sexes equally, in terms of the barriers and the impact. Hence no need to take gender into 
consideration. 

Food safety capacity building should consider gender. This is due to the fact in some societies, especially in Africa, 
there are gender differences in food production, preparation and consumption. For example, milk production and 
processing is often the role of women. So, if milk safety and quality improvement is needed such differences in 
gender role should be considered as important prerequisite.  

Gender differences (as many others e.g. cultural, etc.) need to be taken into account from the start in terms of 
needs, risk exposure, etc. for planning and implementing any kind of capacity development. 

Gender does not really matter. Based on past food safety projects, both genders were equally represented hence 
no need to specifically take this into account. 

If you look at gender in perspective of men, women and youth – different business oriention. Capacity building 
must be targeted to different genders, tailor-made.  (Ladies in preparation of food, youth into small 
entrepreneurial, men are middlemen etc.) 
Increase awareness on food safety of women, specially at the household level. Mainstream the capacity building 
activities to ensure they target the most prominent gender participating in the value chain. For example, when it 
comes to honey, milk value chains, women are very involved. Important to ensure that the training actively seeks 
to engage with women.  
Introducing and sustaining interventions in food safety does require considerations of gender; different gender 
have different needs (when it comes to capacity building), for example, packaging of information, timing and 
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location of food safety training, thus the need to look at gender distribution in the value chains; those that are to 
implement the interventions need to understand and respect these. 
It is very important that women are included in food safety initiatives at all levels, particularly in Africa where 
there are many patriarchal imperatives in society. Women till the ground and care for the sheep, pigs and chickens 
in rural areas; yet the men go to meetings and make the decisions. Using participatory and action research 
methods, we often found it easier to talk to the two genders separately, as otherwise the women remained silent. 
In both Mozambique and Lesotho, the Chief Veterinary Officers were women, so it was not a problem. At […] 
University there is a policy of inclusivity and the National Research Foundation and FAO, organizations with whom 
I have worked, have the same policy. BUT in some countries, decision makers in private enterprise and in 
government are mainly men....so one has to work very hard to make sure that women have a voice as they usually 
grow or buy the food and cook it and it is they who need to know that safe food is better for their families. This, 
however, does not mean that you should sideline men, to the contrary, the research and benefits must be 
inclusive. It is easier to do when you are using focus groups as you can have a separate focus group with village 
elders and another for village women. It must be remembered that in addition to patriarchy we also have religious 
norms that insist on separation of men from women and this needs to be handled with sensitivity with researchers 
of both genders involved. Gender is no longer much of a problem in South Africa as we have equal rights in terms 
of our constitution and many senior government officials are female. 

It will be useful to train and certify more women. Also, more women should be place in management positions 
both in private and public sector that deal with food safety. 

No opinion 

Providing incentives for gender balance (e.g. allowing an appreciable influence of gender balance on resource 
allocation). 

Since women are heavily involved in agricultural production and handle most foods before processing they should 
be more involved and benefit from the training on basic methods of safe handling of food in the garden and along 
the food chain. 

This is relevant mostly for street vendors (they have their own small private businesses: many women engaged in 
that sector and step of the VC. Donor should support women by preparing demonstration facilities (with kitchen 
facilities, and food preparation facilities, that is they can get properly trained on how to prepare food, how to 
cook, proper handling of food), and select "role models" (women that get properly trained and will then train other 
women). These approaches will help engage women and will results in better food safety outcomes.  

Those who champion food safety are mostly women, it appears women are more passionate about food safety, 
Therefore men should be incorporated in program design on food safety. 

Value chain specific – depending on the node of the chain which is dominated by different gender, the group in 
focus (men or women) should be targeted but ideally, every trainee must understand the entire value chain 
process. 

We have to include women into training, and encourage them to take over special duties/responsibilities in the 
communities.  

We need to take into consideration gender. Because sometimes, women do almost everything, the critical part is 
by female, so we need to focus on them. Anyway, we need to invest in the both genders. 

Women are more sensitive to food safety as the persons who are preparing the meals. As value chain actors, they 
are present but less dominant than men. Sensitizing women could have more impact than sensitizing men. As an 
additional remark, he thinks young people should also be sensitized, because they don’t really care about food 
safety. He gave the example of a government abattoir in Niamey, Niger, where most workers were young and 
didn’t care on hygiene. They cared about making money. 

 
 
Section 4: Donor Roles in Food Safety Capacity Building 

 
25. Every year donors (such as UN agencies) make investments on development in Africa. What do 

you think are the broad purposes of donors currently investing in food safety capacity building in 
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[Africa/your country]? (Enumerator to show/read list, rank 1-3 purposes in order of priority, with 1 
as highest priority.)   
 

a. Protecting health of consumers in country/Africa 
1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, N/A 

b.  Protecting health of consumers outside of Africa 
 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
c.  Reduce food insecurity in country/Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
d.  Reduce food insecurity outside of Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
e.  National economic growth through domestic sector 

1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
f.  Economic growth and development (through regional trade) 

1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
g.  Economic growth and development (through international trade) 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
h.  Increase Foreign Direct Investments (FDIs) 

1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
g.  Other 

1-  Because it is the mandate of these donors to assist with food safety and security in less developed 
countries. 

1-  Poverty Alleviation (applies to NGOs such as the BMGF who merge food safety with 
nutrition/poverty goals). The respondent expressed concern that the term “donors” captures both 
multilateral and bilateral agencies (e.g., EU, Japan, GIZ, DFID) and others (BMGF) as one group. 
Their priorities and purposes are often different.  

1-  It depends,  some donors e.g., EU, USAID have interest for their citizens, others such as the UN or 
BMGF have interest in the health and economy of Nigeria. It will not be ideal to classify all as 
donors. 

1-  Not sure if all international donors are interested in public health in Africa, perhaps more 
motivated in welfare of own countries (bilateral aid). But there are international organizations 
(WHO) who have a strong interest in welfare of LMICs. 

1-  Better returns for food in the North countries – Africa is the agricultural land for the world (gives 
example of AI investments). 

 
26. In your opinion, what should be the broad purposes of donor investment in food safety capacity 

building in [Africa/your country]? (Enumerator to show/read list, rank 1-3 purposes in order of 
priority, with 1 as highest priority.) 

 
a. Protecting health of consumers in country/Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
b. Protecting health of consumers outside of Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, N/A 
c. Reduce food insecurity in country/Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, N/A 
d. Reduce food insecurity outside of Africa 

1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
e. National economic growth through domestic sector 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
f. Economic growth and development (through regional trade) 

1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
g. Economic growth and development (through international trade) 
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1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
h. Increase Foreign Direct Investments (FDIs) 

2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, N/A 
g.  Other 

 1- Protect public health globally and fair trade not inside or outside Africa. 
1-  Agrees with donor priorities because “nobody invests for nothing”. Rather Nigeria/African nations 

need to define their own priorities, ride on these investments, and take ownership to sustain donor 
programs. 

 

27. Given the preferences you’ve indicated regarding the broad purpose of food safety investment, 
how would you prioritize specific areas of donor investment in food safety capacity building 
activities? (Enumerator to show/read list, rank 5 purposes in order of priority, with 1 as highest 
priority.) 

 
a. Generating evidence about hazards and risks 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 5, N/A 
b. Generating evidence on food safety management options and cost-benefits 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, N/A 
c. Training value chain actors on food safety (producers, processors, traders, retailers) 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 5 
d. Promote legally recognized vocational certification programs 

2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, N/A 
e. Private audits and certifications of value chain participants 

2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
f. Private laboratory capacity 

1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
g. Public laboratory capacity 

1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
h. Regulatory standards 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 4, N/A 
i. Regulatory inspection 

1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, N/A 
j. Regulatory harmonization 

1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
k. Consumer demand (such as through publicity and advocacy)  

1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, N/A 
l. Consumer behavior (such as through education) 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
m. Market incentives and rewards (such as through branding strategies) 

1, 1, 2, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 5, N/A 
n. Strategies to strengthen specific value chains 

1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 5, 5, N/A 
o. Improvement in water safety infrastructure 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, N/A 
p. Improvement in other basic hygiene infrastructure 

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, N/A 
q. Improvement in cold chain infrastructure 

1, 1, 1, 1, 3, 5, 5, N/A 
r. Other (specify) 

1, N/A 
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28. Please elaborate on the priorities you’ve indicated for food safety capacity building activities. 
Why are these most important? 

 
1) Water is the most important vector of foodborne diseases including zoonotic agents; 2) Without basic 
infrastructure safe (supply) chains cannot be implemented; 3) Consumer in their function as final control person 
(sensory control), they should have critical thinking towards things they can see (parasite cysts); 4) Basic lab 
(preferably public) for initial detection of a hazard; 5)Local supervision of the safety of the chains (technically 
correct processing sequence). 

1) It is crucial to build awareness on hazards and risks which can only be done if there is evidence. This can be 
achieved (and enforced) by building lab capacity and by creating ownership of the private industry (can be 
achieved through training); 2)Water is the most important food but often seen separate from solid foods;  3) Good 
hygienic practices from production to consumption are an important prerequisite to keep a product safe 

1) responsible for food safety, 2) because water is food, 3)supportive of food safety, what is the use of having a 
good house without a good toilet, 4) enable people to have access to basic testing which supports enforcement 
(lack of equipment and lack of technicians), 5) evidence to know that your systems are working, 6) These areas 
encompass “food safety culture” and impart it into the actors, change behavior, everything else will come 
automatically.  

1) Private lab capacity as the government labs never have money and are frustratingly inefficient and plagued by 
corruption in Africa. Also, these must use new diagnostic technology to identify a food poisoning outbreak rabidly 
and trace it to the root cause; 2) Audits are already in place and they are very important. They should be linked to 
traceability as well, which is actually HACCP  - find where the problem is and control it; rather than just HAS ( 
which is just ticking boxes and calculating a score). PRIVATE – is because the current best control strategies come 
from the retailer, who traces the substandard product back to the processor or producer and refuses to do 
business with them; 3) As above – the monitoring of food should generate information on hazards and risks; 4) 
Water potability is a looming crisis in South Africa as we are not managing sewage correctly and cities are 
polluting rivers. The same holds true for the rest of Africa. Risk communication to consumers so they KNOW the 
difference between safe and unsafe food and are prepared to choose safe food. 

1) Training within groups will improve accountability using the information acquired; 2) There is need for food 
safety specific epidemiological data, it is critical for an informed investment decision. Data generation will be 
dependent on the capacity of laboratory infrastructure; 3) Consumer awareness will improve the demand for safer 
food and put pressure on the government and private sector. 

All are important but training of FBOs and education among consumers should be a priority which can then be 
supplemented by regulations, standards or motivated by certification, branding, etc. 

Answer on good governance above (fragmentation, policy, institutional frameworks). 

As first priority, generating evidence about food safety is important. This will create situation under which decision 
can be made. The other activity prioritized above is evidence about management options for food safety in terms 
of comparing cost and benefit. On top of these, capacity building of value chain actors focusing on education and 
availing easy to adopt technology should one of the strategies in food safety investment. Whatever investments 
are made, the way value chain actors behave largely affect the outcomes in terms of food safety improvements. 
So, consumer education is something which needs to be given high emphasis. Moreover, food safety activities can 
be part of general hygiene promotion.  

Awareness will generate demand from the consumers. This will then put pressure on producers and government.  

Because resources are limited and need to be optimized, considering the hazards, the risk, and the cost of 
elimination.  

Before you implement strategies, it is usually good to know what the problem may be and whether intervention 
strategies can be effective and economically efficient. Otherwise waste of resources. Once evidence available and 
to improve situation in value chains, people need to know what to do, i.e. training is critical. Vocational 
programmes are part of that. Laboratory infrastructure underpinning these efforts is a critical element to monitor 
progress, does not matter whether private or public, as long as it can deliver continuously. Upgrading of chains 
needs to happen in a market place. If there is no buyer for better food safety, there will be little incentives - this 
relates to the point above- do the groundwork first. 
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1) Consumer behavior: it is important because consumers are the final step of the chain and if they handle and 
cook the food properly they will guarantee better food safety; 2) Improvement in water safety infrastructure: 
water goes in contact with the food and can cause waterborne and foodborne diseases; 3) Improvement in other 
basic hygiene infrastructure: fecal matter and other environmental hygiene conditions important in food safety 
outcomes; 4) Generating evidence on food safety management options and cost-benefits: we do not know at what 
level food safety intervention will be more cost-effective (farm-vendor-home level), 5) Training value chain actors 
on food safety: lots of people don’t know what to do and need training on food safety. 

Consumer education is important to inform the population of the need for safe food that they may not be aware 
of. They need to be informed of actual existing hazards and risks. The value chain should be well understood and 
those involved well trained to keep the food safe before reaching the consumers. 

Each preference of list follows a logical order for effective food safety capacity building: first of all there is the 
necessity of training value chain actors on food safety, then you need to study on hazards and risks, later on you 
elaborate strategies to strengthen specific value chains so you need regulatory inspection and public laboratory 
capacity.  

Evidence is needed for targeted action . 

FBD diarrheal diseases in children; ASF production safe; chemical contamination of foods. INTERVENTIONS TO 
IMPROVE Food Safety IN THESE AREAS. 

Idem as said before. Action on all value chain actors, bring them together and develop lab capacity to generate 
evidence on hazards. 

1) Increase capacity of regulators is essential to improve food safety; 2) There is a big problem with basic hygiene 
and sanitation in the country, so this must be addressed; 3) Very important also to increase consumers advocacy 
for food safety, so as to generate incentives for the industry; 4) Capacity of public laboratories is low and is a pre-
requisite for inspection and regulation; 5) The capacity of business operators on food safety is low and must be 
built to improve safety of the food.  

1) Knowledge and capacity on food safety of VC actors is the main gap in the country, and there is demand from 
the actors themselves; 2) There is an objective lack of laboratory capacity in the country to test for food safety 
hazards, so investment is needed. Such capacity should be on how to perform tests, not only equipment; 3) 
Standards are a pre-requisite to working towards food safety.  

1) Regulatory agents should be strengthened to ensure compliance; 2) Consumers should be empowered to make 
informed choices; 3) infrastructure should be improved to support producers. 
Standards should be prioritized because they serve as a benchmark or an expectation for food safety. Audits and 
certification will then assist food companies to follow these requirements and improve food safety. 

The food industry is growing and it is getting beyond the current support systems used for monitoring such as 
laboratories. 
The priorities indicated, in the order specified, will ensure that food safety challenges at issue within specific 
country contexts are addressed. All decisions (policy/regulations) on food safety ought to be based on evidence; 
hence generating data on important hazard-food combinations, their associated risks and management options in 
particular contexts should be the first steps for any gains in public health and trade to be realized. Following this, 
training for value chain actors will ensure the implementation of the risk management options identified for the 
context. Market incentives will promote greater compliance to food safety measures among producers. Equipping 
public laboratories will reduce reliance on overseas reference laboratories for tests, thus enabling cost and time 
savings. 

The value chain actors are very important in mitigating food safety.  They should therefore be trained/educated. 
There should be good public laboratories to carry out surveillance on food safety issues. 

1) Training and certification of value chain actors: Recognition and ownership of food safety; 2) Knowledge 
propagation among consumers (consumer demand and behavior, role models). 
We need to know the problem first, i.e. know where to start. 

 
29. Can you describe one food safety capacity building initiative that you know of, or have been 

involved in, that you think was successful and sustainable? Why? (Enumerator to probe for new 
example, if possible.) 
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MSC training under Safe Food Fair Food 1 and 2 

1) ILRI/BMZ Safe Food Fair Food project (2008-2016): methodology scaled out in second phase (entire-value-chain 
programs); second phase worked with champions of first phase; 2) GTZ training 1989-1999 on simple laboratory 
methods in animal diseases (GTZ “Service-Labor”); the lab in Gizeh later included food safety testing. 

1998-2003; SMALLHOLDER DAIRY PROJECT; training of traders, certification, organized in marketing groups (self-
regulation), they saw better returns. Self-regulation, and show benefits – this makes it sustainable. All actors need 
to be engaged. 

A phyto-sanitatary certification training for food supply chain players that impacted knowledge and skills  across 
the food supply chain spectrum.  

APTECA - partnership with Cereal Millers Association 
As already mentioned APTECA was a successful example. Success was associated to industry demand and 
consumer awareness on aflatoxins. Because people died from it, government was afraid and private industry too. 

As I mentioned before, food safety capacity building I had been involved was SFFF. I would say that SFFF was 
successful especially in terms of training students in the area of participatory food safety risk assessment in 
informal animal source production and marketing. Many students were supported for their BSc, MSc, and PhD 
thesis work and successfully defended and graduated. Though I am not aware of any formal alumni or impact 
survey, I believe that those supported by SFFF have progressed well in their professional career which can show 
the sustainability of the project. Interestingly, the former project coordinator is still keeping the e-mail lists of 
participants and sharing relevant information about food safety and related issues. Sometimes, the participants 
are also sharing information sustaining the network. Finally, the research works of all participants were 
synthesized and reported published book format focusing on informal marketing of animal source food (can be 
considered success?). 
Cannot remember 

CUTS collaboration with Ministry of Health, Ministry of Agriculture and KDB is successful. The collaboration with 
counties was successful and sustainable because the county was directly involved and took ownership so there will 
be continuity in the activities started with the project.  
Don't know 

FERG for Uganda was good, hopefully recommendations will be implemented (sustainable). 

FINTRAC project and UNIDO project - the certification of the enterprises that participate is still functional. Still 
sustained due to interest of industry/enterprises to access export and local markets.  

Food Safety training activities.  Training of staff of small and medium scale enterprises on basic food hygiene and 
HACCP principles. Observed vast improvements in product quality after the training. 

In training export value chain actors in the wake of changed EU export requirements, a lot of success has been 
achieved in training the value chain actors on market requirements and how to achieve them especially MRL . 
Consequently, there has been a reduction in consignment interceptions. Successful because all relevant export 
value chain actors were engaged. 

Meat inspector training given by Addis Ababa university was running for many years, and pretty successful at 
building meat inspection capacity in the country. the training was discontinued about 15 years ago mostly due to 
lack of attention by government (not a priority).  
Nairobi: training of food vendors in slums on hygiene practices. Sustainable because it created awareness and 
lively discussions and engagement. Even if they won't implement much change, important seeds have been 
planted for people to build on. As part of the urban zoo project, 2 years after the project started, there was a 
training set up for street food vendors (handling fresh foods, and selling cooked meals) in Nairobi slums – trainers 
were nurses with food safety expertise – 25 food vendors in one training session showing how to handle and 
prepare food in hygienic manner. Also they talked about different foods, and the health risks associated with 
them. Given them practical advice on how to prepare street food.  

No success stories except PACA—successfully brought awareness of aflatoxin. Aflasafe program—works at local 
level on small scale. They are scaling it up and looking for proof. Storage/distribution, etc. of aflasafe 
questionable. 

None he is aware of. 

Our hands-on meat inspector trainings were successful but I have no idea but if people involved in these trainings 
now take responsibility (ownership), I am not aware if there has been any follow up. But I now this can be 
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sustainable (example Thailand); if the contents are not too theoretical and adapted to the local situation they may 
be practically applicable (adopt training contents to local problems). 
Project on aflatoxins, cholera and fisheries. Aflatoxin management is the best example of success and 
sustainability: the project Aflatoxin prevention and control along the value chain was funded by FAO. Started in 
2013 and ended in 2015. FAO is still now giving money. First objective  coordination framework (SPS matrix: 
animal, plant and human health, so 3 different institutions; 2nd:  capacity building of officers (231, public health 
officers and agriculture extension officers at the county level. Then they trained master trainers to give the 
information lower and lower, on simple technologies and ways of control contamination) and players along the 
value chain; 3rd: make a monitoring system; 4th : code of practice in prevention and control. Initial funding was 
430,463 USD, now: still funding. More aflatoxicosis in lower eastern à the project was in 6 counties initially. Then it 
was decided to extend it to the North (lots of maize). Needs assessment and now they address the gaps.  Youtube: 
Makutano Junction aflatoxin outbreak à video on creation of awareness (30 min). A lot of materials, leaflets were 
produced; also on TV and radio. Last case of acute aflatoxicosis is maybe in 2011 (to be checked). From 2 to 28% 
of cancers are associated with aflatoxins in Kenya. 

Regional workshop on INFOSAN in South Africa. Selection of topics through needs assessment with participants. 
Ownership of action plans elaborated during workshop through joint working groups with participants. 
Implementation of action plans by individuals with support of a local consultant hired to follow and support the 
implementation as needed. 

Safe Food Fair Food project: addressed the needs at different levels (meat inspectors, academia, policy…). 

Safe food, fair food: Building capacity to improve the safety of animal source of foods and ensure continued 
market access for poor farmers in sub Saharan Africa. In this project participatory risk analysis was used to 
investigate the value chains for poultry processing in Maputo, indicating possible stages at which there was a risk 
of microbiological hazards that could influence safety of the final product. The results showed high percentages of 
carcass contamination by indicators of poor hygiene microorganisms. In order to mitigate or reduce this risk, 
strategy to be used by all (municipality, representatives of poultry industry, veterinary authority, researchers and 
academics) involved in the poultry value chain has been developed and implemented successful to improve 
hygiene and safety of poultry meat. 

SERID see Q21. 

Setting up NAFDAC built the institutional capacity of Nigeria for food safety. This has remained sustainable as this 
govt institution has improved food safety performance in Nigeria.  

Setting up the NFSMC was initially funded by FAO/UNIDO funding, however after project end, the committee is 
still working effectively. 

Successful only but not sustainable. 
The annual ILSI-UG Food Safety Training (see Q19). 

The CARITAS water harvesting and conservation initiative (more than 5000 households in Kampala). 

The Dairy Best practices certificate-awarding program commonly known as the Seal of Quality (SoQ) Program. 
This project was funded by USAID/Land O’ Lakes through under project named Rwanda Dairy Development Project 
(RDCP II). The program has availed funds to train dairy value chain actors and after that training they were given 
time to comply with the set requirements. Then they were audited and best performers were awarded certificates 
of best practices signed by Minister. This has triggered a spirit of competitiveness among value chain actors and 
has built the capacity of both inspectors and beneficiaries in such a way that this scheme has been integrated in 
our annual action plan. A six year Rwanda Dairy Development (RDDP) has appreciated the initiative and accepted 
to use part of its funds to support the scheme each year. The Food Safety Policy and Implementation Strategy 
project funded by the FAO. It was successful because it harmonized the role of food safety actors. Its sustainability 
will depend on the implementation of this policy.   
The Mozambique example is sustainable. The poultry industry is now established and they are not importing much 
chicken from South Africa. [note from enumerator: reference https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/34230]   

The same project mentioned before (on certifications, trainings…): successful program, but not sustainable when 
the funding stopped. 

The SOCAA - COUNTY collaboration in evidence-based food safety advocacy is a successful example. The Minister 
of Agriculture has a strong commitment on food safety and promote food safety. The county governments 
organized conferences and trainings on food safety. This initiative is sustainable due to the continuous and active 

https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/34230
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engagement of SOCAA and the county governments in the food safety activities (for example, next will be in 
February).  
There is limited project follow up in most cases and assessing their success or failure becomes a problem, for 
example, a couple of years ago we extensively trained pig farmers and on animal production, human health etc., 
the budget was limited so not much follow up was done. The meat inspection training that was done by my 
colleagues in Somalia was considered a success - those trained started conducting the inspection on their own. 
This was a national study on the burden of foodborne illness. This was supported by WHO and FAO to the Ministry 
of Health. It was useful in establishing data on priority food safety hazards (enteric pathogens, toxins and 
chemicals). 

Training abattoirs workers on meat hygiene.  
Training of maize graders in Uganda: over 40 trained over the last 3 years in aspects leading to aflatoxins in 
grains. The handling of grain has significantly improved in Uganda and incidences of high levels of aflatoxins 
reduced. 

Training of market vendors has been really successful because you need simple methods, little resources needed 
(group of expert) – but needs refresher and follow. 

Training of young entrepreneurs on sanitary and phytosanitary measures. The success of this activity was 
motivated by the dynamism of the young entrepreneurs who were passionate about exporting their products and 
who wanted to know more about the requirements of the countries of destination. The other key to success is the 
funding obtained from a Dutch NGO. 

Trainings carried out by PIP- Train the Trainer. This was a comprehensive training course for producers, 
processors, auditors, and managers. 

UNIDO funded project for food safety awareness of top officials. It has been successful maybe not sustainable due 
to funding issues.  

 
30. Can you describe one that was not successful and/or sustainable? Why?  

 
Support to develop the food safety sector in Guinea Bissau has been unsuccessful with reversed effect because 
food safety agencies were not under one roof and had separated roles. This was also compounded by political 
instability.  
1) The Europe-Africa-Caribbean-Pacific Liaison Committee (COLEACP) program that offered capacity building and 
infrastructure in ACP countries to improve the exports of fruits and vegetables; implementation of private sector 
tools like Global GAP. The producers continued to carry out quality assurance programs to improve their market 
entry and access for the fruits and vegetable, 2)The USAID funded project “Investment in Developing Export 
Agriculture (IDEA)” in the fruit and vegetable sector, and vanilla was successful in Uganda; 3) The cost of analysis 
was so high for the small private farmers that they could not submit all samples for each consignment exported. 

Can remember one where the student involved was working for the government  and internal politics made it 
almost impossible to continue. [They] eventually backed out of the project as [they] became stressed and unwell. 
This can become a problem as you have to report back to funding organisations.  

Cannot remember 

Declined mentioning the exact project. However, study trips abroad for food safety often fund public servants that 
on return may not pass the relevant knowledge.  It will be useful to carefully select study participants. 
Did not answer 

Do not know/remember 

Domesticating Global G.A.P. has not been successful due to lack of transparency in disbursing funds. 

don't know 

EDES EU project : [self assessment guides for farmers were never finalized.] 

Food safety regulatory authority still not implemented after 10 years, perhaps need external push. 
Forcing butchers to build better stalls without providing them the necessary technical drawings and materials.  

From SFFP, I am not sure of the sustainability of the capacity built on farmers and pastoralists?  

I participated once in a standalone workshop in a non-African country with a top-down approach and a rather 
unidirectional relation towards the country. Sustainability was poor since there was no ownership by country and 
consideration of specific needs. Overall a rather paternalistic approach instead of a true partnership. 
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In Nairobi, regulatory frameworks for food hygiene are in place, but little enforcement, which leads to unhygienic 
practices.  
N/A 

N/A 

National traceability committee funded by UNIDO, it failed due to lack of sustainability beyond the initial donor 
funding. 
No 

No follow up, so do not know (also an investment problem, no funding for impact assessment, no long-term 
funding of projects, only 3-5 years which is not enough to create sustainable behavior change). 

No, don’t know any 

No, could not answer to this question. 
None 

None 

None 

Only a comment - there has been many projects e.g. at the university that touch on food safety, the problem is 
that those leading these forget or fail to engage other staff within and in other colleges, so no one knows the 
project details, their successes and failures.  

Did not tell a not successful example but says that if there is not involvement of the local government in the 
projects, the activities will not probably be able to go on after the project ends. Suggested to always involve 
government to ensure sustainability.  
Small-scale industry feed miller training (to produce good quality animal feeds) never took off.  

Sometimes an intervention can be successful but when funding stops, it is not sustainable. 

Strengthening controls of food safety threats, plant and animal pests and diseases for agricultural productivity 
and trade in Southern Africa project. The main challenge faced was the process on allocation of resources to run 
the activities, mainly when the process of procurement was required. Most of the planned activities were not 
implemented due to the lack of availability of funds. 

Sustainability of the capacity building among export value chain actors often challenged by limited financial 
resources from the government as private sector is often not ready to take up the financial costs. 

The collaboration with the Ministry of Public Health was not successful nor sustainable because of the different 
views in conducting conferences […]. The requested data from the Ministry […] was not provided.  

The Project which was supporting our department in SPS aspects. The project was to provide food safety capacity 
building in 4 value chains such as tea, meat, honey and vegetables. As the project was conceived, each person or 
institution, in order to benefit from this capacity building had to pay for transport and accommodation during the 
whole period of the training. The results were that private guys showed no interest to attend these trainings and 
then this 2 year projects ended without good results. 

The same project mentioned before (on certifications, trainings…): successful program, but not sustainable when 
the funding stopped. 
Trainings where people are taking them to a hotel are not effective (people just collect per diems); training should 
be hands-on and practical.  

UNIDO project - creating a framework for Food safety regulators did not sustain, mostly due to restructuring of 
government.   
Weekly sensitization of markets in Kampala undertaken by the National Codex Committee. Lack of strong 
structures could not sustain the initiative. 

 
 

31. Focusing solely on informal markets serving the urban and rural poor, what do you consider to be 
the capacity building investment(s) with the greatest potential to improve food safety? (Prompt: 
Informal markets mean businesses that often don’t pay taxes, and that escape effective health 
and sanitation inspection.) 
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Trainings (example Gambia: leaflets with instructions for milk producer and trading structures. Training should 
include fruit and vegetables producers). 
Focus on small scale food processor, Focus on street food vendors. 

It is not possible to just close the informal sector. 

1) Consumer awareness  will put pressure on producers for improved quality. The informal market is hard to 
regulate by its nature, so we should attack the problem through consumer awareness as market drivers; 2) 
Provide an incentive to informal market, i.e. we say : if you meet ABCD (sanitation and so on), we can relax some 
controls. Ex : scenario : you are meeting the safety limit but you are in informal  if the regulator takes you, you’re 
closed. Instead, we give you a timeframe to change, we assist you for a gradual change. We give trainings on 
what they are supposed to do and then give certifications to allow them to access the formal market. It is not 
possible to just close the informal sector; 3) Ask if they have an association  easier to invest in it. If they have an 
association, it is easier to control  they can transfer the good practices (use clean water etc.). 

Adaptable technology. Informal markets currently don't get much investment from donors. Multiple issues-- most 
people look at food production from perspective of the developed world in terms of liabilities. Put people behind 
regional businesses, spread across continent. E.g., water. What does it take? People will copy once there is a 
success for benchmarking. Give loans with guidance, not grants-- with collateral involved. Success is infectious 
once you create the pull/push. 

Awareness on food safety will be a good investment. 
1) Business operators must be educated on hygiene and how to achieve good hygiene under their current working 
environments; 2) Kitchen staff deserve also in-depth training; 3) same with consumers (training/education on 
good hygienic practices for food preparation) (especially young and urban consumers). 

Certification systems, or other ways to empower and incorporate them to the system. 
Compilation of impacts of food safety issues on government public health expenditure and farmer losses as 
evidence to influence demand for safe food. 

Continue on food safety research to address existing/emerging gaps, including identification of specific nodes in 
the informal systems that should be targeted at the start, and defining best bets at each level. Pushing for policies 
that recognize food safety in the midst of growing urbanization and food security needs. Define strategies to 
promote food safety e.g. at the market level - identifying, promoting and strengthening local food safety 
committees (these would have representation of different actors in the market); having local food safety days 
during which training on food safety is done - including issuance of pamphlets, demonstration e.g. how to wash 
hands. 

Costs associated with testing. 

Creating suitable regulatory standards and influencing consumer behavior through publicity, branding, strategies, 
or advocacy. 
Demonstration facilities/kitchens and identifying role models that will dissemination knowledge on good food 
safety practices (see question above). 

Developing tailor-made easy-to-use messages translated in local languages for the informal sector and 
Sensitization over a good period of time and not a one off. 

Education of the operators/owners and providing incentives/loans to improve the infrastructure. Investing in 
improving water quality and availability, waste disposal and general hygiene of these markets. 

First: Integrating informal business into cap dev activities instead of ignoring or banning them. Second: Seizing the 
opportunities that lie in informal channels. 

If there was public awareness among the informal market actors (from production to consumption) of basic 
hygiene concepts; they can even use them at home.  

Implementation of the risk assessment approach to show the evidences regarding the risk of contamination. 
Development of a core expertise to train the vendors in good hygiene practices. 

In the rural sites, they are still there.  Since enforcement worked in Kigali, we need more inspectors for the rural 
areas. (Rwanda Inspectorate, Competition and Consumer Protection Authority (RICA) is being implemented 
currently.)  

Increase awareness on food safety of the actors in the informal markets so that they understand food safety risks, 
and the impacts for human health of their practices. find ways of engaging them for trainings and knowledge 
dissemination events. Do mass communication, through radio, to raise knowledge and awareness of food safety.  
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Informal dominates African food markets. For this simple and easily adoptable technology is needed. The 
technologies and approaches used in formal food production and marketing may not work. Through time, there 
should be initiative to move from informal to formal. 

1) Informal markets are the key stakeholder in food security, economy and society; 2) Awareness, sensitization, 
incentives needed, actors should be aware what is put in place by government already; 3) prerequisites, model 
structures needed. 
Informal markets should be encouraged to form groups or associations that can be helped.  

Inspection systems for incoming animals as vector (ante mortem). 

Investment in training. However, this can be done through NGOs who are partners in training the informal sector. 
Contextualizing the training for the unlearned is very important too. 
Investments which could improve quality would be made through: 1) Training of the informal sector via NGOs; 2) 
Consumers awareness to consume safe food; 3) the organization of exhibition fairs to encourage the informal 
sector to transfer to the formal sector; 4) encourage informal sector to come together in association for better 
follow-up. 
1) Massive Food safety awareness campaigns. This should involve providing food safety compliance information in 
simplified formats; 2) Support them to implement appropriate food safety management systems – e.g., 
HGMP/GHP, HACCP. 

Mobilize/organize/coordinate people in groups for education (food sellers, drink sellers etc.), also in general 
hygiene; certification would be good but I do not think anybody would pay for it (not consumer nor retailer). 

Public education and sensitization of the informal market. 

Research done on chicken in informal markets in South Africa in 2013 indicated that the crossover of products 
from formal, regulated processors to the informal  retail sector who cooked the frozen chicken, was successful 
[note from enumerator: reference https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/41661]. This was in essence a very 
short informal food chain. The frozen portions were cooked and sold on the same day by informal traders.  Easy to 
observe and regulate. The production and processors (broiler production and slaughter at an approved abattoir) 
were well regulated and food safety was assured up until sold into the informal market. A crossover from the 
informal  to the formal market is very problematic- it has just occurred in South Africa where substandard poultry 
portions were sold into the formal market resulting in an outbreak of Listeriosis.  But not the other way. In 
Mozambique, small scale producers were trained  to produce broilers that were the right weight at slaughter for 
the mobile commercial abattoir. Food safety and traceability was in place. The abattoir sold frozen chickens at the 
informal markets which previously sold live chickens. It was so much more convenient for the traders in these 
markets that they changed to selling frozen portions. 

Some form of branding that leads to price premium for better food safety. VC actors need incentives to improve 
and upgrade their operating procedures and their infrastructure. As regulation does not work in informal markets, 
creating incentives that are interesting to the actors from a business perspective are more likely to lead to 
behavior change.  Also, consumers in such markets go to the “trusted vendor” (very clear in VT) – VC actors can 
capitalize on that “trust effect” offering a trust element to the customers. However, for it to work, there should be 
a way in which a consumer can check that indeed the “branded” element reflects reality, and see the trust 
reinforced. As this is for informal markets, it should be driven by private sector, small vendors. 

Some suggestions: 1) Reach informal sector with formal regulations to see if the informal sector can internalize 
them; 2) Basic training on animal health and plant health and how they impact food safety and public health (for 
example in case of milking cows with mastitis treated with antibiotics); 3) Training on appropriate equipment for 
transportation and packaging,  on how to clean them; 4) Basic training to handle milk to avoid contaminations; 5) 
Capacity building on basic tests for food safety (checking for clotting by boiling); 6) Training on the consequences 
on consuming unsafe food on the household. 
Storage infrastructure improvement, Sanitation, Clarification of roles of authorities in management. 

The cross-border trade of grain and cereals is not fully sustainable. As quality of grains is compromised due to 
poor post-harvest handling mechanisms. So, investment strategies driving collection, transportation is a big step 
in reducing food quality issues with aflatoxins in grains. Also, building good grain exchange platforms on the 
border. 

https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/41661
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The value chain in informal markets is not long, we just need to work with producers and traders (can be the same 
people). Training and providing equipment (for example, plastic milk containers easy to clean and good for 
preservation). 

This informal market in Rwanda is very small.  

Through a participatory approach: 1) Generating evidence on important hazard-food pairs; 2) Generating 
evidence on simple, cost-effective risk management options; 3) Providing training and infrastructural support to 
actors in the informal sector food value chain. 

Training food handlers on how to make food safer and give them a certificate to build consumer’s trust. 
Implement a scheme to randomly test if they apply correctly  the things they were trained in.  

Training in basic good hygienic principals (that you need to wash the towel for drying the plates regularly, that you 
should not touch the food with your bare hands, pay attention to the water you use in contact with food including 
for washing dishes). 

Training of small scale holder farmers/input dealers/transporters in appropriate best practices, financial and 
marketing as well as formation of farmer groups which can be used to advocate for food safety as well as for 
sharing best practices in a local set up, but with a focus on regional/international markets. 

Training on good hygienic practices. 

Training the informal sector using practical and contextualized aids/tools. 

 
32. To what extent do you think donors are coordinated (meaning aligned in their investments, not 

having overlaps, communicating well) when it comes to food safety capacity building? 
A little coordinated, A little coordinated, A little coordinated, A little coordinated, A little coordinated, A little 
coordinated, Moderately coordinated, Moderately coordinated, Moderately coordinated, Moderately 
coordinated, Moderately coordinated, Moderately coordinated, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, 
Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at 
all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated at all, Not coordinated 
at all, Not coordinated at all. 

 
33. What are the mechanisms that enable and support this coordination? 

 
(Not really answering the question). Limited resources in implementation of food safety force actors to work 
together. They are training to work on it ; food safety is a new in the agenda for developing countries. 
At the University, I prefer to separate the aims of donors . For instance, one donor will pay the students 
registration and another will fund the research. In my experience, where donors are coordinated, they start that 
way before they ask for proposals. We had funding [bilateral donor] where there was existing collaboration 
between a University, an NGO and Government and that worked well. What I have seen however, is three 
separate donors working on the same project at the same time in the same place, almost competing with each 
other; and usually the community gets fed up. Projects on HIV are a good example of where this happens.  

Development and dissemination of programs of ongoing initiatives. 

Donors give money to more or less the same things. 
N/A 

No national food safety activities although there are regional activities. Not even a contact person for food safety 
in FAO/WHO.   

Objectives, mandates. 

See above working groups. 
Standard procedures for monitoring evaluations. Government regulation on monetary expenditure.  
The top personnel have a good communication between them. 

The multi-agency donor meetings  

They have meetings and platforms including email servers and CGIAR system.  
Under the UN agencies there is a "hub" - UN coordination body. But not very functional. 
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34. What importance do you place on this type of donor coordination as it relates to the optimization 
of food safety improvements/investments in Africa/this country? 
Don’t know, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High 
importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High 
importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High importance, High 
importance. 

 
35. What are your suggestions on how to improve donor coordination?  

 
Create a platform to share information between donors, make committees to gather them. But investments are 
very political, for USAID or UKaid for example, so it is not easy to make good coordination. 

1) Donor mapping on food safety to identify the gaps in funding so that new resources will be channeled 
adequately; 2) Establish a database for food safety projects; 3) Donors should always consult with National 
Governments and key into existing development priorities.  

1) in Uganda Agriculture Sector Working Groups where the donors coordinate their activities, so they do not 
compete and duplicate; 2) Investment agenda should be given by recipients not by donor countries, as they have 
their own agenda. 

Collaboration to avoid activities repetitions. Work together sharing the final objectives. 

Common agendas, ensuring spaces for discussion and exchange, coordination at (national) government level in-
country. 

Communication. 
Communication improved between the donors, so they know what each other is doing and not duplicating. 

Donor platforms for countries. For example, a platform on food safety in Kenya for WASH – Water and Hygiene 
Sanitation-- they have it. There is a WASH secretary with a plan of action, a strategy. You see who is doing what 
and where. On Aflatoxin, many calls of foundations working on the same topic but which don’t know each other. 
(But it is also important to not let the donors think that you are controlling them otherwise you will be isolated). 

Donors should be encouraged to communicate with each other especially before planning a project. That way they 
can share the areas that have not been covered adequately. Also, donors can have a funding pool to support 
countries. 
Donors should get advice on where to invest and what to invest on from those on the ground, not only from the 
government and others who may not understand local food safety needs, to ensure impact and better use of 
resources. 

Ensuring and maintaining synergy between the donors activities. Ensure also participation of local actors in such 
coordination (local capacity is sometimes better than the external capacity and should be used to maximize 
impact). 

Have communication meetings with relevant government agencies.  

In Nigeria, donors interested in food safety should first consult the National Food Safety Management Committee 
to determine current donor projects and areas for synergy. This prevents duplication of effort and waste of 
resources. This type of committee can be adopted in other African countries. 

Kenya needs a central point to address FS, and to be the contact body for any donors. 

Mapping the activities and create a central database to know who is working on what for not replicating efforts. 
Collaborating with the government that can provide information on the ongoing projects and can encourage 
coordination. 

Ministry of Finance (as this is the Ministry that receives the proposals from donors), should create a platform 
where different projects are coordinated, and that allows sharing of information. Or this could be coordinated by 
the Minister's council.  
More opened and transparent communication and sharing of information, data and resources. 

Multi-donor engagements to share progress and outcomes. 

No suggestions  

See above. 

Sharing the proposals and projects to be implemented among the countries, which mean that the projects should 
be publicized among the relevant donors involved in certain area of activities. 
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The donors must sort out coordination before they ask for proposals for projects. 

The office of the Prime Minister and Uganda Investment Authority should coordinate the donor efforts well to 
avoid duplication and overlapping projects. 

This is the wrong question. Why should donors coordinate? Should be up to each country to coordinate the donor 
funding, set priorities, and request funding. Example: Rwanda, his country, coordinates money, and it's working.  

To setup a portal that shows which donor is doing what. Also, a mapping of funds that has been committed to 
food safety. 

Work with the national governments (participate in National Action Plan), work with private sector and NGOs, 
PPPs to enforce existing laws. 

 

Section 5: Topics for Further Discussion 
 

36. Do you think food safety capacity has improved in [your country/Africa] over the past 10 years? 
Don't know, Don't know, No, No, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, 
Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes 

 
37. Do you think food safety performance has improved in [your country/Africa] over the past 10 

years? 
Don't know, Don't know, Don't know, Don't know, Don't know, Don't know, No, No, No, No, No, No, No, No, 
No, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, 
Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes 

 
38. In your opinion, which populations have benefited the most from these perceived 

improvements? Which populations have benefited the least? 
 

If there are improvements, it is the upper class; Informal markets are visited by persons of low income. 
The populations who benefited the most are rich people ; the least the poor people in informal market. 

(Improvements in performance, yes, but limited). Formal sector (supermarkets, restaurants,...), exporters have 
benefited most. The larger community have also benefited but to a limited extent (extension agents are there, 
improving sanitation, etc, but still rural places still there is lots to do - there is more awareness of food safety and 
sanitation, but still limitations in infrastructure.  

Urban populations have benefited because the regulators target formal markets. Rural populations have benefited 
the least. 

Benefited most those living in urban contexts. Less those in rural areas.  
Benefited most: Rich because they have the education and the money; private sector dealers have improved 
through increased sales and regional market access; The poor benefit the least. 

Farmers, exporters and export destinations due to improved compliance have benefitted the most while local 
value chains have benefitted the least. 

Food Processor because they are organized. 
Formal sector has been mostly benefited from the improvements. Informal sector is the least benefited. 

General population 

Government, international trade and formal sectors most. Informal sectors and consumers relying on these least. 

High end consumers the most, the poorest the least. 

High income populations. Improvement very heterogeneous.  
In the case of food safety in South Africa, it has improved across all levels. Previously, in Apartheid days, shops and 
businesses were not allowed in the homelands and there was a great deal more informal food production. Since 
things have changed in 1996, food safety, labelling and control have extended into most parts of the country and 
informal food chains are slowly decreasing. 
Middle and higher income populations who are able to buy commercial products off the shelves. 

MOST - the people working in the informal systems - has seen improvements in the local markets e.g., operating 
on market stalls instead of selling food products particularly the RTE foods on the floor; the same group is also 
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more aware of the importance of food safety. LEAST - those population where infrastructure is poor (most rural 
areas).  
Most benefited populations are exporters; Least benefited are local consumers. 

Most benefited: all consumers, but mostly the rich because you have the capacity to choose; Least benefited: poor 
consumers. 

Most: urban and peri-urban both rich and poor. Least: children, rural 
Most: urban middleclass and rural. Least: peri-urban poor have benefited the least. 

Perhaps middle-class 

Private sector has benefited the most (especially export). Low-income people have benefited the least. 

Public sector/Government. Most recently consumers are beginning to benefit. 

The formal food sector has benefited more. 

The middle class 
The most: Small householders and lower income consumers/farmers/traders. The least: Agrifood processors. 

The population who benefited the most is the upper class. Go to the supermarket : they have a food traceability 
that has been brought. This has a cost. The population who benefited the least is the lower class. The poor people 
still buy food from the street by the informal market.   
The population who have benefited the most is the middle class. The population who have benefited the least are 
the poor people.   

The populations who benefited the most are rich people. Those who benefited less are poor people operating in 
informal sector. 
The urban and peri-urban populations have benefited most from the improvements; the rural population has 
benefited the least. 

Urban population 

Urban population has benefited most while rural population has not. 

Urban populations receive the most benefits, while rural populations receive the least. 
Urban populations, rich people, educated peoples benefited more than the remaining groups.  

Within the scope of the project, most -> policy-makers.  Least-> the consumers. 

 
39. What do you see as the most positive signs of improvement on food safety over the past 10 

years?  
 

a. In your geographical area or sector of the food system?  
 

Awareness of governments and economic implications of food safety. Also awareness of consumers, for example 
about aflatoxins in Kenya. 

A change should reflect on the trade bans and rejects from Ghana. Significant reduction in food alerts received as 
a country.  

Compliance with international standards. 
1) Consumers are asking more questions about their food; 2) Retail outlets have improved their packaging. 

Demand from Kenyan maize millers to improve capacity in aflatoxins testing. 

I don’t know 

Improved quality of food products in the market. Also, more processed and frozen food are now seen in the 
market. 
Improved sanitation and infrastructure. Government officials working on food safety are more organized and 
working better, and are helping improve the markets (but could be done better). 

Improvements in vending systems (supermarkets) infrastructure and delivery, still weaknesses but still. 

N/A 

Increased awareness of food control. Regulators have improved infrastructure for food analysis. 
Less reported cases of food poisoning.  

More knowledge of importance of hygiene and sanitation across all people in the country.  

N/A 
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No answer. 

No more aflatoxin cases.   
No more food aid in Uganda, we produce our food ourselves (food security); negotiations regionally about 
harmonizing standards is a good sign. 

The population as a whole is more aware of food safety - has become sensitive to food safety. 

Traceability and labelling. Accessibility and affordability  of food resulting from formal food chains. Supermarkets 
everywhere.  People from across the borders coming into South Africa to buy food instead of trying to produce 
food at household level. Formalization of small scale farms able to access the consumers through farmers 
markets. There are still unfortunately poor quality imports coming across our borders that impact on food safety 
for consumers and corruption is becoming a real problem over the last 3-4 years, so I hope our control systems 
continue working well.  

 
b. Regionally?  

 
East Africa: Upgrading of value chains to access regional markets. Trade to the middle east is a positive incentive 
for many. 

Greater participation in international trade 
Doesn’t know. 

I don’t know. 

Increased awareness on aflatoxins and food safety.  

Less deaths from food intoxication.  

More countries are engaged in international exports (i.e. Kenya) more international export is sign of improved 
food safety.  

N/A 

Namibia, Swaziland , Botswana and even Mozambique are also moving forward with food safety. Lesotho was 
doing well but has a bit of political instability at present. Zimbabwe is still economically and politically unable to 
institute international food safety regulations successfully.  Angola is in a similar situation. 

Not applicable 

Push for VC actors to use GMP. 

The same. 

We still have challenges (rejections, non-compliance) 

 
c. Africa-wide? 

 
A realisation that Northern models do not necessarily work in these settings, in particular in informal markets, and 
that more innovative and different approaches are needed.  

Consumer perceptions. 

Greater participation in international trade. 
I don’t know 

Doesn’t know. 

In those countries that are politically stable and where there is no armed conflict, I have seen an improvement in 
food safety over the last 20 years. Particularly Kenya and Ethiopia. Not so sure what is happening in West Africa. 
Increased awareness on aflatoxins. 

(only limited progress) 

Same as above: push for VC actors to use GMP 

That people talk about food safety and become aware of food safety as an issue. In high-income countries, we talk 
about food safety in Africa while in the past we talked about food security only.  
Trend towards more proactive and risk-based food safety systems. 

We still have challenges (rejections, non-compliance). 

 
40. What are the reasons for, or the factors behind, these examples of improvement? 



 49 

 
EU: The fundamental change was triggered by the BSE- disaster. 

1) demand for safer products that leads to better trade; 2)change in government systems (the local governments 
are investing more on improving food safety on their areas of jurisdiction e.g. improved infrastructure at the 
markets; 3) foodborne disease outbreaks e.g. cholera also trigger these changes. 

1) Increased consumer awareness on quality food; 2) The Made in Nigeria drive to displace imported foods; 3) 
Increased engagement with the private sector. 

1) A lot of media houses scallion across the country; 2) Deliberate government program of sensitization and 
propagation, in the event of cholera outbreaks, FMD, Anthrax are all reported enormously. 

1) Data generated for veterinary drug residues in animal sourced foods; 2) Reduced incidence of aflatoxins in 
grains; 3) Holding conferences in collaboration with the private sector. 
1) Knowledge/education at all levels (TV, radio, theatres, dramas; 2) Children being taught about hygiene at 
school. 

1) study trips to countries where the various committees exist and are functional; 2) funding for committee 
operations; 3) Sensitization of decision-makers on the role and importance of the existence of these committees. 
1) Change in perception - that is, consumers look for health benefits as they purchase items for food or other types 
of consumption; 2)More focus by media on dangers posed by unsafe food. 

A growing elite middle income, middle age base. 

a. (Locally) Media coverage on aflatoxins and resulting consumers demands of safer food. b.(Regionally) and c. 
(Africa-wide) Donors pushing it (PACA - Partnership for Aflatoxins Control in Africa).  
Awareness and consumer demand. Also the world is now a global village and media has contributed. 

Bilateral support to equip these organizations. 

Continuing investments in laboratories and testing because of the government investment; this also increased 
foreign donor interest (including TradeMark). 
Continuous education of the consumers through certain NGOs, consumers associations, media and academia. 

Easing of trade (market access), e.g., aflatoxins in maize. 

Exposure to information (TV, new people with new ideas), awareness. 

Government intervention - extension health packages that reach all communities. Disseminating knowledge on 
health and sanitation.  
I don’t know. 

In 2000, Rwanda established the 2020 vision with a clear roadmap, targets and indicators; each 5 years we 
develop a mid-term plan which is called EDPRS (Economic Development Poverty Reduction Strategy). Coordinator 
is Ministry of Finance who manage the national budget, all ministries and institutions are represented. 
Lessons learnt from past experiences. Increasing incidences of cancer and lifestyle disease including obesity.  

Many factors including awareness increase, economic reasons (regional and international trade is pulling the local 
industry to meet standards), increased political stability and peace so the economy is improving (investor-friendly), 
NGOs and government has invested much in livelihood improvements (income-generating activities, savings 
societies, cooperatives). 

Market incentives and local champions. 

People died of aflatoxins in 2004 in Kenya. ILRI gave scientific evidences to support stakeholders. 

Public awareness.  

Research based evidence provided to policy-makers. Health issues that have arisen including cholera episodes. 

Strategic investments, and increased access to information. 
Strict food safety requirements in regional and international markets. 

Stronger scientific evidence (FERG results, etc) and international frameworks (Codex, etc) that translate (ideally) in 
national standards and support international development agenda (SDGs, etc).  

The East Coast of Africa is focusing on harmonizing the regulation and on respecting international standards for 
better international and domestic market. 

This is due to more activities, international donor involvement etc. 

Traceability and labelling are the two most important factors improving food safety and security. Probably the 
most important financial imperative has been shelf life! Retailers will go along with traceability as they want to 
stop purchasing from suppliers whose food rots on their shelves.  Shelf life is closely related to hygiene, and this 
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supports food safety as it removes most biological hazards. However, it does not protect the consumer from 
chemical hazards and this remains a problem globally. 
Trainings for farmers, exporters , consolidators, clearing agents, agronomists and other value chain actors on 
market requirements and the root cause for noncompliance and how to avoid it.  

 
41. What do you see as realistic goals for food safety in Africa over the next 5-10 years? 

 
Complete awareness of governments on this topic, having good lab equipment and getting evidence on hazards. 
Then, each government could make a list of the most important food issues and take actions. 

1) Implement regulation and standards; 2) Behavior change in decision makers and consumers; 3) Trained and 
Skilled human resources in the food industry. 

1) Establishing basic lab capacity in the countries; 2) Establishment of basic inspection system of food animals; 3) 
Transparency of food products; infrastructure to monitor farm inputs/output. 

1) Having robust food control systems; 2) Adequate testing facilities at points of entry and local governments;  
3) Tailor-made sensitization and training initiatives for targeted value chains; 4) Developed systems to respond to 
food safety emergencies. 

I don’t know, perhaps better to ask MoH. There is a strategic plan for food safety which I will look up. 
1) set up a food safety and control agency at the African level, like the EU; 2) strengthen the accreditation of 
laboratories; 3)strengthen communication between countries in the event of an epidemic. 

Raising more public awareness on food safety risks. 

1) Inclusive policy at national and regional level that takes into account issues on food safety; 2) Regulatory 
system need to be streamlined and more accessible to all stakeholders; 3) Testing facilities. available and 
accessible for the informal sector; 4) Capacity building and consumer awareness especially in the informal sector. 

1) Risk communication  at schools and throughout vulnerable communities so they understand that poor quality 
contaminated food can kill or cause disease in themselves and their families. When I visit a hungry community and 
they tell me they have just eaten an anthrax carcass and I say WHY? They answer – we always eat the cattle that 
die and we are still fine. They are NOT fine. In such communities, the mortality rate is higher and life expectancy is 
lower and young children in the community are dying of undiagnosed diseases because the sick do not get to 
hospitals in time; 2) Clean water and adequate sewage disposal; 3) Elimination of Brucellosis in cattle; 4) 
Laboratories in rural areas that use modern, available diagnostic tools (like 3M now offers – proteomics and 
genomics that can give an answer in a few hours). Yes they are expensive, but a child’s life has no price  and using 
old technology with culture and antibiograms is TOO SLOW. They will get cheaper and need far less infrastructure 
that the old lab with its petri dishes and McConkey’s agar. If you can diagnose an outbreak fast, you can treat a 
lot of people at the same time and also identify the food that is a problem; 5) Stop the food poisoning at source 
using traceability. 

1) A realistic goal will be to have more audited and certified companies; 2) The focus on food safety will be for 
every food not just the exported food; 3) Signing food safety bills into law and harmonizing standards.  

1) Africa AIMS project: draw blood from pregnant women, find less and less aflatoxin, have a measures and 
minimize issue of stunting; 2) Peanut without aflatoxin would be ideal-- good source of protein; 3) Business 
community make investments in region--be present, understand issues more; 4) Progress in infrastructure, 
adaptable technologies to be distributed across continent; 5) More security so people can come there to work. 

1)Ensuring communication of risks and prevention of foodborne diseases through health education (promotions); 
2) Providing the framework to ensure sustainable water sources are available in every community. 

Awareness about food safety at the primary and secondary school level (next generation should have a certain 
level of awareness on basic hygiene and change behavior changes such as washing hands after using the toilets, 
especially when handling food). 

 1) Awareness raising in national and international communities to put food safety firmly on the capacity building  
agenda and not just assume as a given; 2) Testing of alternative models in informal value chains; 3) Commitment to 
regulatory frameworks and enforcement. 

Build capacity at producer level. Illiterate. Build capacity also at other levels of the VC. 

1) Compliance with regional and international (export) standards (pork safety); 2) storage of products (all foods) 
has improved; 3) more education, especially in children. 
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Developing the capacity of the small-scale farmers to embrace international standards food safety measures to be 
able to meet the global market requirements .  
Difficult to know, because things are always changing. Countries with stability today can be upended tomorrow.  

1) Ensuring compliance in the production sectors on to standards; 2) educating consumers to empower them to 
make inform choices, reducing food insecurity to give consumers better alternative choices; 3) promoting public-
private partnerships in addressing issues of food safety. 

 Fill data gaps on hazard/risks (including but not limited to data on hazard levels, production/handling  practices, 
food consumption habits). 

Focus should be on harnessing the safety of foods that are locally consumed in addition to food exports 

Food safety should be driven by the private-for-profit sector. If the private sector appreciates what they lose in 
terms of money by having bad food safety practices, they will be compelled to improve in order to have market for 
their products.  

For Rwanda only: reach meat export standards (activities planned to have modern abattoirs) 

1) Goal should be safe food to reduce illness; 2) Increased private sector engagement, it is the manufacturer’s duty 
to ensure that food is safe; 3) Increase public sector participation in international meetings on standards. Current 
challenge is international standards are drafted and adopted with little input from African nations. 

Good law enforcement. Greater food safety capacity at the regulatory bodies (government). More public-private 
partnership.  

Governance and infrastructure (IF the political will is there and if there are resources). 
Harmonizing the public and private sector. Also, donors should have funding continuity for food safety programs 
not just short projects 

Improved access to clean water and waste management in informal market systems. 

Improvement of food safety along the all value chain in order to avoid foodborne diseases. 

Linking all stakeholders to get good information on current status of the country. Institutions to collaborate  
especially on food safety issues; information and channel for giving information and how is given is critical, bring 
all this together (agriculture, health, energy sector). 

Management of post-harvest - but government need to put efforts on it. Handling and management of post-
harvest is still a serious problem, but the government could make great advances if the right resources are put into 
it. 

More awareness in implementation of international standards at national level. 

More bilateral and regional collaboration. Food Safety higher up on the agenda due to increasing evidence of 
severe under-estimation. Better integration of informal sectors into food control systems. Better evidence and 
recognition of food safety issues with economic implications and potential conflicts of interests (Aflatoxins, trade, 
etc.). 

Our goal is to see consumer culture and practices change. For instance, night meat purchase changing because 
consumers know the health implication of stale meat. 
Raising the awareness on food safety but I do not know how it can be measured, my feeling is that food safety has 
not yet been understood as an issue; then simple basic hygienic measures can be implemented; however, the food 
chain is growing longer so the risks may increase. 

1) Reduce the incidence of FBD (reduce numbers of hospitalization), difficult to measure; 2) Promotion of regional 
and international trade; less food wastage (spoilage). 

Regulators will appreciate the role of food safety and won’t focus only on food production (food security). 
A realistic goal is a Food Safety Systems which works. 
The bottleneck is the implementation of the standard from the Codex Alimentarius and SPS agreement. The 
question is on the system and support to implement it.  

Safe and fair food for local consumers with reducing export ban.  

1) To improve consumers awareness for improved food safety outcomes; 2) To improve knowledge and capacity 
among informal sectors retailers and processors; 3) To improve knowledge and capacity among formal sectors 
retailers and processors; 4) It is easier to improve capacity for formal sector food processors and vendors because 
they already have to comply with regulations unlike the informal sector. 
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1) To improve the knowledge base of the population/consumers and the actors on food safety issues through 
training and public education and advocacy, 2) Build a better infrastructure for the food chain and better 
enforcement of regulations and practices. 

To reduce food safety hazards, contamination and illness of the consumer population. 

Training, information sharing, consumer awareness, improvement regulatory framework (many low-and-middle-
income-countries are Codex Alimentarius Commission members and attend but are shy to speak but probably sit 
and listen and learn; these sittings are to reduce trade barriers and improve public health, debates to harmonize 
standards). 

 
42.  Is there anything else you’d like to add? 

 
International, SPS etc. are very important, Int. Commission on Microbiological Food Safety deals with philosophical 
questions; some issues are not health risks but ethical debates. In Europe, nowadays  self-monitoring systems to 
manage food safety are legally required, not so much government-control-based. 

My wish is to have people to know about food safety in their daily life. It is the right of the consumer to consume 
safe products. That is why they are the ones driving the sector, both private and public who if the demand is there, 
will have to work together. 

Teaching on food safety should be partly primary education. In Tanzania, there is lack of internal capacity and 
training facilities that force food processors to depend on (more costly) expatriate technicians, e.g. from Kenya, 
India. 
A whole value chain – from “farm–to-fork” or better from “farm-to-mouth” approach should be used when 
tackling food safety issues. In addition, consumers are very critical in food safety. Consumers should be 
empowered to demand for safe and wholesome foods.  

As retired person who have been involved for more than 30 years in food safety area, I am offering my availability 
to give assistance in any issue in case of need.  

Bring EU, EAC, SADC, ECOWAS etc. on board in this survey. 

Encourage governments to allocation funds for food safety in the country. And harmonization of regulators in the 
country.  

Food safety is likely to improve with better incomes of the population who will then demand better quality of safe 
products. 

I see a big difference between surveillance systems and food safety performance in low-income countries and 
high-income countries because the infrastructure and the structure of the food chains is basically different. In each 
country, any system ensuring food safety should be adapted to the local situation (technical sequence of supply 
chains) – we should not act like colonialists.  

In general, there is an improvement in food safety performance. Some products have known big improvement like 
meat, milk and other products low improvement or null for some.  

1) In Uganda we do not have a critical mass of food safety experts (people just “nickname” themselves), we need 
to develop curriculum for food safety for different levels of education (secondary, university…); model of University 
of Wageningen; 2) In Africa, we need to improve coordination in all departments that deal with food safety (crop 
production, animal production etc.); 3) AU starting an initiative of “food safety for Africa”, they want to establish 
AU-Food safety authority; 4) African Continental Association for Food Protection (ACAFP), based in US to access 
money from donors (succeeded AFP which used to be based in Ghana but was inefficient). 

Investment in the agriculture sector: they have less 1% of the total investment from the government which is a 
problem in evidence generation to inform policy. Donors should invest in  local research and institutions; locals 
trust KARLO people because they will be around to enforce the policies after project unlike donors who will not be 
present post the projects.  

It will be useful to involve the National Assembly (committee on health, communicable diseases and, agriculture) 
in this project. Their opinion is important for food safety legislation. 

The regulator gives the bare minimum to protect the consumer. If very good relationships with the private [sector], 
you are likely to get compliance and to get support in terms of implementation of measures and in terms of 
financial support. The private [sector] wants to make profit. Food safety is also here for trade. There can be a good 
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relationship together. In partnership, you “focus more on prevention”, you are likely to get value for the money. 
The Food business operators should not be there only for compliance but also for commitment.  
The partnership with FBO’s is important because you can have two scenarios. If no partnership : just compliance 
(//police) and if something goes wrong, more consequences. If partnership : the FBO will develop commitment ! 
There will be information sharing (e.g. good manufacturing practice, problem to solve).  
Story: “Kenya red cross, severe droughts. RedCcross asked to Kenyans: can you give a shilling? Millions of shillings 
were used for under five children. But the food was found to be contaminated. Without collaboration, it would 
have been a hell for the government. With collaboration, you can do a smooth recall. Without collaboration why 
should I bother?  In developing countries: if you say you had a problem in your shop, even if you solve the problem, 
consumers will not buy anymore anything in your shop (awareness of consumers!). 

There is need for donor community to emphasize on countries having a robust food control system especially 
appropriate legislation that does not encourage overlaps and multiplicity of players. 

This World Bank Project should engage with CSOs and traders involved in food and nutrition issues to get 
perspective of grassroot people.  

We need to work more closely with donors; donors should not go to governments but they should go to the 
ground and ask the practitioners. 

You should also approach institutions like the Uganda Industrial Research Institute in Nakawa, the Private Sector 
Foundation Uganda (PSFU).  
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  Food Safety and the Sustainable Development Goals 

 
The UN’s 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) outline a comprehensive set of goals and strategies for 
development. The first three goals address the central outcomes of reducing poverty and hunger and improving 
health.  Improving food safety is important to achieving all three outcomes.   

SDG 1: End poverty in all its forms everywhere. 

Food safety is critical to SSA agriculture-led poverty reduction strategies, including the Malabo 
Declaration goal of tripling intra-Africa trade in food.  Investments in food safety expand 
market access, increase business and job opportunities, and lift the economic burden of illness 
from the poor, who are more vulnerable to foodborne disease but can least afford to fall ill. 

SDG 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture. 

Food safety, food security, and nutrition are inextricably linked and at the center of SSA 
development challenge.  Food safety is by definition an element of food security, and frequent 
exposure to foodborne hazards and illnesses can lead directly to malnutrition and failure to 
thrive, especially among children.  

SDG 3: Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages. 

As a region, sub-Saharan Africa has the highest per capita burden of foodborne disease in the 
world, with an estimated 91 million people falling ill and 137,000 dying each year, imposing a 
health burden on the population that approaches that imposed by diseases such as malaria 
that receive dramatically more investment for prevention and treatment. 

Source: UN Sustainable Development Goals website. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgs 
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