
 

 

 

Southern African Pesticide Regulators Forum (SAPReF) Regional Strategy to 

address Highly Hazardous Pesticides; Pesticide Risk Reduction for Fall 

Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on Pesticide Registration and 

Strengthening Implementation of the Rotterdam Convention in SADC Member 

States 

Workshop Report 

March 05th - 09th, 2018, 

Garden Court OR Tambo International Airport Hotel,  

Johannesburg, South Africa 

 

 
 

“Addressing pesticide use and identification of common issues in managing and reducing pesticide risk in Southern Africa” 

 

 

 

 



ii 
 

PREPARATION OF THIS DOCUMENT  
This document provides a summary of the presentations, discussions, conclusions, and 

recommendations of the workshop on building a Regional Strategy to address Highly Hazardous 

Pesticides; Pesticide Risk Reduction for Fall Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on 

Pesticide Registration and Strengthening Implementation of the Rotterdam Convention in SADC 

Member States, held on March 05 – 09, 2018. Delegates did not formally adopt this report. 

 

This report was prepared by the SAPReF Administrator, Miss Nanziwe K Khumalo of the University 

of Cape Town’s Environmental Health Division (UCT EHD). Valuable written and verbal inputs were 

received from workshop facilitators and delegates. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Southern African Pesticide Regulators Forum (SAPReF) held a regional workshop to review and 

elaborate elements of  the SADC Regional Strategy to address Highly Hazardous Pesticides; 

Pesticide Risk Reduction for Fall Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on Pesticide 

Registration and Strengthening Implementation of the Rotterdam Convention in SADC Member 

States Workshop in Johannesburg, South Africa from March 05th - 09th 2018.  

 

The workshop also focused on the finalising the amendment of Regional Guidelines for the 

Regulation of Pesticides in SADC Member States. The pesticide regulators received training on the 

FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit, addressing Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs), 

implementation of the Rotterdam Convention with (focus on the synergies between the Convention 

and addressing risks from HHPs) as well as some elementary training on fast track registration for 

biological pesticides (‘biopesticides’) for management of the Fall Armyworm (FAW).  

 

This meeting was one of the activities funded by the Swedish Chemical Agency (KemI), University 

of Cape Town (UCT) and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) 

through the EC funded Capacity-Building Related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in ACP 

Countries – Phase 2 project (“ACP/MEAs 2”).  

 

The meeting was attended by delegates from all 15 SADC Members States namely: Angola, 

Botswana, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, 

Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. The list of 

delegates comprised of experts from ministries Health, Agriculture, and Environment. The list of 

delegates included in this workshop is detailed in Annex I of this report. Resource persons for the 

workshop were drawn from FAO, KemI, UCT and SADC Secretariat.  

 

 

1.1. Official Opening 
The meeting was called into order at 09:30hrs by Mr. Loitseng Sebetwane, SAPReF Chairman, 

Registrar of Agrochemicals, Plant Protection Division, Department of Crop Production, Ministry of 

Agriculture, Botswana. He welcomed all delegates, inviting them to introduce themselves, their 

country and the department/ministry they represent. This was followed on by introductory remarks 

by supporting organisations (UCT, KemI, SADC, and FAO). South Africa is currently chair Member 

State of SADC hence their representative Ms. Precious Mkula a South African delegate gave 

welcome remarks. 

 

  

1.2. Welcome Remarks by SAPReF Chair - Loitseng Sebetwane 

1.2.1. The SAPReF Chair opened the workshop by reminding delegates of their important role 

particularly with the most recent outbreak of the fall armyworm (FAW). 
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1.2.2. He stated the importance of Member State activities to combat the FAW outbreak. 

 

1.2.3. The Chair further reminded delegates of the progress with the new SADC legally binding 

document and that as a technically group for the SADC Plant Protection Technical 

Committee (SPPTC), SAPReF had an obligation to provide technical input and insight to 

plant protection activities and decisions particularly in the area of pesticide 

management. 

 

 

1.3. University of Cape Town – UCT - H-Andrea Rother 
1.3.1. Professor H-Andrea Rother began by welcoming all those present at the workshop and 

reminding them of the role they each play as members of SAPReF. 

 

1.3.2. The delegates were further reminded of the role of SAPReF as an establishment started 

by regulators themselves. 

 

1.3.3. Professor Rother encouraged SAPReF to look for alternatives to agricultural and public 

health pesticides, where there are some, and not to forget public health. 

 

1.3.4. Delegates were reminded that UCT supports SAPReF capacity building through 

education and training, currently through the UCT Postgraduate Diploma in Pesticide 

Risk Management (DPRM) (dprm@uct.ac.za) and the Master of Public Health (MPH) 

focusing on Environmental Health within the School of Public Health and Family 

Medicine as well as the online pesticide discussion forum and pesticide list server. 

 

 

1.4. Swedish Chemical Agency – KemI - Lilian Törnqvist 

1.4.1. Dr. Lilian Törnqvist reminded delegates that KemI had been with SAPReF since the 

beginning and that they should be proud of their achievements with limited resources. 

 

1.4.2. Delegates were further reminded that communication and collaboration between 

SAPReF and their colleagues in SPPTC was vital. 

 

1.4.3. Dr. Törnqvist highlighted that it was imperative to explain to the SPPTC and other 

colleagues the goal and importance of the new legally binding document, its history and 

the stumbling blocks that have been encountered. 

 

1.4.4. She further acknowledged that SAPReF was facing complications with the further 

progression of the document, however, reminded delegates that there always hard 

times before the good. 

mailto:dprm@uct.ac.za
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1.5. FAO  Rotterdam Convention Secretariat - Christine Fuell 

1.5.1. Dr Christine Fuell noted that since the FAO Rotterdam Convention (FAO-RC) last met 

with SAPReF in 2015 in Harare, Zimbabwe and again in Johannesburg in April, 2016 there 

had been a number of positive developments and achievements with regards to the RC. 

 

1.5.2. Delegates were reminded of the importance of knowing the links between highly 

hazardous pesticides (HHPs) and the RC. 

 

1.5.3. Dr Fuell concluded by encouraging Member States not to view the RC as additional work 

but as a means of sharing information. 

 

 

1.6. FAOR South Africa - Lewis Hove 

1.6.1. Dr. Hove welcomed all delegates to the workshop making sure to address the 

distinguished guests from the various supporting institutions. Namely, SADC 

Secretariat, University of Cape Town, the Swedish Chemical Agency and FAO. 

 

1.6.2. Gave SAPReF applause for landmark success and its recognition at the highest political 

level in the sub-region. 

 

1.6.3. He reminded delegates that FAO had been collaborating with pesticide regulators in 

Southern Africa for a long time and SAPReF has managed to bring them together. 

 

1.6.4. The delegates were reminded that FAO is mandated to assist member countries with the 

prevention and management of agricultural pests, the appropriate distribution and use 

of pesticides including their disposal as governed by the International Code of Conduct 

on Pesticide Management, and the control of international trade of certain hazardous 

pesticides and chemicals as governed by the Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed 

Consent as well as implementation of the other key chemical Conventions. 

 

1.6.5. It was highlighted that FAO provides several tools, guidelines, funding and technical 

assistance to governments, the private sector and other stakeholders to help manage 

pesticides better. Among the tools developed by FAO for sound life cycle management 

of pesticides is the voluntary Code of Conduct on Pesticide Management revised in 2013, 

various guidelines on management of pesticides as well as the new Pesticide Registration 

Toolkit under development to help countries evaluate and make decisions about which 

pesticides to permit.   
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1.6.6. Delegates were further reminded that FAO has a long history of successful collaboration 

with the regional economic communities such as the SADC and we fully recognize the 

pivotal role the RECs play in providing political leadership in such programmes and in 

keeping sustainable development high on the regional development agenda.   

 

1.6.7. Dr. Hove noted that SAPReF is now officially recognized by SADC as a subcommittee of 

the SADC Plant Protection Technical Committee and he hoped that Member States were 

familiar with the SADC Guidelines for Regulation of Crop Protection Chemicals and 

shared their experiences during the course of this workshop. 

 

1.6.8. Dr. Hove further indicated that he hoped delegates’ participation in the workshop would 

provide sufficient background and a clear roadmap for the work ahead in their respective 

countries to foster sustainable development through sound pest and pesticide 

management. He also exhorted SAPReF members to intensify their  resource 

mobilization efforts 

 

1.6.9. In conclusion, he indicated that he wished that after the workshop, SAPReF would move 

in leaps and bounds and would make its presence felt in the area of sustainable 

development through pesticide risk reduction in Africa and beyond. 

 

 

1.7. SADC Secretariat - Esaiah Tjelele 

1.7.1. Mr Tjelele reminded Member States that agriculture is one of the region’s most 

important sectors and employs over 80 percent of the rural population, the majority of 

who are poor. 

 

1.7.2. Delegates acknowledged that Member States are committed to ensuring enhanced 

contribution to agricultural development and food security by guaranteeing access to 

productive resources, sustainable production techniques and socioeconomic 

opportunities. 

 

1.7.3. Mr Tjelele expressed pleasure in the development of SAPReF and its endeavours to 

strengthen and nurture regional collaboration for sound pesticide management, 

conveying the significance for SADC Member States to harmonise their pesticide 

regulatory management in order to improve trade and protect the health of their 

populations and the environment against poor quality and highly hazardous pesticides. 

 

1.7.4. He further went on to highlight that through regional partnership, Member States had 

the opportunity to work collectively, share resources consequently lowering the costs of 
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pesticide registration, and synchronise implementation of a number of international 

instruments related to pesticides and chemicals.   

 

1.7.5. Delegates were informed that SADC looks to Southern African Pesticide Regulators’ 

Forum (SAPReF) for more than pesticides management, but for information sharing, 

identification of pesticide alternatives and other pesticide management related 

activities.  

 

1.7.6. It was highlighted to delegates that with the recent outbreak (2017) of the fall armyworm 

(FAW), SAPReF was to lead Member States in the battle against the devastating pest, 

and identify alternatives for pesticides being used to combat the pest. 

 

1.7.7. Mr Tjelele further highlighted that there needs to be action from SAPReF after this 

workshop and delegates need to fulfil their obligations and recommendations from the 

meeting. There need to be visible and tangible results. 

 

1.7.8. Mr Tjelele concluded by expressing how he was looking forward to contributing to the 

activities of SAPReF and guiding SAPReF with the further development of the new SADC 

guidelines on pesticide management during the workshop and thereafter. 

 

 

1.8. Delegate of South Africa - Precious Mkula 

1.8.1. Ms. Precious Mkula a South African delegate welcomed delegates to South Africa and 

wished all present a fruitful workshop. 

 

 

1.9. Adoption of the Agenda  

The workshop delegates considered an overview of the Workshop Agenda as presented and 

adopted the agenda. The agenda for the workshop is given in Annex II. 

 

 

1.10. Workshop Objectives – Loitseng Sebetwane 

The primary objective of the workshop was to develop a regional strategy to address Highly 

Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs) and provide technical training for capacity building on pesticide risk 

assessment for countries in Southern Africa through the Southern African Pesticide Regulators’ 

Forum (SAPReF). 

 

The overall goal of this workshop is to provide technical skills to guide regulators and registrars with 

the empowering skills for identifying and reducing the use of HHPs and cleaning up SADC Member 

State pesticide/chemical registers in the sub-region. 
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1.10.1. The delegates were reminded that the other objective of the workshop was to map a way 

forward for the national validation of the revised SADC regional document on pesticide 

management. 

 

1.10.2. The delegates noted that there would be training to build participating countries’ 

capacity in pesticide management through technical training on the FAO pesticide 

registration tool kit.  

 

1.10.3. The Chair reminded delegates that they would develop develop a clear SAPREF regional 

strategy to address HHPs going forward.  

 

1.10.4. The delegates noted that they would develop a regional roadmap for the registration of 

bio pesticides for the management of FAW 

 

1.10.5. The delegates further noted that it would be vital to review SAPReFs’ progress on 

implementing its strategic action plan. validate regional HHP priorities 

 

1.10.6. The Chair went on to stress that the workshop would provoke reflection and critical 

evaluation of the key strengths and challenges of SAPReF engagement approaches.  

 

1.10.7. The objectives of the workshop were achieved through presentations, plenary 

discussions and practical exercises. In addition, the FAO provided the delegates with 

material in form of work exercises detailing ways to use the pesticide registration toolkit. 

 

 

2. REGIONAL COLLABORATION ON PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT 
The main focus for this day was on identifying pesticide management capacity building 

opportunities available to Member States and reviewing the revised Regional Guidelines for the 

Regulation of Pesticides and attain comments from delegates representing their Member States.  

 

2.1. Background and Update on the Revised  SADC Regional Document on 

Pesticide Management and Roadmap - Loitseng Sebetwane/Rorisang 

Mantutle (SAPReF ExCo) 

2.1.1. Delegates were reminded of the history of the Regional Guidelines for the Regulation of 

Plant Protection Products in SADC document. The Guidelines were initially published by 

SADC in 2011 under Trade Protocol aimed to promote harmonization regionally of trade 

of pesticides and signed by ministers of Trade. 
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2.1.2. It was highlighted that the original document had low to no country implementation, and 

that the regulators felt it had heavy industry involvement in its design. 

 

2.1.3. Delegates were further reminded that SAPReF agreed to its update in 2016 following a 

request from SADC Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) in 2015. 

 

2.1.4. The SAPReF Chair reminded delegates that the first SADC workshop on the 

Harmonisation of Regulations for Pesticides was held at the Sheraton Hotel, Pretoria, 

South Africa in June 2016. 

 

2.1.5. Delegates noted that Member States voted over three options for the revised document: 

option 1 - Legally binding document; option 2 - Advisory document; and option 3 - 

Combination of options 1 and 2, of which Members States selected option 3. 

 

2.1.6. The workshop was reminded that following the selection of the type of document a 

Consultant appointed to revise the SADC Regional Guidelines for the Regulation of Crop 

Protection Products in SADC (2011). 

 

2.1.7. A second SADC Pesticides was held in March 2017 in Pretoria, Johannesburg and was 

hosted by the SADC Secretariat, where a roadmap with a clear timeframe was developed 

for the new document. 

2.1.8. Delegates were reminded that to date there has been a draft document that has been 

circulated to them for comments and edits; and that ExCo has presented the document 

to the SPPTC. 

 

2.1.9. Delegates further noted that the document was currently stuck due to a number of 

reasons that had to be addressed. These include: 1) the SPS Committee not being clear 

why the document was updated and 2011 not continued to be used, 2) the SPS 

Committee being unaware that SAPReF has the mandate and was asked by SADC to 

update, and 3) the SADC Secretariat Legal and technical teams having not reviewed the 

document as of yet. 

 

2.1.10. The SAPReF Chair and Ms. Mantutle reiterated that the lack of communication and 

engagement would continuously halt the documents progression, thus Member States 

would have to work to bridge the engagement gaps especially at national level with 

SAPReF members engaging more with the members of the national SPS committees. 
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2.2. SADC Secretariat Guidance on the Pesticides Management Document - 

Esaiah Tjelele 

2.2.1. Delegates were informed that SAPReF needs to look at itself within the whole of the 

SADC framework and where it falls. SAPReF and the SPPTC are both structures within 

SADC, with SAPReF falling under the SPPTC and should therefore not see itself in 

segregation. 

 

2.2.2. It was highlighted to delegates that there was a lack of coordination between SAPReF 

and the SPPTC which needs to be improved. Mr Tjelele emphasised that communication 

was the key to the progression of the new legally binding document. 

 

2.2.3. Delegates were reminded that SAPReF is a sub-committee of the SPPTC and as such 

once the document is complete it should be sent to submitted to SPPTC for comments 

and approval, and once approval has been granted its progression should be easier. 

 

2.2.4. However, it was indicated that even with the approval of the SPPTC the document may 

have to go for approval with the two other technical committees who have a vested 

interested with the new legally binding Pesticides Management Document: 1) SADC 

Livestock Technical Committee; and 2) Food Safety Technical Committee. 

 

2.2.5. The SADC Secretariat further reiterated the importance of communication and 

emphasised that it is vital for each member to ensure that their national SPS 

representative understands the history and the need to update the document and get 

their support. 

 

2.2.6. Mr. Tjelele highlighted that there was need for SAPReF members to engage with 

national SPS representatives informing them of the nature and history of the new 

guidance document and the role of SAPReF. 

 

2.2.7. Delegates were reminded that the SPS Committee needs to approve the continuation of 

the guidance document and SADC Plant protection Technical committee and legal need 

to be given the final approved draft to review and comment on. 

 

2.2.8. The SADC Secretariat prompted SAPREF members to ensure that their national SPS 

representatives understand the history of the document and the need to get their 

support. 

 

2.2.9. The SADC Secretariat further stressed that communication between structures that 

focused on similar issues as SAPReF was vital, as well as strengthening communications 

with the SPS representatives. 
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2.2.10. Members were reminded that continuous communication with the SADC Plant 

Protection Technical Committee and SADC Legal Directorate would assist with gaining 

final approval on the draft document after review and comment. 

 

2.2.11. Mr Tjelele  concluded by encouraging Member States to communicate outcomes of the 

current workshop Regional Strategy to address Highly Hazardous Pesticides; Pesticide 

Risk Reduction for Fall Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on Pesticide 

Registration and Strengthening Implementation of the Rotterdam Convention in SADC 

Member States Workshop” with national SPS representatives. 

 

 

2.3. SAPReF Members ‘Toolkit’– Hanna-Andrea Rother/SAPReF ExCo 

2.3.1. The delegates were introduced to a new Toolbox an innovative toolkit to be developed 

through a participatory process to empower SAPReF members, promote multi-sectorial 

collaboration both at national and regional level, increase SAPReF’s visibility and foster 

sustainability. 

 

2.3.2. Member States were informed that the Toolbox was being developed to enable them to 

fulfil their roles as SAPReF members and representatives for their countries. 

 

2.3.3. They were further informed that the Toolbox would have two main components, 

resources and data. 

 

2.3.4. The resources are to contain information on national SPS, NPPO and RC focal points, 

their contact details and where they are based. 

 

2.3.5. Data is to include lists of national guidelines regional and international instruments and 

conventions that Member States are party to, not necessarily focused on SAPReF 

activities and pesticides. 

 

2.3.6. Member States were reminded that they are responsible for providing the resources and 

data to enable information sharing amongst States 

 

2.3.7. It was concluded that that members should review the toolkit and provide inputs and 

ideas as the toolkit was a work in progress. 
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2.4. UCT Postgraduate Diploma in Pesticide Risk Management and the Pesticide 

Discussion Forum – Hanna-Andrea Rother 

2.4.1. Delegates were reminded that the University of Cape Town Centre for Occupational 

Environmental Health Research (UCT-COEHR) was approached UN FAO to develop 

holistic programme around pesticides Code of Conduct. 

 

2.4.2. It was highlighted that the Postgraduate Diploma in Pesticide Risk Management (DPRM) 

programme is the only holistic programme globally focusing on all aspects of pesticide 

risk management & risk reduction – from cradle to grave as it takes a life cycle approach 

to pesticide risk management and is founded on the FAO/WHO International Code of 

Conduct on Pesticide Management. 

 

2.4.3. Member States were informed that the course is open to all countries, and members 

were strongly advised to apply as the course was one of the ways UCT was supporting 

SAPReF through building the capacity of pesticide regulators. 

 

2.4.4. It was highlighted that the more individuals took the course, more people would have 

knowledge on pesticide risk reduction issues and would ease the work of regulators. 

 

2.4.5. Delegates were informed that as part of the DPRM programme were the online 

discussion forums that are held twice a month focusing on current topics in pesticide 

management and risk management. 

 

2.4.6. Member States were informed that there is a plan to open up a Masters level programme 

in 2020. 

 

2.4.7. In conclusion, delegates were informed that there was limited funding available to 

support students undertaking the DPRM programme. 

 

 

2.5. Swedish Chemical Agency – Training  Programmes and Pesticide Risk 

Management Initiatives - Lilian Törnqvist 

2.5.1. Dr. Törnqvist indicated that KemI will continue to support SAPReF with its efforts of 

harmonising registration and procedures through capacity building. 

 

2.5.2. Dr. Törnqvist highlighted that KemI supported SAPReF’s capacity building efforts 

through the Swedish International Training Program (ITP). 
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2.5.3. Delegates were informed that the focus of the programme is to give an overall 

perspective of chemicals management, including the advantages and disadvantages of 

different ways of organising roles and responsibilities through legislation.  

 

2.5.4. It was highlighted that the key elements of preventive chemicals management are 

covered: legislation, enforcement and awareness raising data on current situation and 

trends in the production and use of chemicals, classification and labelling of chemicals, 

exposure assessment, risk assessment and methods for risk reduction. 

 

2.5.5. Member States were encouraged to apply for the programme with the next intake to 

obtain further insight into the relation between chemicals management in the supply-

and-use chain, economic growth and improved human health and environmental 

quality.  

 

 

3. FALL ARMYWORM MANAGEMENT IN THE SADC REGION 
The main focus for Day 2 of the workshop was on the management of the fall armyworm 

(Spodoptera frugiperda) within the region, and the identification of the variety of methods being 

used by Member States to combat the fall armyworm. The overall goal of the day was to outline a 

way forward for FAW management within the region and highlight the various methods of control 

amongst Member States. 

 

3.1. FAW Management Update - Ronia Tanyongana, Joyce Mulila-Mitti & Sina 

Luchen 

3.1.1. Delegates were informed that the FAW has continued to spread within national 

territories as well as beyond and is present in all SADC Member States except Mauritius 

and Lesotho. And that following partial FAW monitoring, Malawi was identified as a 

hotspot in the 2017/18 season- and declared a national disaster. 

 

3.1.2. Member States were notified that several meetings convened by FAO and key partners 

involved in addressing FAW for better coordination and the coherent response to the 

pest threat resulting in the evolution of the FAO and multi-stakeholder FAW 

management Framework. 

 

3.1.3. A Framework for Partnership for sustainable management for the Fall Armyworm in 

Africa was established following Nairobi meeting. The FAW Partnership in Africa is 

comprised of AGRA, FAO ICIPE, CABI, IITA and CIMMYT.  

 

3.1.4. Member States were informed of the FAW interventions within the Southern Africa 

region with the goal improved capacity by countries to undertake national level trainings 
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on surveillance, impact assessments, contingency planning and pest management. 

These interventions include the following: 1) Regional ToT on FAW general 

management; 2) Regional ToT FAW curriculum development; 3) Country level ToTs: 

(Namibia, Mozambique, Swaziland, Lesotho, Malawi, Madagascar, South Africa, and 

Zambia); 4) the draft Fall Armyworm Training Manual for Southern Africa was 

developed; and 5) awareness creation workshops. 

 

3.1.5. National governments are working in partnership with stakeholders in addressing the 

threat. 

 

3.1.6. A new Fall Armyworm Monitoring and Early Warning System has been developed in the 

form of an app which can be downloaded directly here (bit.ly/2BZEW8q) using Chrome, 

Safari or Firefox and will be available on the FAO Food Chain Crises page 

(http://www.fao.org/food-chain-crisis/how-we-work/plant-protection/fall-

armyworm/en/)  

 

 

3.2. FAO/WHO Guidelines for the Registration of Microbial, Botanical and 
Semiochemical Pest Control Agents for Plant Protection and Public 
Health Uses - Ivy Saunyama 

3.2.1. Delegates were informed of the difficulties generally encountered with bringing 

biopesticides to market:  1) productions; 2) registration; and 3) sale and use. 

 

3.2.2. Member States were introduced to the ’FAO/WHO Guidelines for the Registration of 

Microbial, Botanical and Semiochemical Pest Control Agents for Plant Protection 

and Public Health Uses’ which is to assist with tackling the difficulties identified. 

 

3.2.3. Delegates were informed that the guidelines are to “maintain a high level of protection of 

human health and the environment ... but ensure there are no additional registration 

barriers for microorganism, botanical and semiochemicals.” 

 

3.2.4. Delegates were informed that the aim of the guidelines are to:  1) To raise awareness of 

importance for  developing special registration policy for bio-pesticides; 2) To facilitate 

development of proper data requirements; 3) to provide technical guidance on data 

review, risk assessment and decision-making; and 4) to promote technical advice on fact 

track registration, labelling, and mixture etc. 

 

3.2.5. Delegates were further informed that the guidelines contain data requirements and 

evaluation of the dossier of microbial, botanicals, and semiochemicals. 

 

http://www.fao.org/food-chain-crisis/how-we-work/plant-protection/fall-armyworm/en/
http://www.fao.org/food-chain-crisis/how-we-work/plant-protection/fall-armyworm/en/
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3.2.6. Member States were encouraged to use bio controls for the FAW, and that FAO 

promotes IPM and biological control approach against Fall Armyworm.  

 

3.2.7. Pesticide Regulators from Member States were encouraged to highlight challenges they 

face in registering biopesticides and highlight capacity development needs to FAO and 

other development partners. 

 

3.2.8. Members are encouraged to use the toolkit to assist them to fast track registration of 

bio-pesticides. 

 

3.2.9. Members are encouraged to continue finding ways of fast tracking registration of 

biopesticides.  

 

 

3.3. FAW Biopesticides Currently Registered for Use In SADC - Ivy 

Saunyama/Nanziwe Khumalo 

Since the emergence of the FAW farmers around the SADC region have been utilising various means 

to control and combat the pest. These means vary from mixtures of pesticides, HHPs, cultural 

methods and other pesticides including biopesticides. Some countries within the region have 

registered biopesticides to tackle the problem of FAW. Below is details of were each Members State 

is with FAW and the registration of FAW. 

 

3.3.1. Angola has currently registering: Neem tree extract (Azadirachta indica) 

 

3.3.2. Botswana has currently registered: Bacillus thuriengiesis (Bt) and has future plans  for 

fast -track registration of biopesticides 

 

3.3.3. Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) does not currently have a biopesticides approved 

or registered by the Ministry of Agriculture in the fight against the armyworm. However, 

some farmers have resorted to insecticidal plants such as Tephrosia and Neem tree 

extract. Currently, no plant can be formally recommended for lack of reliable results and 

the absence of a toxicological record or eco-toxicological effect on certain preparations 

formulated with insecticidal plants. 

 

3.3.4. Lesotho currently has plans to buy pesticides and bio-pesticides through government 

tendering process for when FAW is detected in Lesotho. 

 

3.3.5. Madagascar has no biopesticides registered, however, Bt efficiency test is coming soon 

to the country. Farmers use various biological control such as Chili, Neem tree extract + 

Comfrey. 
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3.3.6. Malawi is currently conducting efficacy and effectiveness tests of biopesticides and 

botanicals including Neem, Dema (mphanjobvu), ash/sand, fish (usipa) soup mixed with 

sugar which is believed to attract ants which then kill the larvae. Research is also looking 

into biological control agents including predators and entomo-pathogens (fungal, viral 

etc.). Malawi is also in the process of developing a comprehensive Integrated Pest 

Management as a sustainable solution to the problem. 

 

3.3.7. Namibia is in the process of procuring biopesticides such as: Bacillus thuriengiesis (Bt). 

The bio-pesticides are mainly to assist with managing the pests immediately after 

detection. 

 

3.3.8. Seychelles is in the process of sourcing alternative pesticides. 

 

3.3.9. Swaziland currently does not have any biopesticides registered, however, farmers apply 

of Sand, Aloe Vera and Soil. 

 

3.3.10. Tanzania has registered biopesticides (Neem tree-based extract). 

 

3.3.11. Zambia has ongoing biopesticides trials on Nimbecidine, X6, Agriguard in the current 

maize crop at the Zambia Agriculture Research Institute (ZARI). There are field trials 

being conducted to evaluate different biopesticides, botanicals and indigenous materials 

(Ash, Detergent powder and sand). 

 

3.3.12. Zimbabwe has registered Bt and Beauvaria bassiana. The new registration being 

considered are: 1) Entomopathogenic fungi (Metarrhizium anisopliae); and 2) Neem tree 

extract (Azadirachta indica). 

 

Table 1, provides a summary of the methods Member States are using to combat FAW and their 

Management Status. 

 

 

3.4. Current challenges with registration and use of biopesticides - Ivy 

Saunyama 

3.4.1. It was emphasised to delegates that there is a need to scale information down to the 

farmer level. 

 

3.4.2. The need to obtain sufficient funding for pest management was highlighted to all 

delegates. 
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3.4.3. It was further highlighted that the lack of projects in some Member States also affects 

the implementation of FAW management activities. 

 

3.4.4. FAO indicated that it promotes IPM approaches to crop protection. 

 

3.4.5. Delegates were reminded of the importance of bio-pesticides in the role of pesticide risk 

management. 

 

3.4.6. Facilitators indicated that the challenges to the registration and use of biopesticides 

were: 1) Production, 2) Registration, 3) Sale, and 4) Use of Bio-pesticides. 
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Table 1. Current Status of Fall Armyworm (FAW) Management within SADC Member States 

FAW STATUS IN SOUTHERN AFRICA 

Country Status Of The Fall Armyworm Government Action Plans and Interventions Challenges Way Forward 

Angola  FAW pest reported in 2017, 
detected in border area with 
Namibia 

 Causing severe damage to 
staple crop maize in Central 
and South of Country. 

 Distributed in Bengo and 
Luanda Provinces 
 

 Trainings 
 Physical, Cultural 
 Chemical control: 
 Chlorpyrifos, 
  Deltamethrin 
 Abamectin 
 Neem (Azadirachtin indica) 

 Private Sector used: 
 Flubendamide 
 Emamectin benzoate insecticides 
 

 Late release of funding for 
management of pest 
 

 Continue monitoring the pest in 
the country 

 Continue collaborations with 
stakeholders in the management 
of the FAW. 
 

Botswana  FAW  Detected in 2017 
  and identified by the Plant 

Protection Division 
 confirmed by the Universities 
 Widely distribute across 

provinces 
 

 Government responded by procuring 60ltrs 
of pesticides and PPE 

 Task Team (Government, academia and 
farmer reps.) 

 Public awareness 
 Pheromone trapping  
 Sprayed with different pesticides: 
 Indoxicarb 
 Lufenuron 
 Cypermethrin 
 Chlorpyrifos 

 OTHER CONTROL METHODS: 
 Wood Ash 
 Chilies 
 Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) 

 

 Funds for monitoring tools  Staff Trainings 
 Public awareness 
 Promote IPM 
 Partner with stakeholders 
 Fast tracking the registration of 

bio-pesticides 

Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo (DRC) 

 In Jan, 2017, FAW attacking 
maize in all Agricultural 
Development Divisions 

 Government working with 
donor partners to fight pest 

 Task force headed by controller of Agric. 
Extension  

 Min. of Agric bought different  seed varieties 
 FAO and the Ministry partnered to fight the 

pest 

  Tephrosia is toxic to fish 
hence not recommended 
when aquatic environment is 
present 

 University doing research on 
Botanical 

 Continue carrying out awareness 
about the FAW 
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 and Technical   
 

 CONTROL: 
 Mechanical 
 Chemical: registered only 2; 

Cypermethrin + pyrimiphos methyl 
 Chlorpyrifos insecticides 

 BOTANICAL:  
 Tephrosia  
 Neem 
 

 Biological control is not 
registered in the country 
 

Lesotho  No experience as pest not 
reported 

 

 Surveillance and monitoring of FAW on going 
 No FAW moth catches in the traps 
 15 staff trained 
 FAW workshops done 
 40 traps distributed in 7 lowland districts 
 Set up WhatsApp group with key officers 

 

 N/A 
 

 Continue Monitoring  
 Farmers continue field scouting 

and report any suspicious pest 
 Need to set up a task force 
 More awareness 
 Train more officers 
 Source for more funds 
 Plan to buy pesticides 

 

Madagascar  Detected in Nov. 2017 
 Infestation in Maize and Rice 
 77 Districts affected 

 

 Research carried out in universities 
 Monitoring with traps 
 Task force initiated 
 FAO supporting the Government 
 CONTROL: 
 Mechanical-crushing 
 Chemicals: Acetamiprid, Acephate, 

Indoxicarb, Profenofos + Cypermethrin, 
Lambda cyhalothrin 

 BIO-PESTICIDES;  
 Chilies 

 

 Biological control is not 
registered in the country 

 Weakness of the system 

 FAO providing technical support 
 Coordination of management of 

the FAW 
 Early warning system  
 Political will 

 

Malawi  Detected in Dec, 2016 
 Crops affected were Maize, 

Sorghum and Millet 
 Up to 50% damage was 

reported in October, 2017 
 

 Pesticides distributed 
 Task force formed to manage the pest 
 CONTROL: 
 Pesticides were distributed; 

INDOXICARB, FLUBENDAMIDE (Belt) 
 Awareness created 
 Trained extension staff 

 Cypermethrin suspended 
because of overuse 

 Influx of pesticides to be 
registered 

 Weakness of the system; no 
labs 

 Screening of pesticides by 
researchers 

 List of pesticides released 
 IPM being developed 
 Plan for study tour to Brazil to 

learn about FAW management 
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  Some chemicals 
procurement tendering NOT 
involving regulators 

 A lot of unscientifically 
proven methods being 
implemented 

 Cross border control of 
pesticides is a problem 
 

 Govt. recommends support from 
partners like FAO 

 Exploring other management 
methods 
 

Mauritius  No detection of the FAW  
 

 Government set up pheromone traps all over 
the island  
 

 N/A 
 

 Continue monitoring activities 
 

Mozambique  Detected in  Feb,2017 
 Causing severe damage in 

maize crop 
 42,954 Affected, 33,723 Ha 

controlled, 2.48 lost 
 

 Affected areas identified 
 Trained extension staff 
 Surveillance carried out to establish  

infestation levels 
 Awareness created 
 Received traps and Lures from IRLCO and 

FAO 
 

 Lack of adequate training of 
technicians and producers 
on IPM in different crops. 

 Need to establish and 
strengthen partnerships 
with national and 
international institutions on 
the pest management 
programs. 

 Continue monitoring exotic 
insect pests and diseases present 
in neighboring states 

 Multiply dissemination materials 
 Train more plant protection 

officers and extension staff in  
FAW management 

 Need to strengthen 
phytosanitary situation in the 
country  

Namibia  No report of the FAW since 
the start of cropping season; 
2017/18 

 Low infestation density in the 
rain fed crop 

 294 Ha affected; 3.6 Ha 
severely 

 27 Households affected 
currently 
 

 Awareness created though TV, Newspapers, 
radio, leaflets, pamphlets, posters on identity 
of FAW 

 CONTROL: 
 Pheromone traps 
 Flubendiamide  
 Chlorantraniliprole (DuPonfM Coragen®) 
 Indoxacarb (DuPont™ Steward®)  

 N/A  Extension staff trained 
 Procure Bt 
 Establish steering committee in 

FAW management 
 Involve academia 

 

Seychelles  Detected July 2017 
 Maize is treated as vegetable 

NOT staple food 
 Damage was reported but not 

major loss since not staple 

 CONTROL: 
 Pheromone traps set up for monitoring 

 CHEMICALS: 
 Cartap hydrochloride  
 Deltamethrin 

 Lack of financial and human 
resources 

 

  Need for resources 
 Stricter phytosanitary 

restrictions 
 Public awareness 
 Increase number of traps 
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South Africa 
 

 Pest observed in Feb, 2017 
 Reported in 8 provinces 
 Currently  reported in 7 

provinces in 2018 except 
Northern  and Western Cape 

 Damage in maize 
 

 DAFF formed an action Plan constituting All 
departments and producers affected by FAW 

 About 50 registered chemicals on the market 
 FAW Steering Committee for Monitoring, 

Diagnostics, Awareness, Pesticides 
registration 

 ARC (Research , Diagnostics and trainings) 
 FAO ( Technical, Financial and Regional 

Coordination) 
 

 Low maize prices prompted 
some farmers to grow 
sorghum instead 
 

 Sensitisation with technical 
support staff from FAO and 
other stakeholders 
 

Swaziland  First detected in 2016 
 Staple crop of maize affected 

 

 Ministry of Agric. Advocated for IPM 
 Awareness raising through media, since 

ploughing season 
 CONTROL: CULTURAL 
 Early ploughing, intercropping, mixed 

cropping, use of tolerant varieties and 
crushing of egg masses and larvae. 

 Planting tolerant varieties. 
 Burning of maize stalk where possible 
 Application of Sand, Aloe Vera and soil 

 BIOLOGICAL: 
 Chicken allowed to feed on larvae 
 Trapping of male fall armyworm moths to 

disturb reproduction cycle thus reducing 
pest population. 

 TRAPPING CHEMICALS: 
 Emamectin  benzoate 
 Indoxicarb 
 Flubendamide 
 Chlorantraniliprole (DuPonfM Coragen®) 
 Lambda-cyhalothrin + Chlorantraniliprole 

(Ampligo) 
 Lufenuron 

 Awareness trainings conducted for extension 
officers 
 

 Funds for the management 
of the FAW pest 
 

 Public awareness ongoing 
 Conduct more trainings for 

extension staff 
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Tanzania  Reported Jan/Feb,2017 
 Affected areas almost 

90,000Ha 
 

 Awareness creation 
 Task force was formulated 
 CONTROL: 
 Cultural 
 Biopesticides (Neem based) 
 Pesticides, Cypermethrin, Chlorpyrifos, 

profenofos, emamectin benzoate 
 

 Lack of funding 
 

 Capacity building 
 Mass awareness creation 
 Surveillance and monitoring 
 Mobilisation of funds 

 

Zambia  Detected late 2016 
 Pest widespread 
 Pest caused significant 

damage to maize crop 
 Pest also found in wheat and 

rice 
 Identified by CABI (UK)  

 

 Government constituted a task force 
 Pesticides, sprayers and PPE 
 Awareness created through media 
 Launched FAO TCP project on FAW 

management in the country  
 FAW surveillance network set up under FAO 

called Fall Armyworm Monitoring and Early 
Warning (FAMEWS) 
 

 Sprayers and protective 
clothing not enough  

 Some farmers were mixing 
pesticides for ‘effective’ 
control 

 Drought in February 
affected crop 
 

 Train more extension staff in 
FAW management 

 Increase collaboration with 
stakeholders 

 Encourage research in the FAW 
management 

 Continue developing awareness 
materials and apply pheromone 
traps from FAO in monitoring 
activities 
 

Zimbabwe  During 2016/17 farming 
season FAW reported in all 
provinces  
 

 GOVERNMENT ISSUED CHEMICALS: 
 Indoxicarb 
 Lambda cyhalothrin 
 Emamectin benzoate 
 Deltamethrin 
 Pyrifinophos 
 Flubendiamide (BELT) 

 BIOLOGICAL CONTROL: 
 Metarhizium anisopliae 
 Azadiractin indica (neem) 

 FARMERS USE:  
 Detergents 
 Wood ash 
 Methomyl 

 

 A lot of modifications have 
been done to the FFS 
approach 

 Procurement of training 
materials 
 

 Continuation of awareness 
creation about the FAW 

 Continue collaborations with 
partners 
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4. ADDRESSING HIGHLY HAZARDOUS PESTICIDES; THE 

ROTTERDAM CONVENTION AND FAO PESTICIDE 

REGISTRATION TOOLKIT 
The main focus for the third day of the workshop was on building a regional strategy for highly 

hazardous pesticides (HHPs).  HHPs were recognised as an issue of international concern that needs 

collaborative action.  SADC has therefore prioritised HHP risk reduction and Member States must 

take measures to implement strategies to reduce the use of HHPs in order to protect human health 

and the environment from their harmful effects.  Therefore, as a region, SADC/SAPReF needs to 

work together towards a harmonised strategy to reduce HHPs taking into consideration the SADC 

strategy for the regulation of pesticides that is under review. 

 

4.1. Regional HHP strategy, Overview - Ivy Saunyama 

4.1.1. The presentation covered the definition of HHPs, rationale and international context for 

HHP risk reduction, introduction to the FAO/WHO Guidelines on HHPs, the 8 JMPM 

Criteria for HHP identification and the 3 steps in addressing HHPs, namely identification, 

assessment and mitigation. 

 

4.1.2. Why do HHPs need special attention - HHPs can present high acute human toxicity in low 

and middle income countries. Most farmers cannot meet PPE requirements. 

 

4.1.3. International policy context - FAO council requested specific attention for HHP risk 

reduction.  

 

4.1.4. The SAICM 4th International Conference of chemicals arrangement adopted a resolution 

that recognizes FAO/WHO guidelines on HHPs. 3 steps for HHP risk reduction include 

identification, assessment and mitigation. 

 

4.1.5. HHP criteria - Pesticide formulation meets classes 1a or 1b of WHO; Active ingredient 

formulation that meet criteria for 1a/1b of GHS; Meet Montreal protocol; and Active 

ingredients/formulations showing high incidences. 

 

4.1.6. Step 1: Identification (taking stoke of pesticides in use, HHPs in use require further 

action)  

 

4.1.7. Step 2: Assessment (listing pesticides that require that require attention). Risk 

assessment can be based on studies or available data. Need for a needs assessment as 

well. If risk is present, look for possible mitigation measures. 

 

4.1.8. Step 3: Mitigation (looking at risk mitigation options can be regulatory, banning or 

cancelling). Severe restriction may be applied for specific purposes (e.g. use by trained 
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operators). Can also promote the use of IPM or used when specific PPE is used. 

 

 

4.2. Regional Strategy, Report Back from Countries - Mozambique, Botswana 

& Tanzania 

4.2.1. Mr Khalid Cassam informed delegates of the work that took place in Mozambique to 

reduce the risks of HHPs. 

4.2.1.1. Delegates were reminded that Mozambique was the first SAPReF country to do work 

on HHPs before the Toolkit was developed using surveys. 

4.2.1.2. Delegates were informed that there were 648 pesticides identified that belonging to 

194 active ingredients of which 59 were HHPs. 

4.2.1.3. Delegates were further informed that as part of their process risk reductions plans 

were put in place through stakeholder meetings. 

4.2.1.4. It was concluded that at the end of their process Mozambique cancelled 61 

pesticides. 

 

4.2.2. Mr Loitseng Sebetwane informed delegates of the process Botswana used for identifying 

HHPs through the period of 2016-2017. 

4.2.2.1. Delegates were informed of the three main steps followed to identify HHPs in 

Botswana: 1) identification, 2) assessment, and 3) mitigation 

4.2.2.2. Step 1: Identification (screening of national pesticide register where 22 were HHPs) 

4.2.2.3. Step 2: Assessment (using KAP study). 

4.2.2.4. Step 3: Mitigation (consultation workshop for the way forward, legislation was 

drafted). Deregistered Endosulfan and Alachlor and brochure for addressing HHPs 

developed 

 

4.2.3. Mr Tano Hangali provided delegates with how Tanzania is addressing the issue HHPs. 

4.2.3.1. Delegates were informed that the identification of HHPs was accomplished with 

support from KemI through in-country practical training on pesticide registration. 

4.2.3.2. They identified 17 registered HHPs. 

4.2.3.3. Delegates were further informed that Tanzania performed needs assessments on 

pesticide use, as well as preliminary risk assessments. 

4.2.3.4. In conclusion, delegates were informed that there are still ongoing activities which 

include consultation with stakeholders, field activities and possible identification of 

alternatives. 

 

4.2.4. Delegates noted that Tanzania did not mention any Persistent Organic Pollutants 

(PoPs), and that Endosulfan was cancelled five years ago and presently no POP 

pesticides are registered or used in the country 
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4.2.5. It was further noted that Carbofuran has been implicated in a number of poisoning cases 

in Botswana. 

 

4.2.6. Tanzania reported problems with some Lambda formulations but not with the active 

ingredient itself. However, in contrast, there were no problems identified with Lambda 

pesticides in South Africa, Zimbabwe, Swaziland and Namibia (containers only).  

 

4.2.7. Delegates from Namibia and Angola noted that pesticide Registrars continuously ban 

some pesticides but industry keeps on using ingredients. 

 

4.2.8. To conclude, delegates were reminded that the decision to ban or restrict the use of a 

pesticide rests solely with individual country Registrars. 

 

 

4.3. Regional HHP Strategy - Ivy Saunyama 

4.3.1. Delegates were reintroduced to the SAPReF Strategy for Highly Hazardous Pesticide 

(HHP) risk reduction within Member State that was elaborated by SAPReF during the 

HHP workshop on Johannesburg (Image. 1). 

 

4.3.2. Delegates acknowledged that as a region, there is a need to develop a brief document to 

complement the strategy that would explicitly detail requirements and direction. 

 

4.3.3. The SADC Secretariat advised Member States that SADC had a template which could Mr 

Tjelele could share to assist SAPReF to develop a more detailed strategy in line with 

other SADC documents.  

 

4.3.4. Delegates were reminded that as SAPReF members representing their countries, they 

were required to develop the strategy themselves, with supporting organisations only 

providing guidance. 

 

4.3.5. Delegates were informed that the SAPReF Steering Committee (ExCo) recommended 

all Member States to be represented when developing the strategy, thus a new technical 

working group was formed. Annex III provided details of the HHP Strategy Technical 

Working Group. Terms of reference will be drawn and circulated. The lead countries will 

be expected to open channels of communication and lead us to start this activity. 

 

4.3.6. Botswana stipulated that the United Nations World Health Organization (WHO) come 

on board at both regional and international level as a supporting organisation to ensure 

that health is represented within the HHP strategy. 
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4.3.7. Botswana further insisted that the report and recommendations from the workshop be 

shared with the WHO, to ensure they are kept abreast of SAPReF activities and goals. 

 

Image 1. SAPReF Strategy for Highly Hazardous Pesticide (HHP) risk reduction within Member State 

 
 

 

4.4. The Rotterdam Convention - Main Obligations and its link to HHP - 

Christine Fuell 

4.4.1. Delegated were reminded of all obligations of parties of the Rotterdam Convention on 

the prior informed consent (PIC) procedure for certain hazardous chemicals and 

pesticides in international trade, in particular with regard to Articles 5 and 10. 

4.4.2. Member States were reminded that the PIC procedure is a tool to control unwanted 

trade, and that once the conference of the parties (COP) has decided to add a chemical 

to Annex III of the Convention, it is thereby made subject to the PIC procedure 
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4.4.3. The PIC procedure was explained in detail and delegates were reminded that the 

currently 50 chemicals and pesticides to which the PIC procedure applies are contained 

in Annex III of the Convention. 

 

4.4.4. Delegates were further explained the importance of taking national decisions regarding 

future imports of these 50 chemicals and send these decisions to the Convention 

Secretariat as so called import responses. It was acknowledged that details of the 

procedures for this decision-making and sending of import responses according to 

Article 10 were available online.  

 

4.4.5. Delegates were reminded that decisions to restrict or ban pesticides/chemicals were to 

be made at country level, thus they are purely national decisions. The Rotterdam 

Convention is not asking for a ban but if a party has taken such a final regulatory decision, 

it needs to notify the Convention Secretariat according to Article 5. It was acknowledged 

that details of the procedures for such notification were available online.  

 

4.4.6. Delegates were informed that once one complete notification on a pesticide/chemical 

has been received a second notification from a State in a different PIC region received 

could then trigger the process for the consideration of that chemical to be subject to the 

PIC procedure. 

 

4.4.7. Participants were also explained the benefits under the Rotterdam Convention, in 

particular the various technical assistance and capacity building activities available. In 

addition, they were familiarized with the use of the RC website and the wealth of 

information it offers. 

 

4.4.8. Emphasis was put on the explanation on how the RC can assist in the three steps related 

to HHP management: 1) identification (e.g. with the help of the PIC circular or with Annex 

III), 2) assessment (e.g. with the help of the Decision Guidance Documents), and 3) 

mitigation (e.g. asking for support to identify alternatives).  

 

4.4.9. Member states were informed that there is currently a project being undertaken on 

alternatives to fenthion formulations funded by the European Union and the FAO 

Rotterdam Convention Secretariat in 11 most effected countries in Africa, including 4 

SAPReF countries. 

 

 

4.5. Rotterdam Convention –Review of Status of Implementation in SADC- 
Christine Fuell 

4.5.1. All SADC countries except Angola and Seychelles are parties to the Convention.  
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4.5.2. Mauritius and Tanzania were commended for having submitted the most responses, 

followed by Madagascar and DRC. Lesotho announced to submit all import responses 

still in March 2018. 

 

4.5.3. Designated national authority (DNA) in within the SADC region were requested to check 

their contact details (DNAs, OCPs) on the website and to report any changes to the RC 

Secretariat. 

 

4.5.4. Member states are encouraged to implement the Rotterdam Convention to protect 

themselves from unwanted trade of pesticides that can cause adverse human and 

environmental effects.  Collaboration with all stakeholders in crucial for the successful 

implementation of Rotterdam Convention. 

 

 

4.6. Update on the HHP regional strategy Roadmap accounting for synergies 

with the Rotterdam Convention 

4.6.1. Member States were reminded that the HHP regional strategy was to take into account 

of interactions with the Rotterdam Convention, and should include activities, main 

actors and stake holders (tasks and responsibilities should be clarified).  

 

4.6.2. Delegates acknowledges that coordination mechanisms and outreach programmes 

should be defined according to different national situations and that reference should be 

continuously made with reference to the 2016 HHP reduction plans (Image 1.) 

 

4.6.3. To conclude delegates were informed of various programmes to reduce the use of 

pesticides such as the Natural Bird Abatement using Falcons to disperse Quelea birds 

from the farms; and such programmes were recommended for potential inclusion into 

the HHP regional strategy. 

 

 

5. FAO PESTICIDE REGISTRATION TOOLKIT – LIVE TRAINING I & II 
 

5.1. Introduction to the FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit - Ivy 

Saunyama/Khalid Cassam 

5.1.1. Delegates were reminded that pesticide registration authorities such as themselves are 

gate keepers for what comes into their countries. They decide whether a pesticide 

responds to local needs, has added value for its users and does not pose unacceptable risks 

to human health and the environment. 
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5.1.2. Delegates acknowledged that they must balance potential benefits of pesticides against 

their expected risks 

 

5.1.3. Delegates were informed that due to countries having limited resources, limited number 

of trained staff and capacity to register pesticides, FAO developed a registration toolkit 

to provide guidance about key registration procedures and methods in an interactive 

manner.  

 

5.1.4. Member States acknowledges that the FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit 

(http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/home/) is a decision support system for 

pesticide registrars in developing countries. It will assist registrars in the evaluation and 

authorization of pesticides. The Toolkit can best be considered as a web-based registration 

handbook intended for day-to-day use by pesticide registrars.  

 

5.1.5. Emphasis was put on the fact that the Toolkit does not “calculate” whether a pesticide 

can be registered or not, but provides key information about the pesticides active 

ingredients and other useful information necessary to make informed decisions, 

therefore, registration staff will still need to evaluate each pesticide.  

 

5.1.6. The delegates were given the main objectives of the toolkit: Make existing information 

relevant for pesticide registrars available “at fingertips” Provide guidance about key 

registration procedures and methods in an interactive manner. Assist registrars in 

informed decision making. Create a basis for training and capacity building of pesticide 

registration authorities.  

 

5.1.7. Three main menus of the registration toolkit were introduced as: 1) Registration Tools: 

Guidance on procedures e.g. advice on what registration strategy to follow, Advice on 

steps in the registration process. 2) Information sources: Access to information e.g. links 

to existing databases, websites, etc. 3) Special pages: High-interest topics relevant to 

pesticide registration e.g. HHPs. 

 

5.1.8. Delegates acknowledged the main objective of the pesticide registration was to 

demonstrate that the product is effective for its intended purposes and does not pose an 

unacceptable risk to human or animal health or the environment under the conditions of 

use in the country of region. 

 

5.1.9. Ms Saunyama and Mr Cassam further reiterated that pesticide registration decision 

should be guided by national pesticide legislation, other national legislation and policy 

on environment, health and trade/economic development and national human health 

and environmental protection goals. 

 

http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/home/
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5.1.10. Delegates agreed that when accepting a pesticide for registration a balance should be 

placed on the risks and values of using the pesticide within their country. “A pesticide 

which is not efficacious, does not bring (potential) economic benefits to the user, or cannot 

be used in a sustainable manner, should not be registered, irrespective of whether its risks 

are acceptable or not.” And similarly, “if risks to human health or the environment are 

considered unacceptable, a pesticide should not be registered, even it may have high value.” 

 

5.1.11. It was stressed to delegates that risks and values should also assessed against existing or 

possible alternatives. 

 

5.1.12. The main questions were told to ask with regards to pesticide registration is’ “is the 

pesticide efficacious?” Image 2, is an indicative flow chart in the toolkit to assist with 

decision making and the different steps to be taken to reach decisions. 

 

5.1.13. Ms Saunyama and Mr Cassam stressed the importance of value assessments for 

‘efficacy’. Further highlighting to delegates that the effectiveness of a pesticide can be 

evaluated in different ways: “control” or “suppression” of the pest, or “aiding control” 

(e.g. in IPM). And has to demonstrate agricultural benefit of the pesticide. 

 

5.1.14. Delegates were reminded that risk assessments, both environment and human health, 

should be conducted to protect the goals identified by national legislation & policy. 

Furthermore, delegated were reminded that if all risks are deemed acceptable (with or 

without mitigation), then there should not be any impediment to registration. 
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Image 2. Pesticide Registration Toolkit Decision Making Steps Flowchart 

 
 

5.1.15. Delegates were reminded that risk assessments, both environment and human health, 

should be conducted to protect the goals identified by national legislation and policy. 

Furthermore, delegated were reminded that if all risks are deemed acceptable (with or 

without mitigation), then there should not be any impediment to registration. 

 

5.1.16. Delegates were reminded of the significance of value assessments for ‘sustainability’, 

and that the registration of the pesticide should strengthen the sustainability of 

agricultural systems such as the long-term productivity and diversity of agricultural 

production in the country. 
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5.1.17. It was further stressed that the registration of a pesticide should not compromise 

agronomic sustainability, and that many potential adverse effects on sustainability can 

be managed through risk mitigation measures. 

 

5.1.18. Delegates acknowledged the importance of the “alternative assessment”, to identify 

seeking sufficient effective pesticides of equal/lower risk available for the same 

use/crop/pest. 

 

5.1.19. It was highlighted that FAO promotes alternatives assessment as part of pesticide 

registration and that the assessments are of particular importance for pesticides: 1) 

posing a relatively high risk to human health or environment, or 2) posing a high risk of 

compromising agricultural sustainability. 

 

5.1.20. Delegates were are invited to perform a further value assessments for ‘cost-benefit’ to 

assess if the benefits of registering a particular pesticide outweighs the risks/costs of it 

use, under local socio-economic conditions. 

 

5.1.21. The difficulties of assessing the benefits and costs was acknowledged by all delegates. 

The benefits depend on local crop yield, quality, sales value, volume of supply of the 

commodity, where there is no good comparison available without the pesticide. Whilst 

costs would include indirect effects on farm (e.g. health costs) and indirect effects for 

society (e.g. environmental costs, disposal). 

 

5.1.22. In conclusion, the delegates were reminded of their final options for decisions regarding 

pesticide registration following the steps indicated in the flow chart in Image 1. These 

were: 1) registration, 2) Temporary registration (restricted use), and 3) Refuse 

registration. 

 

 

5.2. Registration Toolkit: Principles of health and environmental assessment 

for pesticide registration : Presentation - Khalid Cassam 

5.2.1. Mr Cassam emphasised that it is vital to assess the pesticide, its risk to human or animal 

health and/or the environemnet under our local conditions. 

 

5.2.2. It was then highlighted that the main principles of health and environmental assessment 

for pesticide registration are: 1) the pesticide factor, 2) the use factor, 3) the risk factor, 

and 4) the what? factor which are all detailed in the ‘International Code of Conduct on 

Pesticide Management (2014). 
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5.2.3. It was further highlighted that the Registration Toolkit uses two factors: hazard and risk. 

Users of the Toolkit have a choice between the use of a hazard-based assessment or a 

risk-based assessment. 

 

5.2.4. Mr Cassam distinguished between the two types of assessments: 1) Hazard assessments 

are easier, faster, less data needed But less precise, often overprotective. Whilst, 2) Risk 

assessments are more precise, better risk estimate under local use conditions but more 

data needed (especially exposure), more complex, requires more human resources. 

 

5.2.5. Member States were reminded that the risk assessment principle is that the estimated 

risk is a factor between the predicted exposure and the toxicity endpoint taking in 

consideration a safety factor. 

 

5.2.6. It was recommended to delegates that a ‘tiered (=step-wise) assessment’ be conducted 

were one risk is assessed and that the risk is not acceptable before refusing the 

registration, so another assessments is conducted. 

 

5.2.7. It was further recommended that Member States assess the resources available and if 

the risk is deemed unacceptable without sufficient resources or data to make further 

assessments then States should consider not register the product.  

 

 

5.3. Assessment methods - Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam 

5.3.1. Delegates were reminded that the objective of the tool is to provide methods for the 

evaluation of the various aspects of the pesticide registration dossier. 

 

5.3.2. Delegates were further reminded that the tool is to be used to find assessment methods 

for specific aspects of the pesticide registration dossier and to perform assessments 

methods at different levels of complexity. 

 

5.3.3. The delegates acknowledged that the selection of assessment methods are based on: 

the pesticide group (presently only chemical pesticides implemented), main category 

and sub category such as the impact on human health. 

 

5.3.4. Ms Saunyama and Mr Cassam highlighted to delegates that users had a varied choice of 

assessment methods within the Toolkit, ranging from internationally accepted/reviewed 

methods to internationally accepted/reviewed to those applicable to countries and 

situations beyond the source. 

 

5.3.5. It was further highlighted to delegates that most of the included methods have been 

based on advice by external topic experts. 
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5.3.6. Ms Saunyama and Mr Cassam concluded by reminding delegates that the Toolkit does 

NOT calculate the efficacy or risks of a given pesticide. 

 

 

5.4. Registration Toolkit Training: Information Sources - Ivy 

Saunyama/Khalid Cassam 

5.4.1. Delegates were introduced to the “Information sources menu” which provides a collection 

of relevant sources of information for registrars. The information sources provide (mainly) 

pesticide-specific information. 

 

5.4.2. Within the information sources is information of pesticide “registrations elsewhere” in 

the world (http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/checking-

for-registrations-elsewhere). Registrars have the ability to identify if a pesticide has 

been registered on the same or a similar crop in another country, or for the same or a 

similar uses. 

 

5.4.3. Delegates were also informed that the information sources provides information on 

“restricted and banned” pesticides/chemical under international instruments 

(http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/restrictions-and-

bans)   such as the Rotterdam Convention (Pesticides listed in Annex III, Pesticides 

notified as banned or severely restricted, and Proposals for severely hazardous pesticide 

formulations.) and Stockholm Convention (List of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs)). 

 

5.4.4. Member States were informed that where available, “technical and/or scientific 

reviews” of pesticides (http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-

toolkit/tool/page/pret/vrification-des-examens-scientifiques) are available. Examples of 

these are: 1) EPA Pesticide Chemical Search, 2) Australia Chemical Review and 3) 

Canada Registration Review Summaries. 

 

5.4.5. It was acknowledged by the delegated that there are inks to sources that present 

“hazard classification” of individual pesticides (http://www.fao.org/pesticide-

registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/hhp/hazard-classifications) from international and 

regional/national sources. 

 

5.4.6. Delegates were familiarised with Maximum Residue Limits section 

(http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/limites-maximales-

de-rsidus) in the Information sources menu, with information from International sources 

and National/regional sources. 

 

http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/checking-for-registrations-elsewhere
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/checking-for-registrations-elsewhere
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/restrictions-and-bans
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/restrictions-and-bans
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/vrification-des-examens-scientifiques
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/vrification-des-examens-scientifiques
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/hhp/hazard-classifications
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/hhp/hazard-classifications
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/limites-maximales-de-rsidus
http://www.fao.org/pesticide-registration-toolkit/tool/page/pret/limites-maximales-de-rsidus


33 
 

5.4.7. Delegates were informed that amongst the sections detailed above, users of the 

Information sources menu were also able to find information on: 1) approved labels, 2) 

Pesticide properties, and 3) Pesticide specifications. 

 

5.4.8. In conclusion, it was noted that documents from external sources are as much as possible 

linked to the original source only and not part of the library. 

 

 

6. WAY FORWARD FOR SAPReF FROM 2018/9 - Rorisang Mantutle 
 

6.1. SADC regional document on Harmonization of Pesticide Management 
and Improving communication with SPS committees and other 
stakeholders 

6.1.1. All SAPReF Members to familiarise themselves with all elements of the newly revised 

SADC regional document on the Harmonization of Pesticide Management to raise 

informed awareness within their countries.  

 

6.1.2. Delegates to work as champions for SAPReF and the revised document by actively 

engaging with national SPS committees and other stakeholders (including legal officers) 

to encourage ownership and implementation by May 31st, 2018. 

 

 

6.2. SAPReF Members ‘Toolbox’ 

6.2.1. Member States were urged to provide all the required information for the toolbox to 

ensure all the required information is available for all Member States. 

 

 

6.3. Post Graduate Diploma in Pesticide Risk Management (DPRM)  

6.3.1. Delegates were encouraged to apply for the 2019 DPRM programme in order to build 

Member State capacity in pesticide risk management. 

 

 

6.4. Fall Armyworm (FAW) Management and Fast-track Registration Of Bio-

Pesticides 

6.4.1. Member States were requested to implement the roadmap for management of FAW 

(Annex IV). 

 

6.4.2. Delegates were encouraged to continually update the list of pesticides available for 

management of FAW. 
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6.4.3. Member States were encouraged to use the toolkit to assist them to fast track 

registration of bio-pesticides. 

 

6.4.4. Members States were encouraged to continue finding ways of fast-tracking registration 

of biopesticides and use the FAO toolkit developed for that purpose. 

 

6.4.5. Member States were reminded that continuous practical use of the Registration Toolkit 

would enhance understanding of its use. 

 

 

6.5. Regional HHP Strategy 

6.5.1. Delegates were encouraged to visit the HHP special pages of the Registration toolkit and 

familiarize themselves with what the toolkit has to offer with regard to HHPs. 

 

6.5.2. A technical working group was formed to develop a HHP Strategy for the SADC region, 

comprising of all 15 countries and led by South Africa, Zambia, Malawi and Mozambique.   

 

6.5.3. The led countries will be expected to open channels of communication and guide the 

rest of the technical working group with activities. 

 

 

6.6. Rotterdam Convention 

6.6.1. Member States were urged to become party to and implement the Rotterdam 

Convention to protect countries from unwanted trade of pesticides that can cause 

adverse human and environmental effects.   

 

6.6.2. Member States were reminded that collaboration with all stakeholders is crucial for the 

successful implementation of Rotterdam convention. 

 

 

6.7. Resource Mobilisation for SAPReF 

6.7.1. Delegates were encouraged to seek financial and capacity building support opportunities 

for future SAPReF activities as funding was coming to an end at the end of 2018. 

 

6.7.2. Delegates to develop various proposals seeking funding for the activities vital to the 

growth of SAPReF. 
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6.8. Globally Harmonized System (GHS) of Classification and Labelling of 

Chemicals  

6.8.1. Delegates were encouraged to implement GHS by the end of 2020. 

 

6.8.2. Member States acknowledged the need for SAPReF to develop a project proposal to 

facilitate the adoption and implementation of GHS within the SADC region. 

 

6.8.3. Delegates were encouraged to engage with the Africa Institute to finance training to 

build capacity of Member States to implement GHS. 

 

 

7. WORKSHOP RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

7.1. SAPReF Members are encouraged to familiarise themselves with the SADC regional 

document on Harmonization of Pesticide Management  to ensure they understand the 

contents  and have confidence to and know its details for effective communication 

during awareness raising activities. 

 

7.2. Lesotho to lead SAPReFs’ development of a justification document for the revision of the 

Pesticide Management guidelines and submit SADC Secretariat to facilitate review and 

support by both SADC Secretariat and SPPTC.  

 

7.3. SAPReF to provide SPPTC and SADC Secretariat an updated version of the guidelines on 

Crop Protection with the SPPTC comments and concerns incorporated. 

 

7.4. All SAPReF Members to engage with their national SPS committees and other 

stakeholders (including legal officers) so that the new  SADC regional document on 

Harmonization of Pesticide Management  is well known and understood for proper 

ownership and implementation. 

 

7.5. All SAPReF Members to submit their country Information Sharing Action Plans 

developed at this workshop to Nanziwe Khumalo (nanzi.khumalo@gmail.com).  These 

plans are meant to assist SAPReF visibility and relevance. 

 

7.6. To further strengthen communication and collaboration, all SAPReF members are 

requested to share a small report of implementation of the plans. 

 

7.7. Member States to continually update the list of pesticides available for management of 

fall armyworm within their countries. 

 

mailto:nanzi.khumalo@gmail.com


36 
 

7.8. SAPReF ExCo to draw up Terms of reference for the HHP Strategy Technical Working 

Group and circulate by April 13th 2018. 

 

7.9. The HHP Strategy Technical Working Group formed to develop the highly hazardous 

pesticide (HHP) strategy for the SADC region to provide a draft document by May 4 th, 

2018. 

 

7.10. Delegates to provide updated lists of pesticides/chemicals and other methods used to 

combat the FAW. 

 

7.11. SAPReF to provide the SPPTC with country updated registers of pesticides and 

chemicals available in each Member State to enable farmers informed choice. 

 

7.12. All delegates to provide their action plans for communication and engagement with their 

national SPS representatives by March 31st, 2018. 

 

7.13. Member States were reminded that the current financial support for administration and 

coordination from both KemI and FAO was coming to an end, and both these 

organisations are trying to mobilise resources for continual support to SAPReF. 

However, Member States were exhorted to identify funding sources themselves to 

continue support and to assist with moving forward. 

 

7.14. Member States selected a core group made up of Zimbabwe, Zambia and Malawi, to 

develop SAPReF proposals for funding and all Member States are expected to participate 

in the development of said proposals. 

 

7.15. SAPReF ExCo to provide KemI with a justification for assistance in locating resources to 

continue supporting SAPReF. 

 

7.16. Member States are to submit requests and proposals to FAO and other development 

partners for support regarding the regional HHP strategy.  

 

7.17. Request to SADC to support activities of SAPReF.  Work plans and reports to be sent to 

the delegate of SADC so that he can incorporate SAPReF activities in his works plan and 

for possible support. 
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Annex I - Workshop Participant List  

 
 

SAPReF Workshop on Regional Strategy to address Highly Hazardous Pesticides; 

Pesticide Risk Reduction for Fall Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on 

Pesticide Registration and Strengthening Implementation of the Rotterdam 

Convention in SADC Member States 

 

05-09th March 2018, Johannesburg, South Africa 
 

 

 

 Origin Name Email Organization 

1 Angola Mrs. Paula CACHACHA paulacachacha@gmail.com  Ministry of Agriculture 

2 Botswana Ms. Thato SENGWAKETSE tsengwaketse@gov.bw  Ministry of Health & Wellness 

3 Botswana Mr. Loitseng SEBETWANE lsebetwane@gov.bw  Ministry of Agriculture 

4 DRC 
Mr. Christian Ernest Kiaku 
TEBILA  

christianernest1997@gmail.com  
Ministry Agriculture and Rural 
Development 

5 Lesotho Ms. Rorisang MANTUTLE  rorisangmotanyane@yahoo.co.uk  Ministry of Agriculture 

6 Madagascar 
Ms. Fenoarisoa Prisca 
RAJAOBELINJATOVO 

fenscah@yahoo.fr  Ministry of Agriculture 

7 SADC Mr. Esaiah TJELELE etjelele@sadc.int  SADC Secrétariat 

8 Malawi Mr. Patrick Medius NYIRENDA patricknyirenda42@yahoo.com  
Environmental Affairs Department, 
Ministry of Environment 

9 Malawi Mr. Misheck SOKO  mafeni.mmsoko@gmail.com    Ministry of Agriculture 

10 Mauritius Dr. Rakeshwar GOORAH drgoorah@gmail.com  Ministry of Health 

11 Mozambique Mr. Anastacio LUIS  anastacioluis53@yahoo.com  
Ministry of Agriculture and Security 
Food 

12 Mozambique Mr. Samson CUAMBA wandersoncuamba@gmail.com  
Ministry for Coordination of 
Environmental Affairs 

13 Namibia Mr. Joseph Jacobus IZAAKS  Joseph.Izaaks@mawf.gov.na  
Ministry of Agriculture, Water and 
Forestry 

14 Seychelles Mr. Samuel BRUTUS brutus.samuel@gmail.com  Ministry of Agriculture 

15 Seychelles Mrs. Julita WILLIAM julita.fostel@health.gov.sc   Seychelles Pesticide Board 

16 South Africa Ms. Molebatsi MALUNGANE MolebatsiM@daff.gov.za 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry 

17 South Africa Mrs. Maryke HERBST maryke.herbst@health.gov.za   Department of Health 

18 South Africa Ms. Precious MKULA preciousmk@daff.gov.za 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry 

19 South Africa Ms. Aluwani MADZIVHANDILA aluwani.madzivhandila@health.gov.za  Department of Health 

20 Swaziland Mrs. Bianca DLAMINI bhdlamini@sea.org.sz  Ministry of Environment 

mailto:paulacachacha@gmail.com
mailto:tsengwaketse@gov.bw
mailto:lsebetwane@gov.bw
mailto:christianernest1997@gmail.com
mailto:rorisangmotanyane@yahoo.co.uk
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21 Tanzania  Mr Tano HANGALI isack.hangali@gmail.com 
Min of Agriculture - Tropical 
Pesticides Research Institute (TPRI) 

22 
Tanzania 
(DNA) 

Ms. Jeniva KAMUHABWA jeniva_machumu@yahoo.com  
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Fisheries, 

23 Zambia Mr. Vincent SIMWINGA vsimwinga@yahoo.co.uk  
Zambia Agricultural Research 
Institute (ZARI)  

24 Zambia Mr. Christopher KANEMA 
ckanema@gmail.com /  
ckanema@zema.org.zm 

Ministry of Environment 

25 Zimbabwe Mr. Kwadzanai MUSHORE  kwadzanai_mushore@yahoo.co.uk  Ministry of Agriculture 

26 Zimbabwe Mr. Nzira LUKWA nziraa33@yahoo.co.uk  
Ministry of Health, National Institute 
of Health Research 

27 
Zimbabwe 
(DNA) 

Mr. Clorence MATEWE clorencematewe@gmail.com  
Ministry of Environment, 
Environmental Management Agency 

28 UCT 
A/Prof. Hanna-Andrea 
ROTHER 

Andrea.rother@uct.ac.za  
Environmental Health Division, 
University of Cape Town 

29 UCT Miss. Nanziwe KHUMALO nanzi.khumalo@googlemail.com  University of Cape Town 

30 KemI Dr. Lilian TÖRNQVIST Lilian.Tornqvist@kemi.se  KemI 

31 FAO Mrs. Ivy SAUNYAMA Ivy.saunyama@fao.org  FAO - SFS 

32 FAO Mrs. Ronia TANYONGANA Ronia.tanyongana@fao.org  FAO - SFS 

33 FAO Mr. Khalid CASSAM khalid.cassam@fao.org  FAO - Mozambique 

34 FAO Dr. Christine FUELL christine.Fuell@fao.org  FAO – Rotterdam Convention 

35 FAO Mr. Sina LUCHEN Sina.luchen@fao.org  FAO - REOSA 
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“Addressing pesticide use and identification of common issues in managing and reducing pesticide risk in Southern Africa.” 

 
 

SOUTHERN AFRICAN PESTICIDE 

REGULATORS FORUM (SAPReF)  

 

Annex II - Agenda 
Agenda 

SAPReF Workshop for a Regional Strategy to address Highly Hazardous Pesticides; Pesticide Risk Reduction for Fall 

Armyworm Management, Capacity Building on Pesticide Registration and Strengthening Implementation of the 

Rotterdam Convention in SADC Member States  

Garden Court Hotel, OR Tambo International Airport, Johannesburg, South Africa; March 05-09TH, 2018 

 

Time Activity Session Chair/Presenter/Facilitator 

Sunday, March 04th, 2018 

0800 – 1900 Delegates ARRIVAL in Johannesburg, South Africa Shuttle service 

Workshop Day 1: Monday, March 05th, 2018  

(Regional collaboration on pesticide management) 

0830 – 0900 Registration Admin team 

0900 – 0930 Official Opening 
Welcoming Remarks – SAPReF Chair 
Remarks from UCT 
Remarks from Swedish Chemical Agency (KemI)  
Remarks from Rotterdam Convention Secretariat (FAO) 
Remarks from FAO Representative 
Remarks from SADC Secretariat 
Remarks from the Delegate of South Africa 

 
Loitseng Sebetwane 
H-Andrea Rother 
Lilian Törnqvist 
Christine Fuell 
Lewis Hove  
Esaiah Tjelele  
Precious Mkula 

0930 – 0945 Group Photograph Admin team  
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 Appointment of Day 1 Note Takers (Two countries) SAPReF ExCo 

0945 - 1015 Workshop objectives, approach,  process and expected outcomes Loitseng Sebetwane - SAPReF chair 

1015 – 1045 TEA & COFFEE BREAK 

1045 - 1100 Background and update on the revised  SADC regional document on Pesticide Management – 
presentations 

SAPReF ExCo 

1100 - 1245 SADC Pesticides Management Document - Guidance from SADC Secretariat. Discussions, group work 
and reporting back. 

SAPReF ExCo/SADC Secretariat/SPPTC 

1245 – 1400 LUNCH 

1400 – 1600 SAPReF Members ‘Toolkit’ – an innovative toolkit to be developed through a participatory process to 
empower SAPReF members, promote multi-sectorial collaboration both at national and regional 
level, increase SAPReF’s visibility and foster sustainability. 

Andrea Rother/ SAPReF ExCo 

1530 – 1600 TEA & COFFEE BREAK 

1600 – 1630 Elaborate 12 month Roadmap for SAPReF (Drawing from Strategic action plan) Loitseng Sebetwane/ Rorisang Mantutle 
(SAPReF ExCo) 

1630-1645 UCT Postgraduate Diploma in Pesticide Risk Management and the Pesticide Discussion Forum  Andrea Rother 

1645-1700 Swedish Chemical Agency – training  programmes and pesticide risk management initiatives Lilian Törnqvist 

1700 CLOSURE OF THE DAY 

1730-2000 SAPReF ExCo meeting SAPReF ExCo and supporting institutions 

Workshop Day 2: Tuesday, March 06th, 2018     

(Fall armyworm management in the SADC Region) 

0830 - 0900 Recap of previous day & confirmation of note takers for the day Day 1 Note Takers 

0900 - 1030 FAW management – country presentations -10 minutes per country SAPReF members 

1030-1100 TEA & COFFEE BREAK 

1100-1200 FAW management – country presentations -10 minutes per country SAPReF members 

1200-1215 Discussion – management in various countries SAPReF ExCo 

1215-1250 FAW management update - presentation Ronia Tanyongana/Sina Luchen 

1255 – 1400 LUNCH 
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1400 – 1440 FAO/WHO Guidelines for the registration of microbial, botanical and semiochemical pest control 
agents for plant protection and public health uses - presentation 

Ivy Saunyama 

1440-1500 Plenary Discussion - Guidelines  

1530 – 1545 TEA & COFFEE BREAK  

1545 – 1600 FAW Biopesticides currently registered for use in SADC (summary of country submissions) Ivy Saunyama/Nanzi Khumalo 

1600-1645 Current challenges with registration and use of biopesticides – Group work and plenary discussion Andrea Rother /Lilian Törnqvist/Ivy 
Saunyama 

1645-1730 Roadmap/action plan to promote registration of biopesticides SAPReF ExCo 

1730 CLOSURE OF THE DAY  

1800 - 2000 SAPReF Steering Committee (ExCo) Meeting 

Workshop Day 3: Wednesday, March 07th, 2018 

(Addressing Highly Hazardous Pesticides; the Rotterdam Convention and FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit) 

0830 - 0900 Recap of previous day and confirmation of note takers for the day Day 2 Note Takers 

0900 - 0930 Regional HHP strategy – Overview and recap Khalid Cassam/Ivy Saunyama 

0930 - 1030  Regional Strategy – report back from countries Mozambique, Botswana & Tanzania 

1030 – 1100 TEA & COFFEE BREAK 

1100-1215 Demonstration of the HHP Special Pages in the FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit –Live presentation; 
group work and discussion 

Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam 

1215-1245 Regional HHP Strategy Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam 

1245 – 1400 LUNCH 
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1400 – 1430 The Rotterdam Convention and its link to HHP– Presentation 
Questions & Answers 

Christine Fuell 

1430-1500 Rotterdam Convention – main obligations and review of status of implementation 
a) Party/non-party 

b) Article 10: Import responses 

c) Article 5: Notifications of Final regulatory actions 

d) Article 6: Severely Hazardous Pesticide Formulations (SHPFs)  

Interactive presentation 

Christine Fuell 

1500-1530 Plenary Discussion & website demonstration 
What are the difficulties Parties are facing with the implementation of the Convention? 

Christine Fuell 

1530 – 1545 TEA & COFFEE BREAK 

1545-1630 Plenary Discussion 
How Member States view the role and importance of the Regional HHP Strategy; synergies with 
Rotterdam Convention 

FAO/SADC Secretariat 

1630-1700 Update Action plan/Roadmap for the HHP regional strategy taking account of synergies with the 
Rotterdam Convention 

SAPReF ExCo 

1700 CLOSURE OF THE DAY 

Workshop Day 4: Thursday, March 08th, 2018 

(FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit – Live training) 

0830 - 0900 Recap of previous day and confirmation note takers for the day Day 3 Note Takers  

0900 - 0930 Introduction to the FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam  

0930-1000 Report back from countries (that already had national registration toolkit training) Botswana, Malawi  

1030 – 1100 TEA & COFFEE BREAK   

1100-1200 Registration Toolkit Training: Decision making – presentation and card game 
 

All  

1200-1245 Registration Toolkit Training: Principles of health and environmental assessment for pesticide 

registration : Presentation 

Khalid Cassam  

1300 – 1400 LUNCH   
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1400 – 1500 Assessment methods - exercises Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam  

1530 – 1600 TEA & COFFEE BREAK   

1600-1700 Assessment methods – continue with exercise followed by plenary discussion Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam  

1700 CLOSURE OF THE DAY   

Workshop Day 5: Friday, March 09th, 2018 

(FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit – Live training)     

0830 - 0900 Recap of previous day and confirmation of note takers for the day Day 4 Note Takers   

0900 - 1030 Registration Toolkit Training: Information Sources – presentation and exercise 
 

Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam   

1030 – 1100 TEA & COFFEE BREAK   

1100 - 1130 Registration Toolkit Training: Case Study 1 Registration by analogy -presentation  Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam  

1130 – 1245 Registration Toolkit Training: Registration by analogy (exercise using a prepared registration dossier) Ivy Saunyama/Khalid Cassam  

1245 – 1400 LUNCH   

1400 - 1430 Registration Toolkit Training: Registration by analogy SAPReF ExCo  

1430 - 1500  Addressing overflow  and parked issues SAPReF Exco  

1500-1515 Closing remarks SAPReF ExCo and supporting 

institutions 

 

1515 - 1545 TEA & COFFEE BREAK & CLOSURE OF THE WORKSHOP   

1900 DEPARTURE of some   

Saturday, March 10th, 2018 

0800 – 1900 Delegates DEPARTURE from Johannesburg, South Africa Shuttle service  
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Annex III - HHP Strategy Technical Working Group 
 

Members 

Angola – Paula CACHACHA 

Botswana – Thato SENGWAKETSE 

DRC – Christian Ernest Kiaku TEBILA 

Lesotho – Rorisang MANTUTLE  

Madagascar - Prisca Fenoarisoa RAJAOBELINJATOVO 

Malawi - Misheck SOKO 

Mauritius – Rakeshwar GOORAH 

Mozambique – Anastacio LUIS 

Namibia – N HAINDONGO 

Seychelles – Samuel BRUTUS 

South Africa – Precious MKULA 

Swaziland - Bianca DLAMINI 

Tanzania - Tano HANGALI 

Zambia – Christopher KANEMA 

Zimbabwe – Kenneth CHIPERE 
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Annex IV - Roadmap for Fall Armyworm Management 
 

Roadmap for Fall Armyworm Management 
Priorities – Preparedness 

Immediate term - 
Regional 

Identify and register low risk pesticides 
used in the control of FAW (draw from SA 
and FAO list and to include as Annex to 
the Roadmap) 

Action • Identify and register low risk pesticides used in the control of FAW (draw from 
SA and FAO list and to include as Annex to the Roadmap) 

Immediate term - 
national 

Identify and register low risk pesticides 
used in the control of FAW (draw from SA 
and FAO list and to include as Annex to 
the Roadmap) 

Action • Implement fast track registration low risk chemicals and biopesticides in time 
for the 2017/18 season; and through national FAW taskforces notify farmers; 
monitor the efficacy, resistance, costs and document findings.  

• Gather information of current FAW ‘remedies’ covering chemical pesticides, 
biopesticides, and botanicals and submit to SAPReF administrator  

• Discontinue registration and discourage use of FAW products identified as 
HHPs 

Immediate - long term - 
national 

 Action • Raise awareness on pesticide risk reduction; contribute to national 
communication strategy and take regulatory action on HHPs 

Priorities – Early warning, preparedness, and rapid responses 
National – immediate 
term 

Strengthen collaboration with National 
Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) 

Action • Pesticide regulators to be proactive and immediately join the national FAW 
Taskforces 

• Regulators to participate through national FAW taskforces in monitoring and 
gathering of information on efficacy and costs of FAW interventions; 
insecticide resistance, ecology and pest dynamics. 

Extension & Farmer Field Schools 
National Level –
immediate to long-term 

 Action • Pesticide regulators and FAW taskforce to contribute to specific pesticide risk 
reduction training for key stakeholders (to include Ministries of Environment 
and Health) 

•    Other stakeholders should be involved in the FAW taskforce 
• Include specific modules/sessions on pesticide risk reduction in national FAW 

training programmes e.g. Farmer Field Schools  

Regional level – 
immediate to long-term 

 Action • Organizers to include SAPReF members/representatives in FAW training and 
related activities 
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Policy and Regulation 
Regional level – 
immediate action 

 Action • SAPReF to develop a Policy brief on FAW pesticide risk reduction to cover 
recommended management options; caution on HHPs; guidelines on 
donations etc.) – Need technical assistance from SAPReF supporting 
institutions to draft – By 30 Nov 2017 

Regional level – 
immediate to long-term 
action 

 Action • SAPReF to agree on mutual recognition of data and procedures including 
registration by analogy for fast-track registration of low-risk chemical 
pesticides and biopesticides – 26 October 2017?? 

National level – 
immediate to long-term 
action 

 Action • SADC member states to start fast-track registration of low-risk chemicals and 
biopesticides already registered in SA – for 2017/18  

• Amendment of regulations to allow for registration of biopesticides 
• Sharing of information on best practices in terms of pesticide legislation  
• Adopt and implement existing Guidelines for Registration of biopesticides 
• As regulators facilitate meetings with industry to stimulate registration of low-

risk alternatives 

Regional level  Action • Registration Toolkit training –  SAPReF to seek financial and technical 
assistance from FAO 

• SAPReF to establish FAW and HHP Technical Working Group so that there is 
accountability by this TWG by end of this workshop – 26 October 2017 

• Finalization of the  SADC Harmonized registration form (Supplement to the 
‘document’) 

Communications 
National Level  Action • Regulators to contribute to national FAW communication strategies and 

products 
• Raise awareness on pesticide risk reduction, HHPs, obsolete pesticides, safer 

alternatives, resistance management etc. 

Regional level  Action • SAPReF to establish a repository FAW management/ pesticide risk reduction 
communication products for adoption and adaptation across SAPReF – By 30 
Nov 2017 

• SAPReF ExCo to seeks financial assistance to supporting institutions for 
Exchange Visits across regional bodies e.g. SAPReF with EAC for information 
exchange 

 


