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NOTICE

All information in this SPS Diagnostic Mapping Report has been researched and compiled
by Uganda Agribusiness Alliance Limited (UAA) from sources believed to be accurate and
reliable at the time of publishing. However, in the view of the natural scope of human and/or
mechanical error, either at source or production, UAA and its partners do not accept liability
whatsoever for any loss or damage resulting from errors (including, without limitation,
typographical errors or technical errors,) inaccuracies or omissions affecting any part of the
publication, or any use of this report in part or in full by other parties. All information is
provided without warranty, and UAA (and its partners) makes no representation of warranty
of any kind as to the accuracy or completeness of the information hereto contained.

The contents of this work are intended for general informational purposes only and are not
intended to constitute legal, securities, or investment advice, an opinion regarding the
appropriateness of any investment, or a solicitation of any type.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Diagnostic Mapping of the Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards (SPS) system in

Uganda was conducted from March to May 2019 as part of a larger 3-year Project funded

by the Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) of the World Trade Organisation
(WTO) and the Royal Netherlands Embassy (RNE) in Uganda, titled fEnhancing the

capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for
export to EU, other high end marketsandr e gi on al ma P&/848 SRINE)(TBeT D F /
Diagnostic Mapping was conducted toward the beginning of the 3-year project period in

order to understand more about the high non-compliance levels of Ugandan fresh fruit and
vegetable (FFV) exports to the European market, i especi ally due to the de
quarantine pestso , a n d imaplogedhe SRS @ystem [in Uganda] to serve also wider
marketing opportunities in other western markets and in the region.’®

A Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel of 7 persons was assembled, representing the most
knowledgeable key actors from exporter associations, Ministries of Agriculture and Trade,
Uganda Export Promotion Board, and a consultant with expertise on standards, quality
assurance and SPS. The Mapping was based on data collected from 62 key informants
recommended by Panel members as being the most knowledgeable about SPS in Uganda;
the Panel was careful to select and prioritize persons from all the key subsectors of both
private and public sector stakeholders in the SPS export value chain in Uganda. Interview
guestions were customized for each subsector, and about half the informants were
interviewed in person and the other half by emailed questionnaires.

The results highlighted 8 clusters of problem statements from respondents, with the top
problem being quality of FFVs not controlled at production level, multiple problems facing
exporters, and major problems with inputs mentioned the most. There was less
consensus among respondents about solutions, with solutions falling into 12 groupings.
The group of suggestions about building capacity at the production level had by far the
most mentions, followed by suggestions on improving the input situation, increasing
public-private cooperation, capacity-building of exporters, and improving standards,
regulations, legislation, strategy, and certification.

Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel reviewed the data from the 62 respondents, added
their own suggested solutions and conducted a SWOT analysis. Based on all this, the
author has identified key gaps, opportunities, and best practices uncovered during the data
collection process. Finally, six key conclusions have been reached: (1) Expertise needs to
be increased at the production level to improve SPS compliance in production and post
harvest handling; (2) Existing SPS standards need to be consistently enforced, and

'Source: Depart ment of Crop I nspecti on an deEnh@mingtthefcapaciytof teen : ASTELC
Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirementexfmrt to EU, other high end markets and regional
markets. o August 2018, MAAIF, p.2
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additional SPS standards and regulations need to be created, including those detailing a
path for becoming an exporter; (3) There needs to be a centralized, easily accessible, and
sustainable system for publicizing all standards and key information;(4) Advocacy is
needed to improve several key areas in the SPS situation in Uganda, and FFV
stakeholders should join ongoing efforts to advocate on improving the input situation, and
for increased funding for agricultural extension and research, and for hiring more
agricultural inspectors; (5) Communication and coordination within and among all key
stakeholders in both private and public sectors needs substantial improvement; and (6)
More information is needed on three key problem areas in the FFV export value chain:
reducing freight costs, improving the cold chain, and attracting more investment to the FFV
export value chain.

Finally, 5 key recommendations are made, with specific actions (20) grouped under them:
(1) Create and enforce standards and regulations, including those detailing a path for
becoming an exporter; (2) Set up an effective and sustainable system for publicizing all
SPS standards and key SPS-related information; (3) Join existing efforts to advocate for
improvements in regulation of agricultural inputs; and to advocate for increased funding for
agricultural extension, agricultural research, and for hiring more agricultural inspectors; (4)
Improve communication and coordination within and among all key stakeholders in both
private and public sectors; (5) Gather more information on three key problem areas in the
FFV export value chain: reducing freight costs, improving the cold chain, and attracting
more investment.



PART I: INTRODUCTION

A. Background to the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable SPS Mapping Exercise

This Diagnostic Mapping of the Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards (SPS) system in

Uganda is part of a larger 3-year Project funded by the Standards and Trade Development

Facility (STDF) of the World Trade Organisation (WTQO) and the Royal Netherlands

Embassy (RNE) in Uganda, titled fEnhancing the capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable

Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end markets

andr egi onal ma P&/848 SRINE)( ™hi§ [rdjectwill address comprehensively the

high non-compliance levels of Ugandan fresh fruit and vegetable (FFV) exports to the

European market, fespecially due to the detection of quarantine pests . Simultaneously the

purpose is fi timprove the SPS system [in Uganda] to serve also wider marketing
opportunities in other wes’tern markets and in t

The importance of improving the SPS system cannot be overstated. Ugandab s economy i s
driven mainly by its rural agriculture sector. About8 4 % of Ugandads wor king
employed in agriculture® and thus depend on agriculture as a source of livelihood. Rural

dwellers depend on farming as the main source of income; 90% of all rural women work in

the agricultural sector*. Ugandaés economi c gt8pertentsiftcea2000aver age
though facing a slowdown during the more recent years. Growth in agriculture averaged

2.2 percent between 2010 and 2014.> Most agricultural production is by households with

small land holdings who contribute largely to the trade of agricultural products. Agriculture

contributes 23.5 percent of the national gross domestic product® and 80 percent of export

earnings.” These export trade flows, of which FFVs are a part, give support to rural

employment and economic development; so restrictions in the export of FFVs are an urgent

matter of concern to Uganda.®

Some background should be given to Ugandads i nt
the Project Document for the current Project (STDF/PG/543 / RNE) e x p | aThen s i

Source: Department of Crop Inspection and CEnhanding thecapgadity n : ASTDEF
of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end markets and
regional markets. o August 2018, MAAIF, p.2
% Source : https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ug.htmi
* Source : http://www.ifad.org/pub/gender/genpfe.pdf
°Source: World Bank 2018, Closing the Potential-Performance Gap in Ugandan Agriculture
®Source: MAAIF: Performance Report Financial Year 2017/2018. August 2018, p.1
'Source: http://ea-agribusiness.co.ug/prospects-of-uganda-agricultural-trends-in-2015/
8Source: Department of Crop Inspection and CEnhdnéingthecagadito n : ASTDE
of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end markets and
regional markets. 6 August 2018, MAAIF, p4
9



International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) is an international treaty that aims at
preventing the introduction and spread of pests of plants and plant products and to promote
appropriate measures for their control. The IPPC was established in 1951, and updated in
1997 primarily to introduce a mechanism for developing and adopting International
Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs). This revision aligns the Convention with
the Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures (6t he SP S
A g r e e me tha Wojld Tade Organisation (WTO). Since 2007 Uganda is a signatory to
the IPPC and therefore Uganda is obliged to comply with the requirements, especially while
engaging in international trade. Thus, compliance with the IPPC standards harmonises the
phytosanitary systems and facilitates the international trade of plants and plant products
from Uganda. The Plant Protection and Health Act® of 2016 designates the DCIC within
MAAIF in the Directorate of Crop Resources (DCR), as being the Competent Authority
(CA). An Assistant Commissioner is the head of the DCIC and inspections of agricultural
produce for export are carried out by inspectors working for the Phytosanitary and
Quarantine Services within the Department of Crop Inspection and Certification of MAAIF,
which Department is part of DCR.0

In the system set up to comply with U g a n dVAT® ®sbligations, the Department of External
Trade within the Ministry of Trade, i s U g aoffidahNasonal Notification Authority (NNA).
The function of the NNA is to receive, disseminate and send out Technical Barriers to Trade
(TBT) and SPS notifications, information and inquiries to WTO and inquiring countries, on
matters of Uganda exports, including FFVs. According to this system, the NNA is to receive
notification on SPS issues from MAAIF. Likewise this system provides for a TBT/SPS
Committee (housed within the Uganda National Bureau of Standards;) a Codex
Alimentarius Committee housed within the Ministry of Health;) and a National Working
Group on Trade Facilitation (housed within the Ministry of Trade, Industry and
Cooperatives.)

As outl i ned i nPGB4B/&KMEdpeodosal, tBelnijer FFV restrictions in export to
the European Union (EU,) which is the most important non-African export market for
Uganda at moment, are: clirry leaves, hot peppers (= Capsicum), jackfruit, bitter gourd,
soursop, mango, basil, okra, and some other minor products. 6 T h e sage affeEtad by
fal se coddl i n druitfliest Africap &@yMorm, wiite flies, psyllids (Trioza) and
citrus greening bacteria.0The larger project of which this diagnostic mapping is partwill
ffocus on these commodities as priorities to meet the international phytosanitary
requirements, most prominently those of the EU, without discounting due focus on regional
trade. ®

°Source: GoU. The Plant Protection and Health Act, 2015 (signed 11/2/2015):
http://www.parliament.go.ug/images/stories/acts/2015/Plant%20Protection%20and%20Health%20Act,%202015.pdf

Ysource: Depart ment of Crop I nspection and CerBnharcingcthet i on:

capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end
markets and regional markets. 6 August 2018, MAAIF, p4
10
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B. Diagnostic Mapping Objectives and Scope

As partofthe newprojecti Enhancing the Capacliganda of t he
Agribusiness Alliance has been contracted to carry o u A diggnostic mapping of public and

private partners and SPS services along the

priority areas for capacity building (which is developed for phytosanitary compliance of
public and private partners) and to provide input to the streamlining of the inspection and
certi fi ca t'iTherDiagngssictMappingwill provide key export stakeholders with
an assessment of the state of SPS in the FFV value chain in Uganda. The exercise will also
enable the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF,), the Ministry of
Trade, Industry and Cooperatives (MTIC) and other stakeholders to identify policy, strategy
and implementation gaps and hence develop options for consideration. In addition, the
process of conducting the diagnostic mapping will identify and involve stakeholders for the
proposed private sector-driven SPS Multistakeholder Platform to be formed as part of the
larger STDF PG543/RNE Project, as well as build their sense of ownership and motivation
to be involved in the Platform.

C. Methodology

This diagnostic mapping was a fresh gathering and analysis of data. The focus of data
gathered was on actors and dynamics only within the fresh fruits and vegetables value
chains not multiple value chains as in the MTIC Quality Infrastructure and Standards
Programme(QUISP) report of 2013. The methodology for this Diagnostic Mapping was
primarily one-on-one interviews with key informants, and emailed questionnaires followed
up by phone calls.

1. Methodology Overview

The methodology for the Diagnostic Mapping, including selection of persons supplying
data, the process of collecting data, analysis of data and suggestions of recommendations
was assisted by a 7-member Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel (DMAP) of persons from
both public and private sectors with knowledge, expertise and perspectives relevant to SPS
in Uganda. The DMAP was intentionally diverse, with representation from MAAIF
Department of Crop Inspection and Certification(DCIC,) MTIC, Uganda Export Promotion
Board (UEPB,) Horticulture Exporters Association (HORTEXA) and Uganda Fruits and
Vegetables Exporters and Producers Association (UFVEPA), UAA, and an expert on
standards who was instrumental in founding UNBS (the Panel was 4 women and 3 men.)
This Diagnostic Mapping Report which results from the process overseen by the DMAP is

“Source: Depart ment of Crop I nspection and CerBnharcingcthet i on:

capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end
mar kets and regional markets. o August 2018, MAAIF, p3
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intended to identify challenges, gaps, successes, and best practices that will be helpful in

devel oping the #dAhigh | evel st r et tkegcurent TIDB n O

PG543/RNE project, as well as sharpening the advocacy and action focus of the new
private sector-driven SPS Multistakeholder Platform described in Section B above.

2. Data Source Selection

The stakeholders consulted as sources of data for this Diagnostic Mapping included key
public sector and private sector actors with knowledge of the SPS situation in Uganda. The
stakeholders to be approached for interview were carefully selected and prioritized by the
Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel at its first meeting. The DMAP was careful to select and
prioritize persons to interview from all the key categories of both private and public sector
stakeholders in the SPS export value chain in Uganda, including: farmers and farmer

organizations; exporters; agricultural advisory service providers; input suppliers;fbrokers 0

(al s o craddiénmeemb;)siientific and technical service providers; packaging suppliers,
cargo handlers, and airlines; NGOs with a focus on trade policy; development partners;
inspectors from DCIC of MAAIF; other relevant officials from MAAIF including from National
Agricultural Research Organization (NARO);relevant officials from other Ministries,
Departments and Authorities (MDAS) including MTIC, UEPB, Ministry of Finance, Planning
and Economic Development (MoFPED), Ministry of Health (MoH), National Planning
Authority (NPA), Uganda Investment Authority (UIA), Uganda Revenue Authority (URA),
and Uganda National Bureau of Standards (UNBS.)

Data collection was targeted in general to persons whom members of the DMAP
considered to have the most knowledge about SPS related to FFVs in Uganda, with the
exception that in the case of FFV exporters, some exporters who had only a few years of
experience were intentionally included along with exporters with many years of experience
to get a wider range of perspective on the issues of exporting FFVs. An initial target list of
120 stakeholders to be consulted was developed, on the assumption that this was a larger
number than was expected to respond, due to a variety of reasons (difficulty reaching the
stakeholder, the stakeholder being too busy or unwilling for other reasons to participate.)

3. Questionnaire Development

UAA originally intended to follow the example of the 2012/2013 MTIC QUISP report in
adapting questions from the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) to use in gathering
data from the selected sources in face-to-face interviews as well as with written
guestionnaires. UAA was assisted by MAAIF DCIC in approaching the International Plant
Protection Convention (IPPC) housed at FAO in Rome to request use of the questions.
However after direct conversation with the responsible persons at the IPPC, it was
discovered that the process of conducting a PCE had apparently evolved into a more
elaborate process which was unrealistic for this project to pursue at the present time.
Consequently, UAA took the questions used in the 2012/2013 MTIC QUISP report as well
as additional questions developed in collaboration with members of the DMAP including

12
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MAAIF DCIC, UEPB, and exporter associations, to develop distinct customized interview
guestions for each category (farmers and farmer organizations; agricultural advisory
service providers; brokers; exporters; providers of packaging, cargo handling services and
airlines; scientific/technical service providers; trade policy NGOs; development partners;
DCIC; other MAAIF officers; representatives of other government MDAs.

4. Data Collection

UAA assembled a data collection team of 4 persons (2 female, 2 male) to collect data using
these interview questionnaires. Out of 125 persons identified by the DMAP, current
contacts were not found for 22; of the remaining 103 persons who were approached by
phone or email, 62 (60%) provided information. Data was collected from 30 of these by
face-to-face interviews, and from 32 by emailed questionnaires.

5. Data Collation, Clustering, and Review

UAA transferred interview responses into Excel spreadsheet for each category, allowing
comparison of responses from sources within each category. Responses from all the
interviews were carefully reviewed by UAA and key comments extracted into a master list
of comments, with particular attention to statements of problems/challenges, and
statements of suggested solutions. Statements of problems were then reviewed by UAA
for recurring themes, by which the most often mentioned problems were noted; then
problem statements were grouped into categories. Likewise statements of suggested
solutions were reviewed for recurring themes, by which the most often mentioned problems
were noted and then solution statements were grouped into categories as shown in the
tables included in Part 11l below. Most often mentioned problems and solutions, and groups
of both, are shown in the results reported in Part I, below.

PART Il: BACKGROUND ON FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE SANITARY AND
PHYTOSANITARY STANDARDS IN UGANDA

A. History

Over the year s, Ugandads exports of edible vege
tubers, and especially chillies have strongly increased. According to Phytosanitary and

Quarantine Inspection Services (PQIS) inspector reports, exports of FFVs to the EU

currently represent approximately 60% of all FFV exports, with the other 40% destined

mainly for the Middle East and a negligible amount going to neighbouring countries. In

particular, roughly 27 % of the Ugandan chillies (Capsicum) production was exported to the

13



EU in 2015. Therefore the export of FFVs, particularly chillies, is very important for the
stakeholders in the FFV value chain.*?

Curry leaves, hot peppers (= Capsicum), jackfruit, bitter gourd, soursop, mango, basil, okra,
and some minor FFV commodities have been severely affected by SPS measures. The
decline in exports is a result of incompetence in production, and in management of the
harmful organisms (HO) that are regulated by the EU. As a result, most of the products
cannot comply with EU Phytosanitary requirements.™

The IPPC developed the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) as a standard tool used
Af or est alkeVleliobolganisaiontofta@lant health service.0Such an evaluation is
very useful for the Ugandan phytosanitary authority to assess the level of organisation and
harmonisation in relation to the international standards.**In 2005 and 2006, the PCE was
applied in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. The results of these PCE activities were not
published™.

In recent years no PCE has been conducted although a study commissioned by MTIC
under QUISP in 2012 stated that it used a few questions from the PCE to assess whether
the policy and legislative framework for adoption of food safety standards and SPS
requirements promotes public health and gives industry a competitive edge.d® In that study,
the questions were part of a survey given to 125 respondents divided among 5 commodity
value chains, including both public and private sector stakeholders. Survey questions
mainly focussed on to what extent the proposed policy and legislative

framework for food safety standards and SPS requirements in Uganda promote trade, were
aligned with the WTO SPS Agreement, and how adequate the existing SPS infrastructure
and institutional framework was, including which government institutions were most helpful
and least helpful.*"The findings of the 2012 QUISP study were as follows:

i a. Most government agencies have fragmented
coordination of SPS issues at the national level which makes it difficult to track
progress. There is currently no legal framework for this coordination function.

2Source: Depart ment of Crop I nspection and CerBnharcingcthet i on: i S
capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end

mar kets and regional mar kets. o August 2018, MAAI F, p5

¥Source: Source: Department of Crop Inspecti on aHnlbnciDgthet i fi catii
capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end

mar kets and regional mar kets. o August 2018, MAAI F, pb5

“Source: Department of Crop Protection: ASTDF Project Grant Appli
Capacity of the Floriculture Sect or i n Uganda. d Sedptember 2012, MAAI F, p

®personal communication with the Assistant Commissioner Phytosanitary Inspection and Quarantine, Department of

Crop Inspection and Certification, Directorate of Crop Resources, MAAIF.

18 Source: Quality Assurance and Management Consultants: Poficy and Regulation Working Together to Promote

Industry Competitiveness, Final ReportMTIC / QUISP / SERVICES / 11-12/00196fA . 201 2, MTI C, p.7

7 Source: Quality Assurance and Management Consultants: Poficy and Regulation Working Together to Promote

Industry Competitiveness, Final ReportMTIC / QUISP / SERVICES / 11-12/00196fA . 2012, MOI C, pp 29
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b. The monitoring and inspection infrastructure (laboratories) required by each
government agency is expensive, inadequate and located mainly in the Kampala
area which makes it difficult for upcountry farmers to access;

c. The skill level of the government staff in SPS is still low. The national enquiry
points set up are not very active.

d. Information dissemination of SPS issues is poor;

e. The funding for SPS issues is still limited. There are small budgets in each of the
government agencies.

f. Public awareness of SPS issues is low. The number one cause for non i
compliance was lack of awareness.

g. Little support is given to the private sector for compliance. Most of the processors
interviewed who conformed to some kind of SPS regime i.e.: GAP, HACCP, etc. had
financed it by themselves because it was a market requirement of the targeted
export destination. The costs are still prohibitive.

h. There is little information about the export destinations for some of the products
studied i.e.: fruits, vegetables, oil seeds, grains and essential oils.

I Little assistance is provided in linking the exporters to the markets.

J- The participation of women at different stages of the value chain is still limited.
Most of the women interviewed were participating at the farmer level.

k. The private sector is mostly operating in isolation i.e.: every organisation in the
value chains studied is doing their own thing.&®

Under the Integrated Framework - as part of the Diagnostic Trade Integration Studies

(DTIS) - the World Bank carried out background studies on SPS in Tanzania and Uganda.

In the case of Uganda the SPS capacity was assessed, but using a different framework and

not the PCE. The DTIS report, for which the MAAIF Department of Crop Protection was

consulted for the SPS chapters, statest hat @AUganda has apparently i1
| PPC6s PCE, yet the conclusions and priorities
Diagnostic Trade Integration Study (DTIS) Update of April 2013 found that Uganda scored

35.3 out of -Rel0atoend ASARSdeend Qual i PTySaMianrn age ment 0
matrix implementation score card.*®

The Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) Secretariat in
collaboration with the Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) based at the

'8 Source: Quality Assurance and Management Consultants: Poficy and Regulation Working Together to Promote

Industry Competitiveness, Final ReportMTIC / QUISP / SERVICES / 11-12/00196fA . 2012, MTI C, p. 8
“Source: Financial and Private Sector Development, Africa Regi
Study (DTIS) Update, April 2013, World Bank, p. 45
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World Trade Organization, promoted the use of an economic analysis tool (the Multi-
Criteria Decision Analysis, MCDA) for assisting governments and private sector in making
investment decisions on Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) capacity building options. A
priority-setting exercise for SPS capacity-building in Uganda was done, which commenced
on 30th July 2012 and was concluded in March 2013, to allow for a consultative period. In
the exercise, 14 distinct SPS capacity-building options were identified and prioritized based
not only on the respective costs and predicted trade impacts, but also on the basis of
impacts on agricultural productivity, domestic public health, local environmental protection,
poverty and vulnerable groups. The end result was a clear ranking of the 14 capacity-
building options of which the following six were consistently ranked as top priority:

M Bi ol ogi cBadtrocerainvaders(hon-&uropean fruit fly)

A Extension and i mplementation of maize good
A Biological control of aflatoxin

A Agro input product and supplier certificat
A Oil seed good a gimplanertation and dwarpness misingc e s

A Awar e pestiside usadge anditspotent i al i mp&ct on fishbod

However, despite the studies, prioritization exercises and other efforts, interceptions

continued to go up. The reportonthe MDCApr i ori ti zati on exercise tit
Priorities for SPS Capacity-Bui | di ng i n Uganda Using Mul ti Crit
found that in the 6 years leading up to the exercise (2006-2011) there were an average of

2.67 RASFF alerts per year (Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed) in Europe from

Ugandan imports.?! Yet data from the RASFF website show that in the 6 years following

(2012-2017) there were an average of 3.5 RASFF alerts per year, an increase of 31% from

the previous 6 years, even with only half of 2017 accounted for.??* Likewise, an analysis of

confiscations due to harmful organisms in agricultural products exported from Uganda to

Europe, shows a 67% increase in confiscations over the 3 years following the MCDA

Report: confiscations were 87 in 2014, 103 in 2015, and 145 in 2016%. This increase is

unlikely to be attributable to an increase in volume of exports, because overall agri-food

exports from Uganda to the EU, measured in Euros, varied by less than 10% during that

time.?*

During 2014 i 2016, the European Commission sent several warning letterst o Ugandads
National Plant Protection Organisation (NPPO), about the high number of interceptions of

®Sour ce: By any Establishing/Rrioritieb far:SPSiCapacity-Building in Uganda Using Multi Criteria Decision
Anal ys i sCOMESA 8etratariat and USAID, p. 30

218 ource: By a n y Establishind/Rrioritiek far:SPiCapacity-Building in Uganda Using Multi Criteria Decision
Anal ys i sCOMESA 8etratariat and USAID, p. 61

#gource: https://ec.europa.eu/food/safety/rasff _en

Bsource: raw data provided to UAA by Ugandan Ambassador to the EU, 11 January 2017

#source: Agri-Food Trade Statistical Factsheet: European Union i Uganda
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/trade-analysis/statistics/outside-eu/countries/agrifood-usa_en.pdf
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chillies with false codling moth and fresh curry leaves with Trioza spp. In response, Uganda
submitted an action plan to deal with the issues, including a temporary ban on chilli
exports®.

In September 2016, the Directorate General for Health and Food Safety of the European

Commission carried out an audit in Uganda to evaluate the system of plant health controls

for export of plants, plant products and plants intended for planting. The main

recommendations werethatp| ant heal th i nspectors6é6 knowl edge
be brought up-to-date; that facilities and time allowed for appropriate checks at the airport;

that sufficient sample sizes were used; and that phytosanitary certificates are issued only to

those consignments of plants and plants products allowed, and which had been subject to

official phytosanitary inspections.?

B. Policy
The following national development plans and policies and the national SPS strategy
provide a context for this Diagnostic Mapping of the SPS system in Uganda.

1. Uganda Vision 2040 and National Development Plan I

The Uganda Vision 20407 identifies agriculture as one of the keys to strengthen the
Ugandan economy and to help transform Ugandan society from a peasant to a modern and
prosperous country. The National Development Plan 11?2 (NDP I1) recognizes the sector as
key to increasing wealth creation and pushing the country into a middle income status by
2020, through commercializing agriculture. The NDP Il emphasizes increasing production
and productivity along the agricultural value chains; increasing access to critical farm
inputs; improving agricultural markets and value addition in the priority commodities; and
strengthening the institutional capacity of the sector.

Uganda faces i mpending exports bans by the EU d
products to Europe. The FFV and flower exportsc ont r i but e about 30% of U
agricultural exports revenue. MAAIF requires an additional UGX 8.5 billion to equip and

boost the work of the newly recruited crop and animal inspectors at the airport and border

posts as well as the recently established Departments of Crop Inspection and Certification

of MAAIF. The inspectors are also needed to assist farmers in eradication of the false

% source: Final Report of an Audit carried out in Uganda from 06 September 2016 to 15 September 2016 in Order to
Evaluate the System of Official Controls for the Export of Plants and Plant Products to the European Union.
26Source:Departmentof Crop I nspection and Certificat iEmncingitteTDF Proj ect
capacity of the Fruit and Vegetable Sector to comply with Phytosanitary requirements for export to EU, other high end
markets and regional markets. 6 August 2pp168l7 MAAI F,
Z'source: http://npa.ug/wp-content/themes/npatheme/documents/vision2040.pdf
“source: http://npa.ug/wp-content/uploads/NDPII-Final.pdf
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codling month and any other harmful organisms in the exportable agriculture produce
during the production process on farm. There are 20 border posts, of which only nine (9)
are staffed with a crop inspector (Mutukula, Katuna, Busia, Malaba, UCDA, Nakawa Bus
terminal, Railway Bus Shade, Lwakhakha and Entebbe airport).

The new STDF PG543/RNE project of which this SPS Diagnostic Mapping is a part will
support the phytosanitary part of the described activities in the FFV export sector.

2. National Standards and Quality Policy

A National Standards and Quality Policy*’(NSQP) is in place, promoted by the Ministry of
Trade Industry and Cooperatives (MTIC) and the Uganda National Bureau of Standards
(UNBS), and adopted by Government of Uganda in May 2012. The vision is to have
effective and efficient National Quality Infrastructure (NQI) that delivers internationally
competitive goods and services. The NSQP has a number of general objectives, of which
some are or could be relevant to SPS. The policy guiding principles mention regulatory
practices compliant with the WTO TBT agreement, but makes no mention of how SPS
measures will fit into this framework, although many of the measures promulgated by the
NQI do or could concern SPS issues.

Under the guidance of the MTIC a NSQP Implementation Plan is also in place for the
period 2014/15 to 2018/19. This builds on policy, adding specific interventions (activities
and expected outcomes) in relation to each of the seven policy objectives and actions.

The Technical Regulation Office in the PM office is to coordinate the activities of the
regulatory authorities and the NQI to define mandates and so limit duplication,
fragmentation overlaps, gaps and conflicting mandates. However, - again - the
implementation plan does not indicate how the SPS measures will be addressed within this
framework.

Related to NSQP, there is also a Uganda Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise (MSME)
Policy® for the years 2016 i 2020 which corresponds to one of the NSQP objectives
fSupport Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise to conform to national standards and comply
with techni c aédwevergtleMSEME Policynissraither vague, it mentions in
general terms support to research (MAAIF and NARO) and extension (MAAIF and
NAADS), but does not mention agricultural standards and technical regulations. The new
STDF PG543/RNE project currently underway could fill some of the some gaps related to
phytosanitary issues in the NSQP implementation.

3. National SPS Policy

29Republic of Uganda.National Standards and Quality Policy.For quality, safety and competitiveness of goods and
services.MTIC. May 2012. 30 p.

30Republic of Uganda, Uganda Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise (MSME) Policy.Sustainable MSMEs for Wealth
Creation and Socio-Economic Transformation.Ministry of Trade, Industry and Cooperatives (MTIC). June 2015. 31 p.
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The Government of Uganda developed a draft National SPS Policy and presented it for

validation by a broad range of stakeholders in June 2018, asakey st ep i n order ft
human, animal and plant life or health, promote trade and strengthen national, regional and

international cooperation through implementing science based Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary

me a s u I & Padicy document explains that that the country faces several challenges

in complying with SPS requirements including:

1 inadequate scientific and technical expertise
1 inadequate production, processing and distribution infrastructure,

1 inadequate regulatory infrastructure such as laboratories and quarantine facilities,
inadequate funding of SPS related activities,

inadequate coverage and scope of extension services,
weak risk assessment systems,

weak conformity assessment and enforcement mechanisms

= =2 =2 =2

low public awareness of SPS requirements.*

The specific objectives of the Policy are:

1. To strengthen the legal and regulatory framework for human, animal and plant life or
health protection

2. To improve SPS Management and control systems in accordance with international
best practices

3. To foster coordination and collaboration among SPS related institutions
4. To Harmonize SPS measures with regional and international requirements,

5. To strengthen the skills and technical capacity for management of the SPS
measures along the value chain

6. To promote awareness on human, animal and plant life or health protection
measures,

7. To support the Private Sector in development and implementation of necessary SPS
measures required to protect the human, animal and plant life and health,

8. To strengthen border control and internal quarantine systems to manage SPS. *

There are 56 specific interventions foreseen in the Policy; listed under the following
groupings:
1. Promote Awareness on Human, Animal and Plant Life or Health Measures
2. Strengthen the Legal and Regulatory Framework for Food Safety, Plant and Animal
Health

Source: MAAI F:
2sSource: MAAI F:
®Source: MAAI F:

Draft National Sanitary and Phytosanitary Pol
Draft yNaoatsiaomnalar §awiol acy, dan @ 0RI®, p. 6
Draft National Sani3t ary and Phytosanitary Pol
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3. Improve SPS Management and Control systems in Accordance with International

Good Practices

4. Foster Coordination and Collaboration among SPS Related Institutions
5. Harmonize SPS Measures with Regional and International Requirements
6. Strengthen the Technical Capacity for Management of the SPS Measures along the

Value Chain

7. Support the Private Sector in Development and Implementation of necessary SPS

Measures

8. Strengthen border control and internal quarantine systems to manage SPS

measures>

C. Current compliance situation and trends

In March 2019, the Commissioner of DCIC received a letter from the EU Delegation in
Uganda stating there had been 55 interceptions in 2019 as of 1% February 2019, and

the EU was considering
be brought under control. DCIC replied as requested, and after discussion both sides

agreed to postpone an imminent EU audit until November 2019 to give DCIC and other
stakeholders time to take action on a wide range of proposed interventions. A series of
meetings have been held with stakeholders from both public and private sectors to plan

stating that

and carry out interventions in advance of the November audit.

At the Initiation Meeting on 25" and 26™ of March2019 for the new STDF PG543/RNE
Project on FFVs of which this Diagnostic Mapping is a part, the DCIC announced that
interceptions of consignments from Uganda to the EU are continuing to increase. In the 12
months beginning June 2016 there were 86 interceptions; in the 12 months from June 2017
this went up to 120 interceptions; and in 8 months from June 2018 to January 2019, there
were already 101 interceptions. Among multiple causes of interceptions, the largest single

cause was False Coddling Moth (FCM) in chilli peppers.

TABLE 1: RECENT INTERCEPTIONS OF UGANDAN FFVS BY EU

possi bl e

Time Period Number of interceptions of Ugandan FFVs by EU
June 2016 i May 2017 86

June 2017 7 May 2018 120

June 2018 i January 2019 101

This diagnostic mapping report (DMR) will be shared with DCIC and other stakeholders
possibly to assist in this process. The findings of the DMR follow in the next section of this

report.

Source: MAAI F:

AiDraft National Sani t2ary and Phytosanitary
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PART Ill: F

INDINGS FROM FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE SPS ACTORS

A. FFV value chain actors responding from each category

Data was not able to be collected from the entire initial list of 125 stakeholders.Of these
125, 22 were not able to be contacted, others were too busy, or had other reasons not to

reply. In the end, 103 stakeholders were contacted and 62 (60%)provided responses. The

numbers of respondents in each category of stakeholder is shown below:
Input providers - 3

Farmers and Farmer Organizations - 4

Agricultural Advisory Service Providers - 5
Brokers/Transporters/Post Harvest Handlers - 2

Exporters i 10

Packaging suppliers, Cargo Handlers and Airlines - 5
Scientific and Technical Service Providers - 4

MAAIF Department of Crop Inspection and Certification - 7
Other MAAIF Officials, including researchers- 8

10 Officials from other Government MDAs - 10
11.Non-Government Organizations with a focus on Trade Policy - 3
12.Development Partners - 1

CoNoO~WNE

B. Problems mentioned most often by the 62 FFV SPS respondents

There were 18 different problems mentioned more than 6 times each by the 62
stakeholders interviewed in the Diagnostic Mapping. See Chart 1 below:

CHART 1: SPS DIAGNOSTIC MAPPING TOP PROBLEMS MENTIONED MOST OFTEN

30

25

5PS Diagnostic Mapping Top Problems Mentioned Most Often in Interviews, by number of mentions
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Usanda Agribusiness Alliance, 2019

AFake i npusinglémostaften ditdd problem, mentioned 24 times by respondents.

Research on fresh fruits and vegetables not being helpful to farmers was second,

mentioned by 19 respondents. Misapplication of agro-chemicals, the lack of expertise at the
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production level, the inadequacy of the cold chain, and lack of sufficient communication and
cooperation among MDAs (ministries, departments and agenciesof government) were
mentioned 17, 16, 15, and 14 times respectively. Information on the number of times these
and other problems were cited by the 62 stakeholders in the interviews, and the percentage
of stakeholders mentioning the problem, is shown in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2: PROBLEMS MENTIONED MOST OFTEN BY RESPONDENTS, BY NUMBER AND
PERCENTAGE

Tahle 1: Problems menticned most often by respondents interviewed

# men- % men-

Problem tions ticning

fake inputs 24 39%
research mot helpful 19 31%
misapplication of agrochemicals 17 7%
lack production level expertize on quality 16 26%
inadequate cold chain 1% 24%
lack of sufficient communication and cooperation between MDAs 14 235
extension not helping on sensitizing 1z 15%
packaging bad qualit;.-'t»::u:l EXpEnsIve 10 16%
almost no soil testing because too expensive 10 16%
regulatony system too weakweak enforcement 10 16%
cargo poorly handled at airport 9 15%
lack of knowledge on pest and disease management g 15%
standards not clear labeling & packaging g 15%
dishonest buyers ) 8 13%
quality assurance and consistency a2 13%
freight costs too high 7 11%
lack of quality maintenance at packhouses 7 11%
lack of traceability 7 11%

C. SPS Problems along the FFV value chain grouped by categories

When comments about problems which had similar wording or focus were clustered

together into thematic groups, it revealed more helpful insight into the perceptions of the

stakeholders. For example, there were 80 comments related to fuality not controlled at

production level 6 o f; thigi§10% of all comments, thus the grouping with the most

comments, and clearly considered by respondents to be the top problem area. The
categorynfexporters facing big problemso had the sec
72 (9%); and the fbig problems with inputsogrouping of comments was almost tied with it

with 70 comments (9%).The category with fourth highest number of comments was

fproblems in governmentd, wi t h 37 comment s aythe tegoryRcloimewi n g
exporters cause27pomodntise &r%p, wilk @ck of cold chainbo
( 3%) , Aresearch not helpingd with 19 comments (
comments (1 %) . The c dncaegaizedo ofomment s (119 comment s,
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not indicate lack of importance of the comments, only that they did not easily or obviously fit
into any of the other groupings. The groupings of problem comments are arranged in Table

3 below and indicate which category of stakeholder made the comment.

TABLE 3: SPS DIAGNOSTIC MAPPING PROBLEM GROUPINGS, BY CATEGORY OF RESPONDENT
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SPS Diagnostic Mapping Problem groupings, continued:
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SPS Diagnostic Mapping Problem Groupings, continued
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D. SPS Solutions mentioned most often:

Unlike comments about problems, which showed as many as 18 problem commentswhich
were repeated by many respondents, there were only 5 solutions that were suggested by 3
or more persons, and no single solutions suggested by more than 6 persons (10% of those
interviewed.) Moreover, one of these 5 solutions (fFormation of a single body/association
for FFV exporters to improve self-enforcement of industry standardsgd was mentioned only
by 3 inspectors from the Department of Crop Inspection and Certification of MAAIF, and
with almost exactly the same wording. These 5 most commonly mentioned suggestions
about solutions are shown below in Table 4:

TABLE 4: SPS SOLUTION SUGGESTIONS MENTIONED MORE THAN TWICE BY RESPONDENTS

Findings of Diagnostic Mapping: Solutions Mentioned More than Once or Twice

Total

Mumber of persons in each categony:

10

10

a

1

62

Solutions
| —

Export
ar

Farmers
& Farm

Drgs

Agric
Adviso
ry

Middle
men

Trade
NGO

DCIC

Orther
MAAIF

other
Govm't

science)
Technolo

E¥

Input
Provider

Pack/
cargo/
Airport

Develop-
ment
Partner

Number
of
mentions

Percent
mentioning

More extension services to
farmers

G

10%

Continous training/mentoring of
farmers on how to handle and
grow products

10%

Formation of an inclusive
mechanism,platform linking all
FFV export private sector actors
and regulators on a regular basis

8%

improve regulation,/enforcement
of chemicals and seeds

8%

Formation of a single
body/assocdation for FFV
exporters to improve self-
enforcement of industry
standards

5%

As shown in Table 4above, the top two solutions mentioned both have to do with increasing
the availability of extension and technical expertise to farmers, corresponding to the need

for expertise at the production level which was the highest priority in the grouping of
problem statements as noted earlier.

E. SPS Solutions grouped by categories

Given how few solutions were mentioned more than once or twice, the grouping of SPS
solution comments into categories of similar suggestions turned out to be the most helpful
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way to analyze the perception of interviewees about solutions. The 40 SPS suggestions

clustered in the categoryof i Capaci ty Buil di ng aepresented23®%0foduct i «
all comments made, making it by far the most often mentioned category of solution

suggested. This priority among SPS solutions corresponds to the category of SPS

probl ems most of t e n qualigymatcootoledat producter level ot oa sii

shown above.

A distant second in the number of suggested solutions, was the category of finhproving the
inputs situationg with 17 comments (10%) followed closely by fincreasing public-private

C 0 0 p e r with i6acominents (9%), A ¢ a-puddng of gxportersowith 16 comments
9%),and ni meandards, regulations, legislation, strategy, and certificationowith 16
comments (9%).

The grouping of suggested SPSs o | ut i o n publiaize standadds and other key

informationd was next wit h Inprow sitoation atthe airpo&de) h a i 9
comments (5%); @i mpr ove haacdc e7s sc otnomeenxtpso r(t4 %ma;r kheit
i nspection and regul at iimprog himardreséurce capaaitefart s ( 4 %) ;
exporto had 5 c¢ o mimgprote phydicdl Mffastructure forexporto and fistructur
changed each had 4 c¢ommeenstesar(c2h%)mo raen dh efil npaf kuilnog h
(2%).

As with the groupings of problem comments, the
comments, (8%) does not indicate lack of importance of any of the comments under that

grouping, only that they did not easily or obviously fit into any of the other groupings.

These groupings of SPS solution comments are arranged in Table 5 below in a way that
indicates which category of stakeholder (farmer, exporter, etc.) made the comment.
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TABLE 5: SPS DIAGNOSTIC MAPPING:SOLUTIONS BY CATEGORY
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SPS Diagnostic Mapping Solution Groupings, continued
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SPS Diagnostic Mapping Solution Groupings, continued
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SPS Diagnostic Mapping Solution Groupings, continued
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F. Areas of significant divergence in comments of respondents

Analysis of the interviews with 62 key stakeholders revealed several instances where
there were differences of opinion about significant issues. The main instances are given
below:

1 Whether it was advisable for an exporter to have a contract with a buyer
(importer): Among exporters, 4 replied no, and 4 replied yes, it was helpful
though not easy to get, some reported having contracts with some buyers but
not others

1 Whether an exporter should have a written MOU or contract with farmer: 7
exporters said yes, 1 exporter (and 1 farmer!) said no; and as to whether such
an MOU/contract should specify a minimum price, 3 exporters who supported
contracts said yes, and 3 said no.

1 Whether interceptions should be made public showed strongly divergent
opinions, with most exporters and some respondents from MDAs and trade
policy groups saying no; and most farmers and other respondents from MDAs
and trade policy NGOs saying yes, as deterrent and for providing farmers with
needed information to guide future decisions

1 Whether standards for packaging and labelling are clear showed mixed
responses, with most exporters and some agricultural advisory services
saying no, and respondents from packaging, airlines, and most government
officials saying yes.

1 Whether people with technical knowledge are available at all the levels of the
fresh fruit and vegetable export value chaingener al |y drew t he an:
though representatives of UNBS and one of

1 Whether it is advisable to use brokers ( i mi d d | aeadwmiekriogs)of
traceability to farmers who keep SPS standards. This was not a question
posed in the interviews, but it is interesting to note from their replies that even
those exporters making the most efforts to implement traceability make some
use of brokers; in at least one case, the exporter makes an effort to verify the
that the broker is using traceability practices. One exporter said they do not
use brokers, but this exporter was exporting small volumes. Exporters on the
DMAP suggested the reasons a broker is desired is (1) to reach the larger
volume of produce needed in most cases to meet the demand of the buyer (2)
to extend the reach of the exporter to farmers in areas the exporter cannot
afford to reach, and (3) to reduce the cost to the exporter of doing business,
by paying to access these farmers to a broker who makes a business of
providing access the same farmers to a number of exporters and traders
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G. Gender balance of respondents:

The number of women from the private sector providing responses was 11 out of 37,
comprising 30% of all private sector respondents. The number of women from the public
sector providing responses was 5 out of 25, comprising 20% of all public sector
respondents. Overall, 16 women responded, representing 26% of the 62 respondents.

PART IV: ANALYSIS OF SPS ACTORS, PROCESSES AND POLICIES

A. Additional solutions suggested by Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel

During the review of the data collected from interview respondents, the members of the
Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel thoroughly discussed the suggested solutions given by
respondents on solutions. After reviewing solutions suggested in each category, the Panel
added their own suggested solutions, which are listed below in the categories by which
mapping solutions were grouped:

Capacity building at production level

i trainings of farmers by exporter companies, exporter associations or any other NGO
/ initiative should have involvement from MAAIF and specifically the Department of
Crop Inspection assisted by other relevant departments.

1 capacity should be built at production level first in identification of pests and
diseases, and control and prevention of pests and diseases

1 capacity of public extension should be built to the level of parish

1 Panel members also noted that MAAIF requires all exporters hire an agronomist, but
has realized that some of these agronomists actually do not have any agricultural
qualification background at all. Therefore it is being emphasized now by MAAIF and
further background checks are being made. This is further included in the
regulations for requirements for registration of exporters

Improvement of input situation
1 stakeholders should increase advocacy for approval of making the scratch card
verification program mandatory
1 mandatory training in fake/genuine inputs should be required for the persons actually
selling the inputs, not just owners of input shops
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1 distribution of inputs by credible agro dealers should be facilitated down to parish
level or the exporters could be empowered to procure collectively quality agro inputs
to be distributed to the outgrowers.

Capacity-building of exporters

1 trainings of exporter company staff by exporter companies and exporter associations
should have involvement from the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and
Fisheries

1 According to new guidelines from MAAIF (awaiting signature by the Minister), all
FFV exporters are required first to join an exporter association; associations shall
train and orient them in FFV export business. Training curriculum by associations
should be the same across the associations and should be vetted by MAAIF. On
successful completion of orientation, the exporter should then be referred to MTIC
and UEPB for further export readiness training, which UEPB says which includes
market knowledge; product knowledge; production control knowledge; quality
control; export communication; and general knowledge on SPS. In addition, UEPB
further requires that exporters be registered with UEPB for export orientation and
export readiness assessment support after which the exporters are recommended to
MAAIF. On passing the second stage, they should then be referred with a
recommendation letter to MAAIF DCIC for audit and inspection. On successful
completion of audit and inspection, the intending exporter shall then apply to
become an exporter of FFV and be registered with an export number.

Improve standards, requlations, leqgislation and strateqy, certification
9 Standards should be developed for production, handling, and transportation of FFVs
1 Capacity should be built for MAAIF, UNBS and/or the private sector to do laboratory
certification and accreditation
1 More laboratories should be supported to acquire ISO 17025 Accreditation.

Improve situation at the airport
1 Encourage GoU to acquire cargo planes for targeted destination markets
T Panel members al so noted that givempiegpacent at i on
for operation atairportd i s under way

Improve physical infrastructure for export
1 Storage between the field and the packhouse should be improved

Improve human resource capacity for export
1 Commonly used manuals for training actors in FFV export should be developed from
one source (this is underway under STDF PG543/RNE project)
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Improve access to export markets
1 MTIC should increase the number and intensity of trade agreements (as requested
by exporter associations)
1 Exporter associations should be encouraged to participate in trade fairs and expos

Structural change
1 Increase cooperation increase between MAAIF and MTIC and other MDAs

Miscellaneous other comments about solutions
1 Develop incentives for exporters who are complying with regulations
1 Government should set farm gate prices
1 Systems should be put in place to protect farmers from unscrupulous exporters and
importers from unscrupulous exporters

B. SWOT Analysis

Based on a review of the data collected during the diagnostic mapping, the Diagnostic
Mapping Advisory Panel did a SWOT analysis (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat) of
the SPS situation portrayed by the data.

SWOT ANALYSIS

Strengths
1 Uganda has exporter associations.

Uganda has farmers willing to grow export crops and supply to exporters
Ugandan has some exporters who are willing to comply with SPS requirements
Uganda has exporters with physical locations

Uganda has accredited labs

Uganda has some SPS related regulations

Uganda has some inspectors

Uganda has some researchers

Uganda has some responsible agro-input dealers

Uganda is improving the public extension system

Uganda has DCIC, MTIC, UEPB, CAA, ENHAS, and UNBS

= =4 =4 4 4 8 48 2 -9

=a

Weaknesses
1 No apex body for FFVs [exporters] to provide for the much needed self regulatory
mechanisms for the sector.
1 Weak extension system
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1 Guidelines and procedures for becoming exporter are not there.
1T Farmers and exporters dynodét understand t he
1 Fake inputs are a common problem
1 Weak regulatory system on inputs and on export certification.
1 There is lack of knowledge of agro chemicals and inputs and poor application
and use of agro chemicals and inputs.
1 Some of the persons selling agro inputs are unqualified
1 Lack of capacity of value chain actors.
1 Weak trade promotion

1 Lack of laboratory analytical capacity.

Opportunities
1 Uganda has markets that are regional, international and domestic

1 The government is willing to support private sector with policies

1 Uganda has a good climate for growing delicious FFVs and for growing all year
round

1 Uganda has support from development partner and from markets

Threats
1 Unscrupulous buyers (importers)
1 Unscrupulous exporters
1 Kenya taking Ugandan produce and calling it their own (and therefore taking
Ugandan reputation and markets)
1 Climate change factors leading to increased pests and diseases pressure and
incidence
Threats of theft of product names (e.g. Am
Lack of coordination in private sector
Poor coordination in government
Stringent MRL and contaminant regulations by some markets like EU
Lack of knowledge of health threats posed by some agro-inputs
Lack of resistant varieties to pests and diseases
Lack of targeted research for export products
Lack of SPS knowledge among farmers and exporters as well as lack of
knowledge on benefits of compliance with SPS measures

= =4 =4 4 8 8 9 -9

C. Gaps and Opportunities

Based on the data collected from 62 stakeholders during the SPS Diagnostic Mapping, as
well as on the SWOT analysis done by the Diagnostic Mapping Advisory Panel, several
major gaps and opportunities should be identified:

45



Gaps:

1. Expertise Gap at Production Level: One of the largest gaps, if not the largest, in the SPS
system in Uganda, is inadequate access to agricultural expertise at production level. In the
Diagnostic Mapping interviews, 26% of persons interviewed said technical expertise was
needed at the production level, an additional 19% said public extension was not helping on
sensitizing to SPS standards and practices (one farmer said extension comes only once a
year.) Taken together, these comments represent 45% of all persons surveyed. An
additional finding of this Diagnostic Mapping is that official inspections occur mostly at the
packhouse level of the FFV value chain and less often at the farm level, where SPS
problems are more effectively prevented and remedied before they reach the packhouse;
this is majorly due to limitations in funding for hiring adequate numbers and equipping
inspectors to inspect at production level. Production system for FFVs is by many small
holder farmers, under open fields, scattered nationwide. This production expertise gap is
linked as a causal factor to several other problems at production level mentioned in
comments, including the need to improve knowledge of farmers on GAPSs, on better Post-
harvest Handling Practices, and on dealing with pests and diseases. In addition, the small
amount of extension and advisory training and assistance that is being provided by various
actors (export companies, NGOs, public extension) is not coordinated so it is likely that
messages are not harmonized and not sufficiently focussed on SPS related standards and
practices.

2. Gap in Access to and Proper Use of Genuine Inputs: This is a gap with several
dimensions: fake inputs, knowledge of which inputs to use, proper use of inputs, and
access to and cost of the appropriate genuine inputs. Despite substantial efforts to address
the problem of fake inputs through regulation schemes and training, the problem persists
and was one of the problems mentioned most often in the Diagnostic Mapping. The much
publicized scratch card initiative remains a voluntary program, and legislation to make it
mandatory is reportedly delayed waiting on the passage of other legislation first. In addition,
According to some respondents, farmers generally lack knowledge of which inputs are best
to use; and sometimes even those advising farmers do not have updated knowledge on the
best inputs to use. While training of some input shop owners has been done, usually it is an
untrained shop worker who is recommending inputs to the farmer, and who may often be
motivated more by making the best sale rather than by what is the most appropriate input
to sell. The misuse of chemical inputs in particular continues to be a problem, undoubtedly
exacerbated by the gap in extension and advisory expertise at production level, and was
also one of the most mentioned problems. And some respondents pointed out that even
that small percentage of farmers who are told of the proper pest and disease control
methods to use to meet SPS standards, usually cannot afford the cost of the appropriate
chemicals and practices they are told about, such as use of IPM and pheromone traps.
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This problem gets worse during the rainy season, which exacerbates incidence of pests
and diseases

The problem of inputs in Uganda is complex and has a policy dimension as well; a 2018
report by t he Cldgdng thedPot@hbahRerfoomancdi Divide in Ugandan
Agriculturedsuggests that fiThere is widespread recognition that using up to half the total
agricultural budget for procuring agricultural inputs, often of very low quality at high prices,
and then distributing them free of charge is both an ineffective and harmful practice. Low
guality inputs create dissatisfaction among recipients, and lack of willingness to adopt
offered technologies. The pre-emption of the domestic market for inputs discourages
Ugandan private sector firms from filling the need to have a quality-based and reliable
agricultural® input system.d

3. Gap in Requlations and Standards: This is a gap with two dimensions:

(a) there is a lack of certain regulations and standards which are needed, for example there
are no guidelines and procedures for becoming an exporter (though some are being
developed) and no standards for the production, handling, and transport of FFVs (the latter
exists in draft form.)In addition,

(b) there is also a gap in awareness of even those regulations and standards that exist,
including awareness of SPS-related production practices and inspection standards, and of
export packaging and labelling standards.

4. Gap in Communication and Coordination: This is also a gap with several dimensions.

First, there is a gap in communication and coordination within the private sector SPS

actors; for example, there are 4 exporter associations which have not always

communicated and coordinated with each other, though recently progress is being made.

Second, there is likewise a gap in communication and coordination within the public sector

SPS actors;sever al key respondents from different mi
tendencyof mi ni stries to work in isolationdo, somet.
notification of each other about SPS issues, disagreement about who is responsible for

certain SPS related tasks, and lack of cooperation in building capacity of farmers. Third,

there is a gap in communication and coordination between public sector actors and private

sector actors in the SPS system. For example, ten respondents from the private sector

(including 3 experienced exporters, a packaging company, an airline, and a major farmer

organization) stated that standards for packaging are not clear to those seeking to export;

yet several stated that the standards exist. For another example, exporters complain that

decisions are made by the public sector to commence a self-imposed ban on certain

exports without giving exporters and farmers sufficient time to take action to mitigate the

impact of such self-imposed bans on their businesses.

®Wworld Bank.June2 01 8. @ Cl osi nRye rtfheer nPortcen tDiali d e i Washingtamy@CaWorlldgr i cul t ur e
Bank, p. 80
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5. Gaps in Information about Key Constraints in FFV Export Value Chain

There were several problems raised by respondents for which more information, beyond
that available to the respondents, was needed to develop solutions. The high cost of freight
for exporters, and the need for development of appropriate cold chain resources were the
primary areas mentioned.

6. Gap in public and private sector investments in the FFV subsector.

There have been very little focused and targeted investments in the FFV subsector by
either public or private sector. Most funded research targets traditional food crops and cash
crops. The current USD 100 million in export revenue earned each year by the sector has
not been realised by specific investments. It is envisaged that once direct investments are
put into this sector to improve compliance with SPS measures, export revenues from the
subsector are bound to multiply significantly.

Opportunities:

These opportunities are identified in addition to the ones developed by the DMAP in the
SWOT analysis.

1. The internet offers opportunities which have not been fully exploited and could be used
to increase access to and awareness of standards, procedures, recommended inputs, etc.

2. Integrated Pest Management (IPM) has not yet been widely explored and may have offer
affordable and viable options for pest and disease control to farmers in addition to chemical
solutions which are sometimes too expensive. There is no IPM Policy yet.

3. As the SWOT Analysis found, Ugandads cl i mat e
the strong international market for the varieties of fresh fruits and vegetables which can be

grown here, provide a promising opportunity if other conditions can be met including

reliable access to water as needed during the growing cycle (irrigation), successful

strategies to reach scale in production, maintaining and increasing the soll fertility needed

for the product, and managing the SPS issues (pests, diseases, post-harvest handling,

etc.)

D. Best Practices

A number of best practices that are already underway were uncovered during the
Diagnostic Mapping; the best practices listed below are replicable and would provide an
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improvement in the SPS system in Uganda. It would be best if these were evidenced by
MAAIF and proved to be consistent.

1. In some export companies, such as Tropical Dynasty, company agronomists visit the
gardens weekly and report regularly to the lead agronomist about problems they find;
periodically all the company agronomists gather together to discuss how to solve problems.

2. Five of the exporters surveyed (Tropical Dynasty, Jaksons Exporter, CRISGROW,
RAMEX, SM IMPEX) are practicing traceability by registering and coding farmers supplying
them.

3. Arespondent from UNFFE described the practice of promoting farmer based research
and demonstrations as a way to expand access to appropriate agricultural research, as well
as training, extension and advisory services to farmers.

4. Arespondent from UNADA stated that the Input scratch-off program was working well for
those voluntarily participating; if made mandatory it would increase the reliability of inputs.

5. Three of the exporters surveyed provide farmers with written MOU/contract which
includes minimum price, and quality requirements. One adds the requirement that the
farmer must attend training on GAPs.

6. Uganda Flowers Exporters Association (UFEA) has made an arrangement as an
association for its members to use Fresh Handling, which specializes in freight handling at
the airport which meets the particular needs of fresh products such as flowers and fresh
fruits and vegetables. Fresh Handling services are available as a long term contract, with a
payment plan based on the expected need of services over time; this would be more
attractive to serious exporters who might be willing to make the financial commitment to this
service as a good business investment guaranteeing better handling at the airport.

7. When an exporter becomes a member of UFEA they are expected to be serious
exporters so they must deposit a minimum amount capital into a guarantee fund, 2-5 years;
this capital can be used to compensate them in case of losses.

PART V: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Conclusions

Conclusion 1.Expertise needs to be increased at the production level to improve SPS
compliance in production and post harvest handling
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The present situation in Uganda is that there is some provision of expertise at the
production level by public extension; some by exporters through their staff agronomists;
and some by other sources including NGOs and some of the stronger farmer groups. At the
present time, these sources are not able either individually or taken together to provide
sufficient expertise to result in adequate compliance with SPS standards in production of
FFVs for export. Each of these sources of expertise has limited resources. It is likely that
the most realistic way forward on this key problem is to build the capacity both of public
extension and of exporters and exporter associations to increase both the amount of
expertise offered, and the coordination of messages and content of that expertise, including
targeting SPS-related issues and standards. It will be important to supplement this with
sensitization of value chain players on SPS standards and benefits for compliance.

Conclusion 2.Existing SPS standards need to be consistently enforced, and
additional SPS standards and regulations need to be created, including those
detailing a path for becoming an exporter

SPS standards for production, handling, and transportation of FFVs urgently need to be
created, publicized and enforced in order to improve SPS compliance. The creation of
regulations for becoming an exporter, and standards for maintaining exporter status, will
have several important impacts that can improve the SPS situation in Uganda: First, it will
weed out irresponsible exporters who are not serious about understanding the industry or
complying with its regulations. In turn, this will reduce some problems for serious exporters
who find some market opportunities ruined by irresponsible behaviour. It will also reduce
the very heavy workload of agricultural inspectors. Second, it will ensure that all exporters
receive essential training, and possess basic knowledge and physical assets which are key
to exporting in a way which complies with SPS requirements. Third, it will strengthen
exporter associations by including a regulatory requirement for all exporters to join an
association. If handled properly by exporter associations, this will (a) strengthen of
communication pathways to exporters, since all exporters will be affiliated with one or
another association; (b) enable associations to provide valuable new benefits to members,
(c) increase trainings by associations that keep exporter members updated on standards
and requirements and promote key practices (d) enable associations to explore new
arrangements in areas including freight handling, shared packhouse use, coordinated
farmer-based research, etc.

Conclusion 3.There needs to be a centralized, easily accessible, and sustainable
system for publicizing all standards and key information

Exporters, farmers and others would benefit greatly if there were a single place to go for
information on all kinds of standards, including GAPs and SPS production standards,
packinghouse standards, packaging and labelling standards, etc. It would also help if that
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single place was also the place to go to get information on pests and diseases and of how
to manage them; of which inputs are appropriate, where these inputs can be accessed, and
how to use the inputs appropriately; of the proper procedure to go about becoming an
exporter.

Conclusion 4.Advocacy is needed to improve several key areas in the SPS situation
in Uganda, and FFV stakeholders should join ongoing efforts to advocate on
improving the input situation, and for increased funding for agricultural extension
and research, and for hiring more agricultural inspectors.

The concern to combat fake inputs; to promote better knowledge among input users about
the most appropriate inputs to use, and how to use inputs most effectively and safely; and
to improve access to affordable genuine inputs, is not just a concern of stakeholders in the
FFV export value chain. There is a much larger group of stakeholders who have been
developing innovative solutions and advocating for changes on all of these concerns over
the last several years. Stakeholders in the FFV export value chain should join these
existing efforts to sensitize input users and input sellers, and to advocate with all concerned
parties for solutions to these national problems. Likewise, stakeholders in the FFV export
value chain should join efforts with a larger group of stakeholders, including a group of
CAADP (Comprehensive African Agricultural Development Programme) Non State Actors
(NSA) in Uganda, who have in the past advocated for increased funding for agricultural
extension and research in Uganda. This group also has a focus on improving access to
export markets, so the need for funding for more inspectors could be added as an
advocacy focus.

Joining these broader advocacy efforts should be a core activity of the private sector-led
SPS Multi-Stakeholder Platform to be formed as part of the current STDF PG543/RNE
Project of which this SPS Diagnostic Mapping is a part.

Conclusion 5. Communication and coordination within and among all key
stakeholders in both private and public sectors needs substantial improvement

This conclusion has been made several times in the past, in most of the previous reports.
However, based on this Diagnostic Mapping, it is apparent that little progress has been
made. In the past, the conclusion has been too general in phrasing without
recommendation of actionable ways to implement, or with recommendations that might be
logical, but politically unrealistic (e.g. proposing that the Office of the Prime Minister set up
a Secretariat within OPM for SPS Coordination®®.) One dimension of this conclusion is
improving communication between the relevant public sector MDAs, particularly between
MAAIF and MTIC on SPS problems and alerts among other issues; between DCIC and

source: Quality Assurance and Manageme@bnsultants Pdlicy and Regulation Working Together to Promote Industry
CompetitivenessFinal RepoMTIC / QUISP / SERVICES /112 /0019 . 2012, MTI C, p.54
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Agricultural Extension within MAAIF on sensitization of farmers about SPS standards and
practices among other issues; and between the relevant sections of the Ugandan
government and the European Union about handling the problems of dishonesty by buyer
or seller in the export process. Another dimension of this conclusion is improving
communication and cooperation within the private sector, particularly the exporter
subsector. Under the new STDF PG543/RNE project, MAAIF has created a Task Force
which includes all 4 exporter associations; and has spearheaded an effort to get the four
main exporter associations to agree to form an apex body in which all the associations
would be represented and which would facilitate greater communication and cooperation.

Other fora involving both private sector stakeholders and public stakeholders from multiple
MDAs related to export exist, housed within MAAIF or MTIC, including the official
committees recognized by the WTO: the TBT/SPS Committee and the National Working
Group on Trade Facilitation. Yet though the public sector is understandably eager to
demonstrate its engagement with the private sector and therefore other fora are being
created, past experiences in Uganda show that fora/platforms which are housed and/or
driven by the public sector in most cases are (1) not sustained because they are at the
initiative of the public sector to call meetings (2) are not as effective in promoting
accountability, especially of public sector, since private sector does not lead these
fora/platforms. Although there is a danger that participants will perceive a duplication of
efforts because of too many platforms and groups, nevertheless an SPS multistakeholder
platform driven, housed, and led by the private sector has a unique and important role that
cannot be duplicated by fora which do not share these characteristics.

Conclusion 6.More information is needed on threekey problem areas in the FFV
export value chain:reducing freight costs, improving the cold chain, and attracting
more investment to the FFV export value chain

Research and analysis of the business costs of freight/transport of FFVs, and ways to
reduce these costs including possible regulatory changes, should be conducted. Likewise,
more information on the costs and benefits of various options for improving the FFV cold
chain should be gathered, including the feasibility of a PPP for this purpose. These
activities would best be done as a collaborative effort of public and private sector.

B. Recommendations

Recommendations which contribute to the priority task of increasing expertise at the
production level to improve SPS compliance in production and post harvest handling
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require multiple approaches, and as such are found in multiple Recommendations: 1c, 1d,
le, 1g, and 3c.

Recommendation 1: Create and enforce standards and regulations, including those
detailing a path for becoming an exporter
(corresponds to Gaps 1 and 3a, Opportunity 2 and 3, Best Practices 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7.)

a) Develop and publicize SPS standards for production and handling of FFVs, and
finalize and publicize standards for transportation of FFVs

b) Continue the process currently underway to formalize exporter registration and
regulation, and initiate a similar processes of formalization for brokers ( i mli e he n 0 )
involved in the export value chain

c) Bring public extension, private NGO extension and exporter agronomists together in
a workshop using curriculum overseen by MAAIF to validate and harmonize training
content and methods on SPS for FFVs, including (a) pests and disease identification
(b) proper use of chemicals (c) improved post harvest handling (d) how to address
long-term problem of mindset change in farmers

d) As a followup to the workshop described in 1b, create whatsappgroup for these
participants, to provide an ongoing forum for posing problems and solutions, etc

e) Encourage exporter associations to increase trainings that keep exporter members
updated on standards and requirements and promotion of key practices such as
i.  coding and traceability systems starting at production level
ii. developing written MOUs with farmers
iii.  providing trainings to farmers on GAPs, etc.

f) Encourage exporter associations to explore arrangements
i.  with freight handlers for improved handling, like UFEA has done;
ii.  with member export companies on the possibility of shared packhousescloser
to the airport to facilitate inspections
iii.  with member export companies on coordinated farmer-based research on
interventions to improve compliance with SPS standards

g) Encourage exporter associations to hire agronomists and to provide shared
agronomist services to members

h) Encourage exporter associations to require members to deposit a minimum amount

capital into a guarantee fund, for a set number of years; this capital can be used to
compensate them in case of losses.

53



Recommendation 2. Set up an effective and sustainable system for publicizing all

SPS standards and key SPS-related information
(corresponds to Gap 3b, and Opportunity 1)

a)

b)

Use an existing or new web page as a one-stop portal where information can be
easily downloaded on production standards, inspection standards, packhouse
standards, packaging and labelling standards, pests and diseases and how to
manage them; which inputs are appropriate, where these inputs can be accessed,
and how to use the inputs appropriately; and the proper procedure to go about
becoming an exporter.

Provide information on these topics in language understandable by the average
user, in addition toproviding materials which may must by law be written in required
legal language (e.g. regulations and standards)

Promote the web page/portal promoted through multiple means including
references/links on all documents provide to exporters, and through SMS or
whatsappmessages to alert stakeholders (exporter numbers will be captured during
the registration process) when helpful materials are added to the web page

Recommendation 3. Join existing efforts to advocate for improvements in regulation

of agricultural inputs; and to advocate for increased funding for agricultural
extension, agricultural research, and for hiring more agricultural inspectors
(corresponds to Gap 2 and Best Practice 4)

a)

b)

Stakeholders encouraged, through participation in proposed SPS Multi-Stakeholder
Platform and in other ways, to join existing efforts to sensitize input users and input
sellers in increasing access to and proper use of genuine inputs which are most
appropriate to the task

Stakeholders encouraged, through participation in proposed SPS Multi-Stakeholder
Platform and in other ways, to join in advocacy for concrete implementation of anti-
fake input measures. This includes meeting with other advocates of improved input
regulation; and as appropriate, join forces with them in measures to improve input
regulation and opposing fake inputs; including advocating for passage of legislation
making the AgVerifyscratch card system mandatory and not just voluntary

Stakeholders encouraged, through participation in proposed SPS Multi-Stakeholder

Platform and in other ways, to join in advocacy for
i.  increased fundingfor agricultural research related to FFVs
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for hiring more agricultural inspectors and facilitating them to carry out
regulatory inspections at production places and to work with extension to
improve the SPS knowledge of farmers

for agricultural extension to be equipped with SPS knowledge and market
requirements, to ensure implementation of best practices for crop protection
at production level, and to carry out other extension and advisory services
about SPS standards at production level

Recommendation 4. Improve communication and coordination within and among all

key stakeholders in both private and public sectors
(corresponds to Gap 4)

a) Provide fora for improved communication and cooperation between MDASs, including
but not limited to MAAIF (DCIC) and MTIC

b)

Sponsor roundtable event with packaging companies and exporters/associations to
discuss problems each side sees and identify ways forward to improve

Establish an SPS multistakeholder platform driven, housed, and led by the private
sector, as provided for in the planned STDF PG543/RNE Project. Among other
things, it will be tasked with advocacy (for Recommendations 3a, 3b, 3c and other
advocacy priorities that emerge) and with providing accountability to ensure that
communication and cooperation improve:

between MAAIF and MTIC on SPS problems and alerts among other issues;
between DCIC and Agricultural Extension within MAAIF on sensitization of
farmers about SPS standards and practices among other issues; and
between the relevant sections of the Ugandan government and the European
Union about handling the problems of dishonesty by buyer or seller in the
export process.

Recommendation 5. Gather more information on threekey problem areas in the FFV

export value chain: reducing freight costs, improving the cold chain, and attracting
more investment. This could be done as a public/private sector cooperative effort.
(corresponds to Gap 5 and Gap 6)

a) Conduct research and analysis of the business costs of freight/transport of FFVs,
and ways to reduce these costs including possible regulatory changes

b) Gather more information on the costs and benefits of various options for improving
the FFV cold chain should be gathered, including the feasibility of a PPP for this
purpose.
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c) Recent investment prospectuses have been developed for the coffee, and oil seed
value chains, and an investment blueprint for the Irish potato value chain; a similar
approach should be developed for the FFV export value chain as well.
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