
FALL ARMYWORM 
APPEARANCE IN D.R.Congo



This informations overlaps with the 
following points:

- Recording period for the fall armyworm infestation

- Scientific identification of the fall armyworm

-Cartography and incidence of the disease in DRC

- Assessment of damage and loss caused by the disease

-The disease control strategies can be used

-The means of control used against the disease by farmers

- The government's response to the disease 

- Principal responsible for implementation planning management 

- Monitoring the prevalence of FAW in DRC

- Opportunities

- Identification of major gaps or challenges in the effective control of 
the pest (Both short- and long-term prospects)



1. Recording period for the fall armyworm infestation

• Since the beginning of October and the second half of
December 2016, the Provincial Inspection of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Livestock (PIAFLS) of the territories of Libenge
in the Southern Province of Ubangi and Kambove in the
Province of Upper Katanga through the Development
Indicators Analysis Unit Reported the presence of
armyworm on maize. The FAO 506 focal Point reported the
same attacks in the Kilwa area in Pweto territories. Pictures
shared with the FAO Sub-Regional Office for Central Africa
in Libreville,Mr Sania can reconfirmed this here, the experts
thought that these attacks resembled those that had been
postponed to Sao Tome and Principe in April 2016 where
the pest had caused very serious damage estimated to
more than 50 % on the maize crop. After analysis of the
experts, the identified armyworm was that of the species
Spodoptera frugiperda



2.Scientific identification of the fall armyworm

Two separated missions consisting of experts from the 
Ministry of Agriculture and other and technical partners 
(FAO-NIASR-UNIKIN-UNILU-WFP) had been dispatched to 
the areas where the alerts had been made, Libenge in the 
Southern Province of Ubangi, the Kambove and Kilwa
territories in the province of Upper Katanga. Several 
samples of larvae, nymphs and adults were collected 
from different maize organs and sent to the IITA-Benin 
regional entomology laboratory. Results reported only 
Spodoptera frugiperda in the different samples according 
to the report of Mr Georgen, Entomologist of the 
biological control center for Africa based at IITA-Ibadan in 
Nigeria.



3.Cartography and incidence of the disease in the
country

It is unfortunately true that fall armyworm is 
already present in all of these areas visited. The 
average rate was 82% and 62%, respectively, of 
infected plants in all fields surveyed in South 
Ubangi Province and Upper Katanga Province. As 
evidence, the teams on the ground reported 
more than 400 hectares already devastated in 
the South Ubangi and nearly 600 hectares in the 
affected territories in Upper Katanga. No 
replanting has been considered until now.



4. Assessment of damage and loss caused by the
disease

Indeed, an assessment had been made by the
mission dispatched to the province of Upper
Katanga. It had estimated that, with an
incidence of 62.5% and taking into account the
percentage of infestation, the level of losses
could be above 40% of the area sown. For both
territories, the average loss of the area planted
is 33.5%. This already predisposed to a certain
impact on food security in the Province



5 The disease control strategies can be used

At the present stage of the attacks, the Government of the DRC,

in collaboration with the TFPs, is studying how to put in place
mechanisms to implement recommendations recommended
by the experts and announced in the address of our Minister
of Agriculture . As soon as the Spodoptera frugiperda was
identified, the NPPO used the expertise of our partner CABI
through its Plantwise-RDC program, which focused on the
operation of the activities of the rural plant clinics, which
made available to the DRC management guides Attacks and
armyworm identification tools available at plants clinics. We
are very pleased to participate in a joint subregional control
strategy as proposed by FAO and its partners here in Nairobi.



6.The means of control used against the disease by farmers
As for chemical or biological pesticides, no treatment has 
been carried out by farmers. If there is chemical application, it 
will refer to the list of registered pesticides and recommended 
by the Ministry of Agriculture.
7. The government's response to the disease 
As we noted at the outset, the Government of the DRC 
initiated two missions in the territories under attack 
to: Assess the extent and impact of the attack; Take samples 
from the caterpillar and the attacked organs to verify and 
confirm the identity of the pest; Describe the conditions and 
development environment of the caterpillar; Possibly 
proposing measures and preventive measures against its 
dispersal across the other territories, the neighboring 
provinces; Reflect on a more rational and sustainable 
management strategy involving the affected communities



Our concern was that we did not participate in 
the Harare work because we were still in the 
identification phase of the pest.



8. Principal responsible for implementation planning 
management 

The unit responsible for the implementation of the plan is the 
Ministry of Agriculture through the Plant Production and 

Protection Department / NPPO.

9. Monitoring the prevalence of FAW in DRC

The intent exists in view of the seriousness of the attacks of 
Spodoptera frugiperda on maize cultivation and its negative 

impact on the country's food security. But there may be a 
question of financial means



10. Opportunities
Opportunities that exist in the country are:
Involvement of the national community; Support
from financial technical partners such as WFP, FAO
and the World Bank to facilitate investigations; The
presence of research institutions such as IITA, INERA,
CABI, UNIVERSITIES; The existence of national
researchers



11. Identification of major gaps or challenges in the 
effective control of the pest (Both short- and long-

term prospects)

The major gaps or challenges are at the level of: 
-The inadequacy of trained personnel in the 
identification of pests;

-The lack of a budget line for plant health;

-The lack of basic infrastructure (laboratory and other 
diagnostic equipment).
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