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DISCLAIMER  
This Report has been prepared as an output of the participatory scenario building workshop under the 
FAO-EC project “Climate-Smart Agriculture: capturing the synergies between mitigation, adaptation and 
food security” implemented under the Economics and Policy Innovations for Climate-Smart Agriculture 
(EPIC) Programme and has not been peer reviewed. Any opinions stated herein are those of the 
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the policies or opinions of FAO, CCAFS, the European Union, or 
other partners.  
 
The project, funded by the European Commission, was launched in January 2012 in Malawi, Viet Nam 
and Zambia. It aims to support partner counties in their transition towards Climate-Smart Agriculture.  
 
For further information on EPIC, visit: www.fao.org/climatechange/epic  

http://www.fao.org/climatechange/epic
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Introduction  
 

This report contains the proceedings of the second workshop of a European Commission (EC) 
funded project designed to help Malawi obtain the tools, knowledge and capacities to adopt, 
advance, scale up and roll out solutions towards Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA).  
 
The aim of the workshop was to review CSA investment proposals and develop policy 
recommendations using future scenarios (which were developed in a previous workshop that 
took place in Salima 28-30 October 2013) to guide planning. For more detail on the overall 
project, and how scenarios work informs and strengthens planning decisions, see the 
‘background note’, attached as Annex A, that was distributed to participants ahead of the 
gathering. 
 
The project is a collaborative effort by Malawi’s Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security 
(MoAFS), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the CGIAR 
programme on Climate Change, and Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS). This workshop was 
part of a planned series of workshops for the overarching project titled ‘Climate Smart 
Agriculture: Capturing the Synergies Between Mitigation, Adaptation and Food Security’1.  
 
The workshop participants were drawn from various sectors including government, civil society, 
farmers’ unions, universities and research centres, and represented multiple perspectives with 
regard to Malawian agriculture, climate change and food security. Many of the workshop 
participants were also involved in the former scenario building exercise. There were 19  
participants (including 2 facilitators and 3 representatives from FAO, headquarters). A list of 
participants, as well as a group photo is contained in Annex B. 
 

  

                                                           
1 see http://www.fao.org/climatechange/epic/en/ for details 

http://www.fao.org/climatechange/epic/en/
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Welcome remarks and explanation of the process  

The meeting began with a round of introductions and a quick explanation of the objectives of 
the gathering, together with a mention of the process to be followed.  
 
The welcome remarks were made by the Director Land Resources and Conservation, Mr. John 
Mussa and the FAO Representative for Malawi, Ms. Florence Rolle.  Mr. Mussa thanked the 
participants for attending the workshop and challenged them to engage actively during the 
workshop. He looked forward to a robust investment proposal. Ms. Rolle emphasised that that 
there was need for more financial investment in agriculture and in CSA specifically. She also 
highlighted the recently launched National Climate Change Investment Plan (NCCIP) as a very 
positive step forward and stressed how agriculture could very well fit within the plan with CSA 
being an excellent entry point in many instances.  She also mentioned that development 
partners were particularly keen on supporting CSA projects and challenged the participants to 
develop good investment proposals during the workshop.  
 
In explaining the process, the facilitator, Tanja Hichert, shared that the essence of scenarios is to 
‘use’ the future to make better decisions in the present. She gave an overview and explanation 
of the process and structure of the workshop.  
 
There were two distinct phases that needed to be worked through; each starting very 
specifically, then ‘opened up’ through conversation, and thereafter ‘brought together’ again so 
that there could be a specific output. This is illustrated in Diagram A below. 
 
The first phase was to gain insight into the evidence base for Malawi and how it led to a draft  
investment proposal. Presentations on the evidence base generated by the project and the draft  
investment proposal, as well as how the project’s approach led to evidence generated, country 
ownership and finally to the draft investment proposal, were given by Romina Cavatassi and 
Solomon Asfaw. (Copies of these presentations are available and should be distributed in pdf 
format together with this document.) It was emphasised that the investment proposal was 
informed by the evidence base in parallel with qualitative analysis and dialogue with policy 
makers and stakeholders– it is country owned, it is not a ‘stand-alone’ idea or document, and 
that it was a draft.  The evidence base and investment proposals served as INPUT to the group 
work that would review, clarify and finalise the proposal. One group engaged in this exercise, 
while the other group interrogated the evidence base to see if anything was missing from the 
proposal and attempt to come up with a new proposal if that were the case.  
 
Once that had been done, the investment proposal(s) would be discussed in a plenary session 
and the content of the conversation would be ‘brought together’ to provide the OUTPUT of the 
first phase of the workshop, which was a validated investment proposal and one alternative 
proposal. In reality, the final outcome of the two groups was one comprehensive investment 
proposal. 
 
The second phase of the workshop started with the country level socio-economic scenarios 
developed last October for Malawi and used as INPUT to a opened up conversation where the 
scenarios would be adapted and tailored in order to ‘stress-test’ the investment proposal. 
Because there were too few participants to conduct this exercise in groups, the adaptation 
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(‘massaging’) of the scenarios and stress-testing of the investment proposal using scenarios, 
were done collectively by means of facilitated group conversation.  
 
The OUTPUT of the second phase of the workshop was a robust (stress-tested) investment 
proposal together with four CSA specific scenarios containing key indicators (critical issues) that 
would inform the feasibility, strengths and weaknesses of the investment proposal regardless of 
how the future unfolds. In other words an investment proposal that is more ‘future-proof’, with 
built-in flexibility, and that can be adapted over time. These characteristics would all ensure that 
the investment proposal has a much higher probability of succeeding and making a difference 
with regard to CSA in Malawi. The two phases of the workshop process containing the inputs 
and outputs of each phase is illustrated in the Diagram A below. 
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CSA Investment Proposal (CSA-IP) and evidence base 

In the discussion and questions around the evidence base and draft investment proposal it was 
shared that there were various donor funded initiatives addressing a variety of issues in 
agriculture, as well as a number of policy efforts at national and regional level which led to 
outputs like the NCCIPP, the Agriculture Sector Wide Approach (ASWAp) under the 
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP), the on-going National 
Adaptation Plan etc. Questions arose such as: 

 What is the end product? Clarification was sought on whether the group would be 
developing a Climate Smart Agriculture Investment Proposal or an Agriculture Sector 
Investment Proposal. 

 What is the linkage between the end product and the NCCIPP and ASWAp? What is the 
added value? How is it different from existing proposals? 

In response the NCCIP, the ASWAp were described as frameworks, and that the different sectors 
would need to develop more detailed sector- or theme specific proposals and interventions to 
translate the frameworks into real implementation. The NCCIP is an umbrella-type ‘framework’ 
and is organized into thematic areas like adaptation, mitigation, research and technology, 
capacity building etc.  with sub components including agriculture. CSA is a part of the 
agricultural sector, it is not to be seen as THE agricultural sector. In addition, CSA is a 
component of climate change and the conversation can be centred around the impact of 
climate change on agriculture and address of how to deal with it. 

CSA is a broad concept – it is not a stand-alone thing – it encompasses various issues with key 
ones being food security, as well as adaptation to Climate Change and mitigation options  etc.  
Amongst others, it has to fit into existing structures and systems, and its practices in Malawi, as 
well as in any other context, need to be identified as they are context-specific: there is no “one-
solution fits all”. 

One of the participants mentioned that there was a ‘danger’ of ASWAp becoming a “Madonna 
trust fund” (very popular) as donors were much more interested in it. In response it was 
mentioned that CSA is a proposal, not ‘yet another’ plan and that there are credible gaps in 
climate change and agriculture approaches in Malawi. The CSA-IP would link with both ASWAp 
and NCCIP on the implementation and delivery side (and proposals to enhance the delivery 
systems). 

In Malawi, the agriculture sector is wide ranging with 3 or 4 pillars including food security, 
manure management, waste management, land management etc. These government 
departments have developed their own plans / proposals for these areas and (new) national 
agricultural policy is in the process of being drafted. 

CSA is not confined to promoting ‘conservation agriculture’ (CA) practices because it takes into 
consideration additional issues like policy, building institutional capacities and the development 
of actions to mitigate against poor CA practices or inapplicable practices. The essence of the 
CSA-IP is to develop best practices in various components of agriculture. 

It was emphasised that there needs to be a strategic fit and a balance between the various plans 
and approaches, and that it would be critical to identify how CSA could add value.  
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The CSA-IP focusses on different levels and aspects of agriculture and climate change. In taking a 
systems approach it could be possible with the CSA-IP to fill gaps in existing policy, align 
processes, dovetail efforts, leverage and scale up initiatives and influence and connect current 
thinking. The CSA-IP is NOT there to duplicate current endeavours or to try and ‘re-invent the 
wheel’. Its main focus is on delivery and overcoming barriers. 

Reviewing the CSA-IP 

The workshop participants divided into two groups; one to review the existing draft proposal; 
the other to identify what – if anything – was missing, and to come up with a new proposal. It 
was mentioned that proposals in general are structured to respond to the following questions: 
What (needs to be done), how, who (will take responsibility / implement), when (time frame / 
steps), where and how much (funding opportunities / possibilities)?  

Both groups had guiding questions to follow, which were: 

 Is the overall objective of the proposal clear? 

 What is the sequence of implementing the proposal? Which steps come first?  

 How concrete are the various steps? How can they be made more concrete? 

 Where is the funding proposed to be coming from? How can the proposal be made 
suitable for that funding source?  

 What needs to be added to the evidence base of the proposal?  

 Who should be responsible for various steps in the proposal?  

 What are the key indicators of interest the proposal is looking to change (such as 
farmer’s food security, incomes)?  

 What are the key contextual factors influencing success or failure of the proposal (such 
as global markets, government support)?  

Output form Group 1: Existing Proposal  

 The group felt that the issues identified by the proposal were spot on. Additional issues 
for discussion are disaster risk management (DRM), the link between agriculture and 
climate change and extension and information delivery systems.  

 Malawi’s fragmented extension service was discussed further -- it used to work well.  
Factors contributing to the current state include mobility issues and farmer extension 
ration. There is a need to reinforce the provision of extension services. 

 Existing coordinating mechanisms or committees e.g. NSCCC and ASWAp should be 
expanded to include more stakeholders.  

 The overall objective should be clarified and simplified further e.g. adoption and up-
scaling of the CSA approach in Malawi 

 Ensure that the proposal is in a formally acceptable format – this was a summary 
document. 

 Funding – There is need to integrate climate change adaptation, mitigation and food 
security efforts which requires funding. Sources could be new funding streams and 



EPIC SCENARIOS WORKSHOP REPORT MALAWI, 12-13 May 2014 

 

Page 12 

existing sources which should be linked up. Sources include: GEF, GCF, the government 
(keen on CSA and has set aside some money), the donor community and private sector.  

 Strategic drivers of the process include: principal secretaries (rarely available and have 
various other commitments), sector specific planning directorates (to handle 
coordination at policy level) e.g. director of economic planning or agriculture, also target 
district councils for policy implementation and technical working groups. Most of the 
technical committees have representation in civil society.  

 The success of the proposal depends on explicit commitment and political will 

Group members consisted of: Eston, Austin, Wilfred, Sophie, Samuel and John 

Output from Group 2: Alternative proposal 

 After substantial deliberation there was consensus that the team builds onto the existing 
proposal instead of developing an alternative one since the items proposed in the 
existing proposal covered most of the issues. 

 There was a comment that CSA had been in existence for a while; for instance 
conservation agriculture has been in existence pre-2000 or since the 1940s thus there 
are enough policies and strategies but the adoption has been low due to low adoption of 
technologies. Low adoption of technology is due to lack of incentives for farmers to 
adopt the technology and confusion by the CSOs (too many and frequently changing 
messages and interventions). 

 Research on CSA technology had contributed to carbon sequestration.  

 Focus more on incentives and structure (long term versus short term). Long term 
incentives are more preferable and should be designed to support farmers for at least a 
5 year period. 

 Governance structure – two major issues are land tenure (why should I invest when I can 
be chased away) and property rights (common vs. private). 

 CSA practices should be tested or piloted to ensure success in the future. These tests or 
pilots should be localized per Malawi’s specific agro-ecological zones.  

 Need to disseminate results of the various tests and pilots in good time to farmers. Some 
authorities take long to approve technologies and the approval and adoption processes 
of CSA technologies should be hastened. 

 The proposal should also concentrate on how best to change the perspective of farmers 
with regard to CSA issues. Perhaps CSA specific civic education could be conducted. 

 Initiatives should target the youth, Malawi is a youthful nation and the youth will be the 
future farmers. There was debate as to whether youth form a critical target audience 
due to their negative attitude towards agriculture. 
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 Utilization of water resources – there is an existing green belt initiative (GBI) in Malawi. 

 Include participatory action research involving all stakeholders i.e. farmers, policy-
makers, private sector, etc.  

 Have component on training and capacity building for various stakeholders using 
different approaches tailored to each stakeholder. 

 Involve policy-makers, scientists  (natural and social scientists), extension service 
providers and implementers, NGOs (local and international) and Public Private 
Partnerships. 

 Plan over a 5-10 year period.  

 Implement nation-wide but vary according to the different agro-ecological zones. 

 “The time for pilot studies is over.”  

Group members consisted of: Anand, James, Ivy, Francis, Michael, David 

Comments and recommendations from the plenary 

The sequencing of the timeline and the prioritization of actions in the CSA-IP needs to be looked 
at. So too the extension services; these used to work well -- unlike in the present --  and they 
need to be strengthened.  NGOs sometimes help, or at times complicate issues and there is 
need to document or adopt best practices. 

A participant was surprised that the youth were considered as a target group because they are 
not interested in, and not aspiring to careers, in agriculture. It was argued that there is a need to 
change the youth’s perception of agriculture since they were the future farmers and they had to 
be knowledgeable about climate change issues. Awareness creation could be done through 
extension services or curriculum in schools. Incentives could help in getting the youth involved. 

The current farmers are aware that there are climate change impacts, and can describe the 
changes through hindsight. They need future oriented thinking or ways to plan for this in the 
future. 

CSA has to be ‘suited’ to Malawi as well as flexible to be adopted by farmers. For example, 
micro-irrigation has been tried, but has not been successful. (It was noted that an effort would 
be more likely to succeed if it has failed before and the lessons from failure have been learnt.) 
Micro-irrigation has a lot of potential but not as a stand-alone initiative. Where it has been tried, 
demand for it rises, but then encounters constraints due to environmental degradation and 
water scarcity.  

Successes had been experienced only in NGO driven project which resulted in high demand 
from the farmers which could not be met due to inadequate funding to provide requisite 
technology and inadequate markets. The biggest challenge, though, is land ownership. 
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Another school of thought felt that micro-irrigation could work since it had worked in countries 
like India. This success was hinged on availability of technology (expertise, actual infrastructure) 
to the common farmer and in a user friendly manner. There were a few success stories and 
bright spots.  

Most of the initiatives were potentially successful on paper e.g. the GBI. The GBI was a public 
and private sector driven initiative that could succeed save for the slow pace of implementation. 

Reforms on land issues had been put on hold due to the impending elections and in an effort to 
balance vested interests. A change in leadership always delays initiatives.  

There was a general aversion to small scale projects or initiatives. “We are tired of small.” It was 
suggested that farmers could self-organize or be organized into cooperatives and involved in 
large scale agriculture e.g. pumping water uphill 

There is a need for stakeholders to buy-in and/or own projects to ensure successful 
implementation. President driven or NGO driven initiatives rarely had a long term impact or a 
high level of success. It was interesting to note that the discussions were centered on 
institutions, i.e. extension agents and cooperatives featuring in the discussions. 

Farmer access to inputs and credit is of critical importance. But this system also gets abused. An 
example was shared to illustrate how the provision of loans could result in unintended 
consequences by the unscrupulous few. (A farmer got a loan, bought fertilizer and sold it at a 
profit that he then used to buy a minivan, the income of which he then uses to service the loan.) 
However, it was agreed that this didn’t mean that the initiatives should be done away with, but 
that mechanisms should be put in place to ensure that the right beneficiaries gain from the 
initiatives. In other words; some abuse does not mean this is a bad policy instrument. 

There was debate on the various ways of gathering and analyzing climate change information 
and it was agreed that indigenous (or traditional) knowledge should be included and 
incorporated.  

There is a need for a robust monitoring and evaluation system to document impact beyond 
mere numbers.  

The group admitted to struggling in coming up with a new proposal, but then conceded that this 
meant a more thorough evaluation and validation of the existing proposal. 

The CSA initiatives have to be agro-ecological zone specific, rather than be rolled out on a 
national level; one size fits all initiatives will not work, and the real impact at household income 
level needs to be studied and documented. 

A question was posed as to whether all the barriers to CSA were identified – in other words; 
what barriers could perhaps be missing?   
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Using scenarios to ‘stress-test’ the CSA-IP 

The facilitator presented some slides on how scenarios are used to craft better plans and 
proposals. Scenarios are typically used to ‘road test’ or ‘stress test’ suggested policies / plans / 
proposals against alternative futures. Scenarios encapsulate contingency planning (“what if”) 
and option analysis. Scenarios can help make decision-making more robust (future-proof), and 
can help to identify strategies for pre-empting undesirable future developments, as well as 
strategies for reaching a preferred future. Ultimately one ‘uses’ the future to learn about, and 
make better decisions in, the present. 

The main outputs of the 2nd phase of the workshop was to produce a set of CSA specific 
scenarios (tailored from the country level socio-economic scenarios) and to stress-test the CSA-
IP in all four of the scenarios. The CSA scenarios stories were created by identifying critical 
issues (key indicators) around CSA and ‘merging’ and ‘splicing’ them into the country-level 
scenario stories. 

 

CSA Critical Issues / Key Indicators  

The critical issues / key indicators for CSA in Malawi are: 
1. Farmers’ access to; 

- Information (accurate early warning systems, knowledge of agricultural 
technology and practices) 

- Input (seeds, fertilizer, equipment, etc.) 
- Credit 

2. Markets (input and output) 
3. Extension services  
4. Land tenure issues 
5. Climate forecasting accuracy 
6. Infrastructure 
7. Technology 
8. Common platform for CSA (including the private sector) 
9. Supporting institutional arrangements 
10. Policy harmonization 
11. Research and education 
12. Funding 
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CSA specific scenarios 

After identifying the critical issues, each of the four Malawi country level socio-economic 
scenarios was tailored to incorporate these critical issues as key indicators. 
 
Mkaka Ndi Uchi (a Chichewa word meaning a land of milk and honey)  
is the future of a Malawi where politicians are altruistic and take decisions for the greater good, 
especially keeping in mind the poor, and where the economy is growing and diversified. 
 
Mbombo (A Chichewa word meaning greedy)  
is the future of a Malawi where politicians are in it for themselves (and their handful of 
supporters), yet the economy is growing and diversified 
 
Wotsalira (A Chichewa word meaning backward/ not progressive) is the future of a Malawi 
where politicians are in it for themselves (and their handful of supporters) and the economy is 
stagnant and one-dimensional – not having different, diverse sectors.  
 
Wokankha (A Chichewa word meaning struggling)  
is the future of a Malawi where politicians are altruistic and take decisions for the greater good, 
especially keeping in mind the poor, yet the economy is stagnant and one-dimensional – not 
having different, diverse sectors.  

 
Photo: ©123RF.COM  
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Scenarios depict alternative futures based on high impact, key uncertainties. In the case of 
Malawi these are the nature of politics and governance, and the rate of economic growth 
together with the structure of the economy. 

However, it is critical to keep in mind that some ‘certainties’ going into the future are also 
present in the scenarios. For Malawi two critical ‘certainties’ are population growth and the 
disruptive effects of climate change (even though it is somewhat uncertain exactly how2 climate 
change will impact – it is certain that climate change will impact).  

As for population growth, it is forecast3 that Malawi’s population may swell to 26 million people 
through to 2030, with 5 million people living in towns and cities. 

With these considerable challenges it becomes critical to look at what sort of policies, decisions 
and actions are necessary now to ensure that all Malawians have a better or bearable life in 
future. 

The ‘certain’ driving forces of population growth and impact of climate change are depicted in 
the scenario gameboard below – they ‘push’ towards Wotsalira. 

 

As mentioned, the Malawi country level scenarios were adapted and tailored to reflect CSA issues. The 
outputs of this exercise are contained in the table below which shows the tailored scenarios together 
with CSA-critical issues. 

 

                                                           
2
 For more detail on climate change impact see the evidence base of this project, a presentation of which is 

distributed as an appendix to this document. 
3
 From the African Futures Project, which is a collaboration between the Institute for Security Studies 

(www.issafrica.org) and the Frederick S. Pardee Center for International Futures (www.ifs.du.edu) at the Josef 
Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver. 

http://www.issafrica.org/
http://www.ifs.du.edu/
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Critical Issue/ 
Key Indicator 

Mkaka Ndi Uchi 
“milk & honey” 

Mbombo 
“greedy” 

Wotsalira 
“un-progressive / backward” 

Wokankha 
“struggling” 

Farmers’ access to 
information, input and 
credit 

Systems will change, farmers 
have access via information 
kiosks, media and mobile phones. 
Early warning systems are 
accurate and accessible. There is 
access to seed and fertilizer and 
availability of CSA equipment, 
and easy access to credit or CSA 
incentives 

Commercial farmers (the minority 
few) have access to information, 
input and credit and there are 
many more “100 buck” farmers. 
The system is abused. 
Subsistence farmers and small 
holder farmers (the  80% 
majority) suffer. More migration 
to urban areas in search of other 
opportunities. 

Limited  access. Most information 
is informal; farmer-to-farmer. 
There is a bartering system in 
place and survivalist practices 
prevail. Credit from friends and 
families.  

This resembles what it was like in 
2014 where things are not working 
optimally. Inputs might be 
available but are not accessible or 
are available late. 
Information does not reach the 
intended audience. Accessing 
credit is tedious and amounts are 
low. 

Markets (input and 
output) 

Farmers can sell outputs at a 
good price. Markets are fair and 
functioning, and there is a well- 
developed value chain system 
including agro-processing. 

Markets exist for cash crops and 
crony capitalists, although there 
are pockets of a small farmer 
system. Markets manipulated by 
a few - the buyers not the 
suppliers. Unscrupulous seed 
sellers and middle men and input 
in exchange for political support. 
A lot of patronage and rent 
seeking. Growing inequality.   

Maybe a monopoly on some 
products and the rest is informal. 
There is hardly a value-chain and 
many unscrupulous middlemen. 

 

Inefficient markets with low price 
for output but high price for input. 
Mixed quality of output and 
markets are not dynamic and are 
one-dimensional. The value chain 
is not in place. Nice ideas or 
strategies but lack of 
implementation 

Extension services  
Extension services are well-
developed, farmer-oriented and 
CSA friendly. 

Weak, ad hoc, and increasingly in 
private hands. 

Very poor, crumbling 
infrastructure that is used for self-
serving purposes. 

Extension services are weak and 
poor. There are extension officers 
but they do not deliver, and do not 
have the means to do so. 

Land tenure issues 
Equitable policy in place. Land 
planning works well and farmers 
have security. 

Land-grabbing at the state and 
local level is rife. Farmers are 
exploited  and many sell land. 
Locals and farmers move from 
being land owners to becoming 
(exploited) workers or the urban 
poor. 

Land is a very valuable asset and 
high population growth leads to 
land fragmentation – tiny land 
parcels. There is poor governance 
and land grabbing is prevalent.  

There is some access to land (on 
paper) but no security.  
Implementation and  enforcement 
systems are weak. 

Climate forecasting 
accuracy 

A good system in place that  
provides accurate information 
that is available to all. 

Forecasting increases and is 
accurate, but used by the private 
sector and commercial farmers. 

Data is rudimentary and inaccurate 
and information reaches the 
farmers late. The system is not 
effective. 

Poor and inefficient system and no 
dissemination of climate 
forecasting information. 

Infrastructure 
Strong and sustainable 
infrastructure that supports  food 

Selective development of 
infrastructure – for resource 

Infrastructure is poor and there is 
a complete lack of planning.  

There are plans to improve 
infrastructure but these are not 
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production, transport, and 
marketing. It adds value at the 
local level.  

extraction and export and for 
commercial farmers. Poor 
infrastructure in general due to 
corruption with low investment in 
industries and markets for local 
interaction. 

actualized due to a lack of funds 
and investment. 

Technology 
It is appropriate across scale, 
zones and according to according 
to need. 

Improved but utilized by the 
selected few. It’s the big ticket 
items like combine harvesters 
and support for large scale 
agriculture. 

Technology is rudimentary and 
self-help. 

 

Technology is not in place to the 
extent that it is promoted. There is 
a focus on “small” tech.  

Common platform for 
CSA 

There is a well-connected, 
operational platform in place. 

There is no common platform and 
CSA will exist only in patches 
where it is profitable. 

Non-existent. Existent but not functional. 

Supporting institutional 
arrangements 

In place and functioning well. 
Inequitable access skewed to 
those who can afford it or if it is 
in politicians’ interests. 

Institutions are mostly corrupt and 
there is no support for CSA. 

 

Existent but not effective and 
there is no ability to enforce or 
incentivise policy.  

Policy harmonization Policy is harmonised and aligned. 
Players have vested interests, so 
any harmonization is as a result 
of “golf course deals”. 

Disjointed and conflicting policies. 
 

Poor implementation of existing 
policies and less effort in 
harmonization and alignment. 

Research and education 

It is well-coordinated, demand 
driven, objective and shared 
openly. It is easily accessible to 
those that want and/or need it. 

Research and education present, 
but selective and not transparent. 
Benefits the  rich and connected 
and finding not shared.  

There is little research – people 
rely of ‘Afrobarometer’ and  
subjective studies. 

 

Incapacitated due to lack of funds 
and poor dissemination of 
research outputs – does not reach 
the intended audience.  

Funding 

Funding is well-distributed and 
from many different sources. It is 
well-balanced, including some 
locally generated. It is also 
adequate and accessible. 

Funding is limited, cosmetic and 
could get weird. 

Funding is available, but with 
strong attempts to by-pass corrupt 
government institutions. It is not 
easily accessible. 

Increased funding, but there may 
be other priorities (not CSA). The 
CSA funding could dry up if there is 
no ability or opportunity to use 
them.  
Heavy reliance on donor funding. 
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Proposal summary for stress-test 

The CSA-IP focuses on three levels;  policy level, delivery level (Institutions) and implementation 
level (beneficiaries). The proposal was summarized as follows: 

1. Harmonization of policies and political will between MoAFS  and Ministry of Environment 
and Climate Change (MoECC) 

2. Strengthening of coordination mechanism for climate change 

3. Strengthening extension services 

4. Mainstream analytical tools and quality information 

5. Support equitable land tenure development / system 

6. Support functioning markets – improve agricultural markets 

7. Develop credit and insurance system 

8. Provide instruments to identify most promising CSA practices 

9. Create common platforms 

 

Stress-test exercise 

‘Stress-testing’ this proposal (or something like an idea, strategic initiative or project) using 
scenarios, basically means that one ‘uses’ the future to make a better, more robust, decision in the 
present – in essence it enables one to make more ‘future-proof’ decisions today by thinking (and 
conversing) through what the proposal would like under different scenarios.  

Typically one interrogates the proposal under the different scenarios and asks what would be 
feasible, and what not; where would strengths and weaknesses lie; what would be prioritised, etc. 
if the future were to be completely different. This provides the opportunity to make 
recommendations and/or suggest alternatives and conduct a “if this, then that” mental exercise.  

The workshop participants did exactly that using the proposal summary and CSA specific scenarios 
mentioned above. However, instead of breaking into groups, the stress-test exercise was conducted 
as a participative collective conversation. The output of that conversation is contained in the table 
and commentary below, which also includes top-line recommendations and alternatives where 
applicable.  
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Scenario CSA-IP strengths, opportunities and feasibility CSA-IP weaknesses, risks and non-feasibility 

Mbombo 

“greedy” 

- A more commercial approach  to CSA could work well 
- Opportunity to strengthen and/or expand extension services to all if a 

few are accessing successfully 
- Look for more synergies between the ‘left out’ farmers and the 

commercial  ones 
- Mbombo can develop credit but insurance development will be highly 

unlikely. Commercial farmers will be able to pay premiums. 
- Quality information & analytical tool, Functioning markets, Credit & 

insurance system and Instruments to identify promising CSA practises 
could work well.  

- A possibility that small holder farmers could be organized into 
cooperatives and be connected to the private sector 

- Developing the common platform for CSA is an opportunity 

- The poor are already off the land , therefore supporting an equitable 
land tenure development system would not change much 

- Harmonization of policies and political will between MoAFS and 
MoECC will only benefit the commercial farmers – the 20% 

- CSA initiatives could face stiff resistance.. It may be necessary to find 
new actors and partners to work with. 

 

Mkaka Ndi 
Uchi 

“milk & honey 

- Less funding necessary compared to the other scenarios, but still need 
supporting systems to build sustainability. 

- Opportunity to strengthen extension services since new information 
keeps cropping up, as well as constantly identify new CSA practises. 

- Opportunity to increase coordination mechanism for climate change 
adaptation and mitigation, and do more to maintain the favourable 
status quo 

- Increase the mainstreaming of analytical tools and provide more and 
better quality information. 

- Good research will identify new needs and translate into new and 
different services. 

- More focus on insurance and more possibilities for insurance. 
- More support for sustainability measures possible since most of the 

things are working 
- Strengthen the information system 
- The common platform, which will be  more market oriented, means 

there is an opportunity to focus on strengthening and deepening the 
value chain. 

- Supporting equitable land tenure is potentially a waste of time, money 
and effort because the system is working 

- Focus less on credit provision, perhaps more on expanding and 
diversifying insurance. 

- Proposal may not be needed if everything is perfect 
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Scenario CSA-IP strengths, opportunities and feasibility CSA-IP weaknesses, risks and non-feasibility 

Wokankha 

“struggling” 

- All levels and interventions are important in Wokankha because the political 
will is there, but capacity and money are missing. 

- More involvement in the practical side of things because the political will is 
there 

- Supporting equitable land tenure developments or systems can lead to real 
results 

- There will be better coordination mechanism for climate change. 
- Extension services can be strengthened. 
- More support for mainstreaming of analytical tool and quality information 

needed. 
- More support for functioning markets due to low growth, as well as for credit 

and insurance 
- Concentrate on Implementation, not creating platforms because they exist, 

thus more can be done on provision of instruments to identify most promising 
CSA practices 

- Will not need to support  harmonization of policies and 
political will between MoAFS and MoECC 

Wotsalira 

“un-
progressive / 

backward” 

• It is important to work on the political level. 
• Put more emphasis on the policy and delivery systems -- people cannot be 

helped if the system is broken, but start at policy level and work out from 
there, and work on all levels. 

• More emphasis on implementation rather than harmonization, but 
concentrate on harmonization for the conflicting policies. 

• More emphasis on strengthening the weak extension services and at the 
beneficiary level. 

• More emphasis on mainstreaming analytical tools and quality information 
• More focus on supporting the functioning of markets – improve agricultural 

markets, need fair prices and a mechanism to deal with middle men. 
• Increased focus on strengthening insurance and credit system – the two 

should go together (also need to strengthen analytical tools & quality 
information, the credit & insurance system and markets as interventions to 
try and get a ‘virtuous cycle’ going). 

• More emphasis on creating a common platform – to create an enabling 
environment 

• Timing of interventions and prioritization is key 

• The insurance part of the proposal needs to be well thought 
out 

• Insurance is not a Malawi culture which could limit its success 
and adoption. 

• To participate Insurance companies would want to see some 
elements and systems in place, i.e. good meteorological data 
and PPPs. 

• It was suggested that credit and insurance should not have 
been bundled together–  under low economic growth it was 
expected that credit would be a greater issue since credit in 
Malawi is very costly.  
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Conclusions from the stress-test 

 

The table above contains the analysis and commentary about how the CSA-IP performs 
under each scenario. What came out in conclusion is that: 
• The current proposal works best for the Wotsalira scenario. This is good because Malawi 

today mostly resembles a ‘weak’ Wotsalira state of affairs. 
• Elements of the CSA-IP that work well (in other words are feasible and/or strengths) for 

every scenario are: 
- Mainstreaming the analytical tool and providing quality information 
- Supporting functioning markets (both input and output), i.e. improving 

agricultural markets. 
- Strengthening extension services to farmers and providing instruments to 

identify the most promising CSA practises, and 
- Developing an insurance system. 
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Final remarks and workshop closure 

The participants reported that the workshop provided them with the opportunity to share 
insights on a variety of issues concerning CSA, and how to improve land management in 
Malawi that will support CSA. They now also have some insight on who can play what role to 
develop new CSA projects. It was mentioned that the discussions and output of the 
workshop provided a lot of substance to the CSA argument for Malawi. 
 
The stress-testing exercise was good. It enabled them to prioritize and think carefully 
through the CSA-IP, and the technique can effectively be used for other proposals as well. 
Some of the participants hoped to influence the design of proposals and initiatives at the 
ministry level and/or work places. One participant in particular realized the importance of 
analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of recommendations should the future turn out 
differently. It was mentioned that Malawi needs to be more competitive and that stress-
testing is a way to improve initiatives related to Malawi, as well as a way of coming up with 
better proposals. “We have seen where we are as a country and we have to move out of 
there”. 
 
The facilitation was good. It was pointed out that there were few participants and that the 
outcome might have been different with more diverse and a larger number of participants. 
Other participants felt that the mix of participants was good and that the discussions and 
outputs were enriching and satisfactory. All participants contributed to how they could 
function as ‘connectors’ and ‘influencers’ in their respective fields and areas in taking CSA 
forward. It was pointed out that Malawi is currently an ‘open and loose’ system and in the 
process of transition – there is not clear direction and/or implementation, and decisions 
need to be made. This provided many opportunities for putting a rigorous, well-positioned 
CSA-IP and arguments forward as soon as the time is right, and decisions and commitments 
get made.  The CSA-IP can be a great leveraging tool for change and improvement.  
 
Some of the participants involved in research shared that the process and outputs of the 
workshop will be of value to their work and that the university has a strong role to play 
going forward. Both in collaborating with regard to supplying knowledge and information, as 
well as contributing material at the beneficiary level. The point was made that it is 
important to combine scientific knowledge with traditional (indigenous) knowledge and 
approaches to CSA. It was hoped that the proposal would get the requisite funding and 
questions were posed about ‘what next’ as well as the budget. 
 
It has been a learning experience. The process was a novel, very productive way of going 
about the development of proposals. There was a clear link between, and progression from, 
the scenarios stories, to building proposals, to testing them using the scenarios. This leads 
to a robust and comprehensive proposal for CSA in Malawi. It was felt to be a very satisfying 
overall process, but that that going forward implementation and monitoring would be 
critical. 
 
Virtually all the participants liked the approach and enjoyed the process. They were happy 
with the product and one mentioned that “the issues with the scenarios were beautifully 
done”. One participant mentioned that they couldn’t at the beginning visualize how to use 
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the scenarios, but that it worked extremely well to help the proposal withstand 
contemporary issues and stand the test of time, as well as to help transform the country -- 
the CSA-IP could serve as a vital tool for stakeholders to enable them to transform the 
agricultural landscape to a climate smart one. 
 
In closing the FAO participants thanked the Malawi contributors for their participation and 
mentioned that there is still work to do with regard to the evidence base and dialogue over 
the next few months. 
 
The workshop closed at 17:30 on 13 May 2014. This serves as a working document that can 
be used by all stakeholders, and/or it can be dovetailed / expanded into other relevant 
material and formats. 
 
 
VERONICA NGUTI & TANJA HICHERT  
25 MARCH 2014 
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ANNEX A: BACKGROUND DOCUMENT 
 

FAO / CCAFS WORKSHOP 
 

Workshop 2 – Using scenarios to guide Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) planning 
12 – 13 May, Crossroads Hotel, Lilongwe, Malawi  

 
Introduction 
 
To be able to respond to the challenges of achieving food security under the pressure posed by an 
increasing population and the threats posed by climate change, agriculture in developing countries 
must undergo significant transformation. A key role at the core of this transformation can be played 
by Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA). 
 
CSA “promotes production systems that sustainably increase productivity, resilience (adaptation), 
reduces/removes Green House Gas GHG (mitigation), and enhances achievement of national food 
security and development goals”4. The CSA approach is regarded as an “entry point for essential 
information on how to make agriculture, forestry and fisheries part of the solution to the negative 
impacts of climate change”5. 
 
The FAO Economics and Policy Innovations for Climate-Smart Agriculture (EPIC) Programme and the 
CGIAR6 Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS) are working 
together with the Malawian Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security (MoAFS), to organize Climate 
Smart Agriculture (CSA) investment proposals and policy recommendations for Malawi based on 
future socio-economic scenarios.   
 
This document provides the background for a workshop that will be organized on 12 and 13 May 
2014 in Lilongwe, Malawi to review investment proposals and develop policy recommendations 
using future scenarios to guide planning. 
 
FAO EPIC 
In 2010, the agricultural development economics division (ESA) of the FAO initiated the EPIC 
(Economics and Policy Innovations for Climate Smart Agriculture) programme aimed at developing 
tools, knowledge and partnerships to support countries in achieving climate smart agriculture. With 
funding from the European Commission, FAO/EPIC has partnered with Zambia, Malawi and Viet 
Nam, for a project that builds the necessary technical, policy and financing basis for achieving CSA in 
the respective countries. The project has four main objectives: 

1. Provide an evidence base for identifying, developing and implementing practices, policies 
and investments for CSA. 

2. Develop a country-owned strategic framework to guide action and investment on CSA. 
3. Formulate climate smart agriculture investment proposals and identify possible financing 

sources.  
4. Build capacity to plan, implement and finance CSA on the basis of the results above. 

 
To achieve these objectives, the project has both research and policy activities, as well as 
collaboration with international research and policy institutions including CCAFS. 

                                                           
4
 http://www.climatesmartagriculture.org/72610/en/  

5
 http://www.climatesmartagriculture.org/72610/en/ 

6
 Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 

http://www.climatesmartagriculture.org/72610/en/
http://www.climatesmartagriculture.org/72610/en/
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CCAFS 
The CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS), addresses 
the increasing challenge of global warming and declining food security on agricultural practices, 
policies and measures through a strategic collaboration between CGIAR and Future Earth. Led by the 
International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT), CCAFS is collaborating with all 15 CGIAR research 
centers as well as with the other CGIAR thematic research programs. 
 
Its objectives are to:  

1. Close critical gaps in the knowledge of how to enhance – and manage the trade-offs 
between – food security, livelihood and environmental goals in the face of a changing 
climate;  

2. Develop and evaluate options for adapting to a changing climate to inform agricultural 
development, food security policy and donor investment strategies; and 

3. Enable and assist farmers, policymakers, researchers and donors to continually monitor, 
assess and adjust their actions in response to observed and anticipated changes in climate.  

 
CCAFS has first initiated activities in South Asia, East Africa and West Africa. Two new regions have 
been added to the CCAFS geographical areas being Latin America and Southeast Asia.  
 
Project process and context 
 
In order to make make CSA research useful for, and responsive to, policy in Zambia, Malawi and 
Vietnam FAO and CCAFS have been working collaboratively on a project with a number of phases, 
including:  

- Institutional and policy analysis 
- Stakeholder identification 
- Developing country level socio-economic scenarios  
- Linking the qualitative scenarios to inputs, parameters and contexts required by different 

quantitative models  
- Developing (macro and/or micro) quantitative models and risk simulation where applicable 
- Using the scenarios to engage with stakeholders in exploring the current, foreseeable and 

likely relationships between climate change adaptation, climate change mitigation and food 
security in the three countries 

- Developing investment proposals 
- Using scenarios to guide CSA planning, and  
- Linking to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 

 
Scenarios, which are stories about different/alternative futures and what impact these may have on 
the issue under investigation – in this case CSA – are particularly effective when there is a high level 
of complexity and uncertainty involved. Short descriptions of the Malawi scenarios, which were 
produced on 28 – 30 October 2013 in Livingstonia at a Participatory Scenario Building Workshop are 
featured below. The workshop included a range of stakeholders such as policy-makers, agricultural 
and climate change researchers, as well as farmers union - and civil society representatives. (The full 
Malawi Scenarios Workshop Report (opens pdf) can be downloaded here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3566e/i3566e.pdf. 
 
In addition to generating scenarios about Malawi’s plausible, alternative futures, the project 
involved quantitative modelling and analysis component for evidence base informed decision and 
simulations. 
  

http://www.cgiar.org/
http://www.icsu.org/future-earth
http://www.ciat.cgiar.org/
http://www.cgiar.org/centers/index.html
http://www.cgiar.org/centers/index.html
http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3566e/i3566e.pdf
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Scenarios are typically used to ‘road test’ or ‘stress test’ proposed policies / plans / proposals against 
alternative futures. Scenarios encapsulate contingency planning (“what if”) and option analysis. 
Scenarios can help make decision-making more robust (future-proof), and can help to identify 
strategies for pre-empting undesirable future developments, as well as strategies for reaching a 
preferred future. Ultimately one ‘uses’ the future to learn about, and make better decisions in, the 
present. 
 
Therefore, the subsequent workshop, scheduled for 12 – 13 May 2014, will be a participative 
gathering designed to use the scenarios to evaluate and review the CSA investment proposals, and in 
particular to help build greater capacity for collaborative governance to enhance adaptive capacity 
and sustainable policies.  
 
Four scenarios for Malawi 
 
There any many key uncertainties around how the future of Malawi may play out, but two of them, 
with a particularly high level of impact and uncertainty, were chosen by participants to serve as the 
main drivers of alternative futures. They are;  

- issues related to the nature of politics, and as a result thereof good / bad governance, and  
- issues related to the structure and nature of the economy, and as a result thereof 

diversification and the importance of sectors other than agriculture. 
 

This gave rise to four scenarios, namely: 

Mkaka Ndi Uchi (a Chichewa word meaning a land of milk and honey) is the future of a Malawi 
where politicians are altruistic and take decisions for the greater good, especially keeping in mind 
the poor, and where the economy is growing and diversified. 
 
Mbombo (A Chichewa word meaning greedy) is the future of a Malawi where politicians are in it for 
themselves (and their handful of supporters), yet the economy is growing and diversified 
 
Wotsalira (A Chichewa word meaning backward/ not progressive) is the future of a Malawi where 
politicians are in it for themselves (and their handful of supporters) and the economy is stagnant and 
one-dimensional – not having different, diverse sectors.  
 
Wokankha (A Chichewa word meaning struggling) is the future of a Malawi where politicians are 
altruistic and take decisions for the greater good, especially keeping in mind the poor, yet the 
economy is stagnant and one-dimensional – not having different, diverse sectors.  
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Some proposed key indicators -- some of them relating to uncertainties surfaced during the 
workshop, and others resulting from the proceedings of the scenarios’ post workshop discussion -- 
are shown in a table below in relation to the scenarios. These indicators, also known as ‘factors of 
change’ clearly show how important a role current decision-making  and policies can play in shaping 
a better future. 
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Factors 

Food security & 

agricultural 

policies 

Land 

management / 

ownership 

policies 

Land tenure 

complexities 

Land and 

environmental 

degradation /  

Impact of 

climate change 

Diversified 

agricultural 

production & 

types of farming 

Local level 

government 

support, i.e. 

extension / 

training / input 

supply 

Mkaka Ndi Uchi 

“land of milk & 

honey” 

 

Increasing food 

security and 

increasing 

opportunities 

and support for 

all farmers 

Land tenure 

issues addressed 

equitably over 

time with good 

governance 

Resources 

managed well 

and sustainably, 

resilience builds 

due to 

investment and 

good 

governance 

Food and 

commercial 

crops, more 

market 

oriented, 

synergies 

between 

smallholder and 

commercial 

farming 

In place, 

equitable, 

effective and 

has impact 

Mbombo 

“greedy” 

 

Food security 

issues used as a 

political tool by 

politicians, more 

emphasis on 

commercial 

farming 

Decisions driven 

by vested 

interests and 

financial 

investment 

Exploitation of 

natural 

resources and 

selected  / 

skewed 

investment 

towards 

resilience 

Land-grabbing 

that benefits the 

elite and 

emphasis on 

corporate 

farming and 

cash crops 

Support 

targeted and 

used as a 

political tool by 

politicians 

Wotsalira 

“backward” 

 

Increasing food 

insecurity, 

farmers 

vulnerable and 

agricultural 

opportunities 

wasted 

Decisions driven 

by vested 

interests, no 

security for 

subsistence and 

smallholder 

farmers 

Degradation of 

natural 

resources and 

impact of 

climate change 

high 

Land-grabbing 

that benefits the 

elite and the  

proliferation of 

subsistence 

farming where 

possible 

Support 

targeted and 

used as a 

political tool by 

politicians, but 

not effective 

Wokankha 

“struggling” 

 

Increasing food 

insecurity 

despite political 

support for 

farmers -- no 

ability to  

incentivise or 

enforce policies 

Land tenure 

issues addressed 

equitably but no 

ability to 

enforce  

Sustainability 

intentions but 

no ability to 

implement, 

impact of 

climate change 

high 

Diversification 

and food 

processing 

policies but no 

ability to 

implement. 

Emphasis on 

subsistence 

farming 

Good intentions 

and some 

attempt at 

equitable 

support, but not 

effective and 

has little impact 
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Outline for the 12 – 13 May workshop in Lilongwe  
 
Workshop objective 
 
To review and revise CSA investment proposals for Malawi together with decision-makers and 
funders, and to discuss enabling policy conditions – using the scenarios to test the proposals for 
feasibility.  
 
Workshop logic and background 
 
To be able to meaningfully assess the feasibility of CSA investment proposals (which will be tabled at 
the workshop) these have to be examined in the context of the different  scenarios representing 
diverse future socio-economic and climate developments. If a proposal is likely to be successful 
under a wide range of different conditions, this can be used as evidence for the feasibility of the 
proposal – in other words, it could indicate a ‘robust’ proposal. 
 
So, for example, the different scenarios can be used to ask the following questions about an 
investment proposal:  
 

- If a given proposal is based around a single strategy, is this strategy robust/flexible enough 
to be successful under different scenarios? What improvements can be made?  

- Alternatively, if a given proposal provides a portfolio of strategies, which strategies in this 
portfolio are more or less feasible in different scenarios? What has to be changed, and/or 
are additional options needed? 

- Is the proposal concrete enough to even have meaningful information about how some of 
the challenges could be tackled? How can the proposal be made more concrete?  

- Using scenarios to test the investment proposals is a way to engage stakeholders and actors 
in a dialogue about future uncertainties which results in an active, critical understanding of 
the proposals. This leads to co-ownership of these plans and will make it more likely that 
they are properly informed, and ultimately more likely to succeed over the long-term. 

 
The reviewing and revising of CSA investment proposals will be the core of the workshop. To do this, 
the scenarios and their associated implications for key indicators will be reviewed and adapted for 
the purpose of the meeting. A discussion of enabling policy conditions to CSA will serve to provide 
further insights into how CSA can be feasibly implemented.  
 
Workshop outputs 

- Improved CSA investment proposals supported by decision-makers and funders, proven to 
be feasible under diverse scenarios. 

- Recommendations coming out of an analysis of what policy conditions must be established 
for CSA to be successful.  

- Revised and improved scenarios, tailored to the Malawi context. 
- A new network of participants able to take the development and implementation of CSA 

investment proposals and policy recommendations forward.  
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Workshop outline 

Day 1: 12 May 

9:00-10:00 Present the project, introduce participants 

10:00-12:00  
(with coffee break) 

Present the evidence base for CSA generated by the project, and  a first 
version of an investment proposal to be reviewed and tested in the 
workshop. 

12.00-13.00  Lunch 

13.00 to 15.00 The investment proposal presented in the morning will be reviewed and 
elaborated by two groups of participants; two other groups of participants 
will work on developing a new proposal from recommendations emerging 
from the evidence base not covered by proposal 1.  

15.00-15.30 Coffee break 

15.30-16.00 Present scenarios and relevant indicators results: The country scenarios 
and their associated indicators and evidence/simulation, where applicable 
will be discussed.  

16.00-17.30 Adapt the scenarios to key indicators of interest: The country scenarios are 
adjusted to function as tailored decision contexts for the participants and 
the investment proposals. This is done by taking the list of key indicators  
and outlining what a given scenario means for this indicator over different 
time periods. The result is a tailored set of scenarios. 

Day 2: 13 May 

9.00-10.30  Testing the 2 investment proposals against the scenarios; develop 
recommendations for improving the proposals for a given scenario: The 
group splits up into breakout groups, each group testing the investment 
proposals against a different scenario, highlighting where the proposal is 
strong and where it has problems dealing with the scenario, and proposing 
recommendations to overcome these problems. The group also considers 
what policy conditions may be created that would better enable CSA to be 
successfully implemented. 

10.30-11.00 Coffee break 

11.00-12.30 Compare proposal feasibility across the different scenarios; compare 
recommendations for improvement: the groups come together to 
compare the strengths and weaknesses of the proposals in the context of 
different scenarios, and to compare which recommendations for 
improvement would increase the feasibility of the proposal across this 
range of futures. Recommendations to create enabling policy conditions 
are also compared across scenarios.  

12.30-13.30 Lunch 

13.30-15.30 Discussion, guided by scenarios, on the priorities for the next years and 
how the next phase of the EPIC programme should be designed to provide 
the best support to focus on these priorities.  

15.30-16.00 Coffee break 

16.00-17.30  Next steps forward – funding and implementation 
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ANNEX B: PARTICIPANTS 
 

List of workshop participants and their organizations of affiliation 

NAME ORGANIZATION OF AFFILIATION 

James L. Banda Land Resources and Conservation Department 

John Mussa Land Resources and Conservation Department 

Austin Tibu Land Resources and Conservation Department 

Frank Masankha National Association for Smallholder Farmers in Malawi 

Doreen Kumwenda 
Lilongwe University of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Bunda 

College 

Estone Sambo University of Malawi, Chancellor College 

Michael Chasukwa University of Malawi, Chancellor College 

Wilfred Kadewa 
Lilongwe University of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Bunda 

College 

Francis Maguza-Tembo 
Lilongwe University of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Bunda 

College 

Ivy Ligowe Department of Agricultural Research Services 

Sophie Mahonya Leadership for Environment and Development for Southern Africa 

Samuel Gama Department for Disaster Management Affairs 

David Nthakomwa Catholic Relief Services 

Anand Babu 
United Nations Development Programme/Ministry of Economic 

Planning and Development 

Solomon Asfaw Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

Romina Cavatassi Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

George Phiri Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Malawi 

Veronica Nguti IEA 

Tanja Hichert Hichert Associates 
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Group Photograph 
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