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MALAWI AGROFORESTRY EXTENSION PROJECT ( M A E )  
Achievements, Lessons Learned, Recommendations 

Wrap-up WorkshopISeminar 
June 17-19 and 27,2002 

INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTME SUMMARY 

The Malawi Agroforestry Extension Project (MAFE) has been successfully implemented by a 
ten (10) year collaborative effort to increase adoption of agroforestry, soil conservation and 
small-scale irrigation practices by smallholder farmers that support and sustain agricultural 
productivity. Results and indicators of success are given in these Proceedings and include the 
identification, testing, and extension of "best-bet" technologies and practices. This has resulted 
in extensive adoption and use of these technologies and practices by a large and ever-increasing 
number of smallholders and communities covering thousands of hectares. Participating farm 
families and rural communities have significantly improved their incomes and food security. 
Benefit-cost analysis has shown significant current and potential future economic returns to 
investment. The enthusiastic adoption and use of the technologies by thousands of small holders 
and communities are further indications of the relevance and utility of the approach and 
technologies. The successes, described in more detail below, are the results of individual and 
collaborative efforts of many individuals and organizations that have worked in partnership to 
assist Malawi's smallholders. The development, testing and validation of this partnership 
approach (the Results-Based Partnership Model) are also important outcomes of the MAFE that 
are a further indicator of success with broader potential application in Malawi beyond MAFE 
and in other countries. 

All 77 of the partners as well as the multiple donors have contributed in positive ways to the 
successes that have been collectively achieved in Malawi. These partners' many and varied 
experiences have provided lessons learned given in the following that can be applied to future 
efforts to enhance smallholder agricultural development and sustainability in Malawi. MAFE 
has demonstrated a viable, cost-effective approach to increase food security, generate income, 
and improve the quality of life of farm families and communities, while maintaining and 
improving the natural resource base. 

Based upon 10 years of implementation, MAFE planned and carried out a Final Partner Meeting 
and a Wrap-up Workshop/Seminar as opportunities for the partners to identify achievements, 
share lessons learned, and develop recommendations for the future. Additional details about the 
workshop/seminar activities, lessons learned and recommendations for the future are 
summarized in the following Proceedings. 

MAFE PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

. . The MAFE is a Cooperative Grant Agreement between the Unites States Agency for 
International Development (USAID) and Washington State University (WSU) under the Land 
Resources Conservation Department (LRCD) in the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation ,= 

& 
(MAI), Government of Malawi. The purpose of MAFE was to im~rove the management and 
conservation of natural resources with sustainable increases in smallholder production. To 



achieve this purpose, M A E  focused on the following specific objectives in order to increase the 
adoption of agroforestry, soil conservation, and small-scale irrigation practices: 

Decrease soil erosion and runoff; 
Improve soil fertility and crop yields; 
Increase wood supplies for basic energy and building needs; and 
Increase farm incomes and food security. 

In order to achieve the purpose and objectives, MAFE targeted the expansion, stren,*enine, .. and 
demand-driven delivery of agroforestry (Am, soil conservation (SC) and small-scale irrigation 
(SSI) extension services to farmers and farm communities through collaborative partnerships 
with government-affiliated agencies, non-governmental organizations (XGOs), and the private 
sector. The approach utilized a results-based partnership model depicted in Figure I. (Note that 
all fi-wes are included in a separate section that directly follows the text of these Proceedings). 

ORGANIZATION AND CONDUCT OF THE FINAL PARTNER MEETING AND THE 
WRAP-UP WORKSHOPISEMINAR 

The Final Partner Meeting and the MAFE Wrap-up WorkshopISeminar were planned and carried 
out as two (2) separate, but highly integrated activities. These are summarized as follows. 

Final Partner Meeting: Assessment of Partnerships and Their Past and Future Role (June 
17-19,2002) 

This Final Partner Meeting, held on June17-19,2002, was attended by thirty-two (32) of the 
MAFE partners. The objectives of the meeting were to document the last season's results and 
experiences and to assess and make recommendations on the MAFE parmership model. 
Outcomes of the workshop were incorporated into the final MAFE results and the powerpoint 
presentation in the Wrap-Up session. 

For the partnership assessment, each partner representative was asked to complete a 
questionnaire indicating the organization's activities and their location and duration; an 
assessment of the utility of services provided by MAFE; and future needs for services. The 
results of the questionnaire are summarized in a later section of these Proceedings. 

The partner representatives were then divided into small groups and were asked to prioritize 
MAFE partnership activities that had been most important for Malawi smallholders and to 
identify potential partners services/activities that will likely be most important in the future 
(Attachment I). They were also asked to identify and prioritize factors or characteristics of the 
partnerships that had influenced MAFE successes and impacts, including factors that conmbuted 
in a positive way to partnership successes and factors that constrained or detracted from them. 
The participants were also asked to make recommendations for needed support services and 
technical assistance in the future. 

The completed questionnaires were examined and the results analyzed. In addition, the 
discussions and points identified by the partner representatives were recorded on flip charts and 
presented to the plenary group and further examined and discussed. The results were 
summarized for presentation in the Wrap-up WorkshopISeminar and are included in the 
following sections. 



MAFE Wrap-up WorkshopISeminar (June 27,2002) 

The MAFE Project Wrap-up WorkshopISeminar, held on June 27,2002 at the Malawi Institute 
of Management, was a day-long series of presentations and discussions of MAFE's results and 
successes, examination of the needs for support services beyond MAFE, key lessons learned, and 
recommendations for the future. Attachment I I  outlines the agenda and schedule of topics 
addressed. Discussion, questions and responses followed each of the topics in the program. 

The workshop/seminar was attended by 44 representatives from 29 partner institutions, NGOs, 
government, universities, and the press (see Attachment III). Following each of the 
presentations, there were questions, discussions and exchanges of ideas and information. The 
enthusiastic participation by those in attendance indicated the great depth of interest and need 
and the validity of the MAFE approach and results. The morning sessions (Attachment 11) were 
chaired by Mr. N. J. Mulenga, Director of the Land Resources Conservation Department, 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irngation. The afternoon session was chaired by Dr. James B. 
Henson, International Programs, Washington State University. 

Introductions and Official Opening 

Dr. W. Trent Bunderson, who provided leadership from WSU for the MAFE project throughout 
its 10-year lifespan, welcomed the participants on behalf of the MAFE project. He provided a 
brief overview of the Workshop agenda and its participatory format. Dr. Bunderson and Mr. 
Zwide Jere, MAFE Project Manager, then presided over the introduction of the MAFE team, the 
participants representing MAFE partners and the officials representing MAFE's major 
supporters. 

The workshop was officially opened by representatives of the Land Resources Conservation 
Department (Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation), US Agency for International Development, 
and Washington State University. The keynote address for the official opening was delivered by 
Dr. Ellard Malindi, Principal Secretary and Chief Technical Advisor to the Minister of 
Agriculture and Irrigation. 

Mr. N. J. Mulenga, Director of the LRCD, MAI, welcomed the group on behalf of his 
department and the MAI. He indicated he had been involved in MAFE and had seen it progress 
from an idea based upon a previous six year project (the Malawi Agroforestry Research and 
Extension Project [MARE]), also funded by USAID to its current successes and impacts. Mr. 
Mulenga indicated a large number of people in his department and the Ministry had contributed 
much to MAFE's success. In addition, a number of the partners were units within LRCD and 
MAI. He thanked all for their many contributions. 

Dr. Jan Noel, Director of Development Cooperation, International Programs at Washington State 
University, welcomed the attendees on behalf of Washington State University. She read a letter 
addressed to the Principal Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation from Vice Provost 
Douglas Baker of Washington State University. Dr. Baker congratulated the Principal Secretary 
on the successful conclusion of the project and on the approach. He further indicated WSU's 
commitment to continuing working with partners and government in Malawi building upon the 
16 years of working together. The development, extension, and adoption of technologies and the 



strengthened human and institutional capacities were emphasized by Dr. Baker (see Anachmenr 
N). 

Dr. Lawrence Rubey, Chief, Agriculture and Natural Resources, USAIDIMalawi, welcomed the 
group on behalf of USAID. Dr. Rubey indicated MAFE had been quite successful and reflected 
a long-term commitment to Malawi by USAID and the US government. Dr. Rubey further 
indicated the foundation had been established upon which further successes could be built. He 
again indicated USAID Malawi's commitment to assist the Government of Malawi and its 
citizens to achieve greater economic growth, food security, and conservation of natural 
resources. Dr. Rubey thanked all those that have made the MAFE project a success, including 
the GOM, the LRCD, WSU, and the many partners. 

Mr. Mulenga then introduced the keynote speaker, Dr. Ellard Malindi, Principal Secretary and 
Chief Technical Advisor, Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation. Dr. Matindi welcomed the 
attendees and extended thanks to all those that had made the project possible. He indicated he, 
his wife and children had been to WSU arriving in a cold winter in clothes suited to Malawi. He 
further indicated he and his family had a good experience at WSU and elsewhere they studied in 
the US. 

Dr. Malindi indicated that MAFE had contributed significantly to Malawi. He emphasized that 
Malawi's economy depends upon agriculture and the country has experienced a ten-fold increase 
in population from 191 1 to today for a total of 11 million. About 65% of the households are 
classified as resource poor with holdings of less than 1.0 hectare and, of these, 40% are farming 
less than 0.5 hectare. The aim of MAFE to improve natural resource management with sustained 
im~rovement in smallholder ~roductivitv has been successful. Dr. Malindi indicated the 

first phase from 1942-96 focused on evaluating and adapting prototype agoforestry and 
soil conservation practices with fanners under different ecological conditions. The second 
phase, from 199712002, switched the emphasis to a paradigm with government, 
NGOs, donors, and the private sector to aggressively expand outreach efforts for fast track 
results. He further indicated the Depamnent of Land Resources Conservation has had far- 
reaching impacts because of the MAFE project's broad-based partnerships in addressing 
problems in soil and water degradation and soil fertility. 

Dr. Malindi finalized his presentation indicating the MAFE project with funding from USADD 
has assisted the Mnistry of Agriculture and Irrigation in providing leadership in agoforestry and 
soil conservation nationwide. It has contributed sigificantly to improving the natural resource 
base and increasing food security and rural incomes. This is greatly appreciated by Government, 
he said. Soil fertility and agoforestry have always been identified as Government priorities. At 
present, a national strategy for sustaining soil fertility and management and improving food 
security is being formulated. Issues of soil conservation and agroforestry will be emphasized in 
this draft document. Govemment is now in the process of developing a proposal for scaling up 
agroforestry in the country. 

Dr. Malindi thanked the MAFE staff for the cordial working relationship that has been evident. 
He thanked WSU, Trent Bunderson, Jan Noel, and others as well as USAID for having funded 
the MAFE project. 



TECHNICAL PROGRAM 

The MAFE team presented a summary of the project's technical programs, results, associated 
lesson leamed and recommendations as outlined in Attachment 11. Active discussion and 
question/response sessions followed each presentation topic, with MAFE staff and partners 
serving as respondents and as resource persons. 

On-farm Technology Development and Testing 

Dr. Bunderson prefaced the technical presentations with a review of MAFE's goal, objectives 
and partnership approach, as previously indicated in Figure I. 

The specific objectives for MAFE's on-farm technology development and testing program were 
to test and adapt prototype practices with farmers to produce recommendations for best-bet 
practices that meet farmers' needs, and to develop strategies for broad-based adoption and 
impact of the technologies. Dr. Trent Bunderson summarized a number of technologies that 
were screened and tested for adoption. The common factors evaluated included, among others, 
propagation by species, species performance in different ago-ecologies, farmer preferences, and 
others given in Figure 2. Technologies evaluated for soil and water conservation are given in 
Figure 3. Agroforestry technologies evaluated for soil fertility improvement are given in Figure 
4 and for wood, fiber and other uses are given in Figure 5. 

A small-scale imgation (SSI) initiative was recently begun by M A E  to expand the technology 
portfolio into treadle pump inigation. This was a consumer-driven initiative to meet extension 
needs in the face of high farmer demand, the absence of extension and training materials, the 
need to reduce degradation in high risk dimba areas, and complementarity between improved 
food security, increased income and conservation (Figure 6). Various technologies and 
methodologies were examined for the use and impact of treadle pump, small-scale imgation as 
given in Figure 7. 

Some of the MAFE technologies evaluated, even though they were technically sound, had 
limited adoption potential for a variety of reasons. This emphasized the need to involve farmers 
in technology testing for potential adoption and use. Some of these technologies with low 
adoption potentials are given in Figure 8 and include contour hedges with napier grass, green 
manure banks, and alley croppinglhedgerow intercropping, among others. All of the 
technologies tested were technically sound, but fanner adoption was low for a variety of reasons 
including labor requirements, the narrow window for management operations, decreased holding 
and land availability, and others (Figure 9). Dr. Bunderson presented illustrations in Malawi of 
technologies that had proven to have low adoption and identified the associated reasons. 
Examples included tephrosia alley cropping, gliricida fodderlgreen manure banks, crotalaria 
undersowing, and crotalaria improved fallow. 

Results on Propagation and Nursery Management 

Mr. Zwide Jere, MAFE Project Manager, presented this portion of the program with illustrations 
of village tree nursery establishment'and operation. Mr. Jere presented a number of issues and 
problems that have been identified for the establishment and successful operation of village tree 
nurseries and vetiver nurseries. Recommendations for overcoming these problems to assist in 



successful establishment and operation of tree nurseries were presented (Figure 10). One 
example of successful technology is air pruning of msangu [Faidherbia uZbi&), which ,pafly 
increases seedling viability. Issues/problems and key recommendations for overcoming them for 
the establishment of successful vetiver nurseries are given in Figure 11. 

Technologies with High Adoption Potential: Best-Bet Practices 

Dr. Ian Hayes, M E  Agricultural Economist, presented "best-bet" practices for soil and water 
conservation, agoforestry and small-scale imgation (Figure 12). He also provided information 
about best-bet contour vetiver hedge conservation (Figure 13), dispersed systematic interplanting 
@SI) (Figure I4), undersowing (Figure IS), and homesteadwoodlot/boundary planting (Figure 
16). In addition, he also had illustrations of these practices on farmers' fields that demonstrated 
domestic improvement in maize yields with dispersed systematic interplanting of F. dbida, 
undersowing with T. vogelli and homestead and boundary planting with various species. 

Dr. Hayes also presented data comparing the various technologies for best-bet apforestry 
maize yields and showing the gross margins from best-bet agroforestry technologies. In terms of 
the maize yields, hybrid maize with the currently recommended level of chemical fertilizers 
yielded approximately 3,450 k i loha  of maize. Hybrid maize with dispersed systematic 
interplanting of F. albida and no chemical fertilizer produced 4,200 kilos per hectare when the 
trees were fully established (year 20). These can be compared to hybrid maize with an annual 
undersowing of T. vogelii plus a small amount of fertilizer yielding approximately 4,500 kilodha 
from year 2 on. (The recommended fertilizer rate without undersowing is 380 k@a, which 
yields about 3,500 kg of maize). Hybrid maize with annual undersowing of T. vogelii and no 
fertilizer (year 2) yielded 1,720 kiloha, while hybrid maize with no fertilizer or undersowing 
yielded 1,400 kilodha. Local maize with DSI F. albidi yielded approximately 2,100 kilodha. 
Thus, the use of best-bet agroforestry technologies for hybrid maize production can result in 
greater yields than with normally recommended levels of chemical fertilizer alone. Also, yields 
of local maize with DSI in year 20 considerably exceeded yields of hybrid maize without 
fertilizer or AF technologies. Additional details are given in Figure 17. 

Additional studies and results have demonstrated the impact of best-bet agroforestry 
technologies on gross margins (Figure 18). Hybrid maize with DSI F. albidi when the nees 
were well established (year 20) had a gross margin of over 37,000 MWha This can be 
compared to hybrid maize undersown with T. vogelii plus 130 kg of fertilizer in year 2 had a 
gross margin of over 33,000 MKlha. Hybrid maize with the recommended level of chemical 
fertilizer had a gross margin of 18,000 MK/ha. Local maize with DSI F. albidi (year 20) had a 
gross margin of 14,000 MKIha. 

Thus, the best-bet agroforestry technologies and practices have been shown to significantly 
enhance both yields and incomes (gross margins) for fanners. This demonstrates the primary 
reasons for the enthusiastic adoption of agroforestry technologies by smallholders. 

The introduction of treadle pump imgation has also been enthusiastically embraced by 
smallholders and communities. The treadle pump developed in India, had been available for a 
number of years in Malawi, with limited utilizati& by faikers. The primary constraints were 
the cost of the pump and lack of extension information and training in the use of the pumps and 
application of water to maximize production. In order to overcome the cost, a credit-based 
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extension approach was developed and utilized, providing loans to farmers or groups of farmers 
to enable them to buy and use treadle pump irrigation utilizing several financing schemes 
Indicated in Figure 19. This indicates that the pumps with spare parts and other requirements 
can be purchased at a one-time cash price, a six-month credit price or a 12-month credit price. 
When loans to individuals or groups of farmers have been repaid, the funds are loaned to other 
individual farmers or groups, thereby recycling the available funds. 

In addition to loans for the purchase of pumps, MAFE and its partners developed extension 
materials, provided training, and transferred information to farmers, extension agents and partner 
staffs. The traininglextension materials demonstrate the development of water sources, the 
methods for basin-plot layout for gravity fed imgation utilizing the pumps to raise the water to 
the basins, improved nursery techniques to start high value crops such as lettuce and green 
maize, and improved composting methods using the Chinese approach. Dr. Hayes demonstrated 
the use of the treadle pump and the methodologies provided in the extension materials for 
imgating drum-head cabbage, green maize, and Chinese lettuce. All of these crops as well as 
others have performed extremely well for smallholder farmers, utilizing the methodologies and 
technologies tested and extended with MAFE assistance. Dr. Hayes indicated the average return 
for smallholders for inigated cabbage was 52,000 MWha, and for inigated green maize the 
return was extremely high at 140,000 MKha (Figure 20). It was pointed out that these are 
specialty, high value crops that all smallholders would not be able to produce. However, the 
treadle pump irrigation technologies have been shown by MAFE to be extremely successful in 
Malawi with a high return on investment. Typically farmers or groups of farmers purchasing the 
treadle pumps have been able to pay for the pumps during or after the first year of utilization. 

In summary, best bet agroforestry, soil conservation and small scale imgation practices have 
been identified, transferred and adopted with enhanced financial return and food security, as well 
as improved conservation of soil and water. Farmer incomes and food security have been 
improved. 

Partner Support Services 

MAFE through its partnership arrangements provided a number of services for partners. MAFE 
Resource Center Coordinator Dr. Henry S.K. Phombeya described these demand-driven services 
(Figure 21) that included training, production of extension materials, development and 
adaptation of suitable technologies, access to key inputs (e.g. germplasm, polytubes, line-levels) 
and others. A total of 77 partnerships were established and utilized during the life of the project. 
The total numbers are given by year from 1997-2002 in Figure 22. The type of partners 
including government (agencies and institutions such as public universities); other projects 
funded from a variety of sources; NGOs; Community-based Organizations (CBOs); and private 
sector (Figure 22). MAFE produced and provided a variety of training and extension materials 
of different types and in different languages for trainers and extension agents and for farmers and 
communities. These are summarized in Figure 23. Figure 24 indicates the distribution to date 
of these materials to governmental institutions and projects and those to NGOslCBOslprivate 
sector. Training conducted since 1997 indicates that 1,018 trainers and 919 field staff and 885 
farmers were trained (Figure 25). 

In addition, MAFE developed a Community-Based Monitoring and Evaluation (CBM&E) 
system that the project successfully adapted and utilized in the field under a variety of partner 



and farmer conditions. The types of M&E systems, results and future needs for M&E are 
summarized given in Figure 26. Large amounts of tree seed of various species, Fnidherbia 
albida (msangu) seed, tephrosia seed, polytubes, and line levels were provided to govermknt 
institutionsJprojects and to NGOs/CBOs/private sector (Figure 27). 

Farmer Adoption: Partner Field Results to Date 

Based on information developed by MAFE and results reported by partners, Mr. Zwide Jere 
reported on the adoption of technologies by smallholders. These included the establishment of 
vetiver nurseries that showed a significant increase from 1996 to 1999 at which time there were 
approximately 265 vetiver nurser& established. The number decreased slightly due to lack of 
polytubes and other materials, but again increased so there are approximately 270 vetiver 
nurseries in 2002 (Figure 28).  The adoption of contour vetiver hedges, undersowing with 
tephrosia,the planting of soil improving trees, and the planting of trees for wood/fuel has shown 
dramatic increases from 1996 to present. In 1996 there was practically no use of these species 
and technologies, while in 2002 there are 80,000 f& families utilizing vetiver hedges on 21,000 
hectares (Figure 29). For the undersowing of tephrosia, 28,000 farm families utilize these 
technologies on approximately 7,000 hectares (Figure 30). Soil improving trees were planted by 
123,000 farm families involving 36,000 hectares while trees for fuelwood were planted by 
390,000 farm families on 20,000 hectares, with adoption trends illustrated in Figures 31 and 32. 

The ultimate test of MAFE and partner success is the adoption of the technologies by 
smallholders. Most development efforts focus on developing and testing improved technologies 
and practices andlor on extension delivery systems, without accepting the responsibility to 
monitor their final adoption and use. The above information given in Fimres 28-32 clearly - - - 
indicates significant farmer adoption of various technologies and demonstrates the success of the 
partnership paradigm utilized by MAFE. 

Production and Marketing of Natural Plant Products 

MAFE activities for the production and marketing of natural plant products was presented by 
Mr. John Pratt, MAFE Natural Plant Products Marketing Specialist. MAFE beoan these 
activities in late 2000 as a set of pilot activities to identify potential production &d marketing 
opportunities for existing and new natural resource-based plant products to generate income and 
to enhance adoption of natural resource management practices. Criteria were developed for 
screening potential candidate products (Figure 33) with the primary species identified with high 
potential being: Marula (Sclerocarya birrea); Moringa (Moringa oleifera); Natal Mahogany 
(Trichilia emetica); Neem (Azadirachta indica); Tephrosia (Tephrosia vogeliz); African Star- 
Chesmut (Sterculia a f n ' c a ~ ) ;  Jatropha (Jatropha curcas); and Mankeni (Schinziophyron 
rautanenii) (Figure 34). Over 170 subsistence, commercial and natural resource uses were 
identified from these species, 

A number of research and development partnerships have conmbuted to the natural products 
activities. In Malawi, these include the Enterprise Development and Training Agency (EDETA), 
Khurnbo Oil Refinery, Chancellor College Chemistry Department, and Bunda College 
Engineering Department of the University of Malawi, among others. Their roles are illusnated 
in Figure 35. MAFE has also collaborated with partners in the Southern Africa region, U.S., and 
Europe engaged in natural products research and development. 



Investigations on potential markets, determinations of the physical and chemical characteristics 
of the potential products and opportunities to replace and/or compete with other products in 
commercial use were carried out. Research activities were also conducted to develop or improve 
efficiencies for mechanical extraction systems for various oils. The results of these preliminary 
investigations are summarized in Figures 36 -37. Examples of potential product uses were oils 
for skin care, polishes, lubricants, edible oils, pesticides, medical uses, and subsistence food 
products. Under current conditions in Malawi, the most promising appear to be marula and 
moringa oil for export and moringa oil for use in the cosmetic trade. Moringa also has vegetable 
and food, medicinal, and potential water treatment uses. Other oils have demonstrated some 
commercial potential as well. 

The investigations are at an early stage and should be continued. Recommendations for follow- 
up have been developed, based on the results of these preliminary investigations. These are 
summarized in Figures 38 and 39. Partners with potential interest and capabilities in 
participating in future activities are illustrated in Figure 40. 

In summary, the MAFE activities have demonstrated potential for the production, marketing and 
use of natural plant products as a component of development strategies for economic growth, 
food security and improved natural resource management in Malawi. Coupled with other 
ongoing natural products activities in the Southem Africa region, further investment in natural 
products research and development can expand the economic and nutritional potentials of tree 
and natural plant products and promote adoption of improved natural resource management 
practices. 

MAFE Partnership Paradigm: How Successful? 

In order to assess the success of the MAFE paradigm and the partnerships as well as develop 
recommendations for the future, a Final Partner Meeting was held on June 17-19,2002 with 
attendance by 32 partners. Included in the day-long activities was the completion of a 
questionnaire that addressed the MAFE services provided, utility of the technologies and 
services, and their impacts. In addition, the participants were asked to identify factors that 
influenced partnership successes and failures and to make recommendations for the future. 

The MAFE partnership paradigm is illustrated in Figure I. It is results-based, demand-driven 
and end-user oriented, supported by sound research and technical support, and involves a diverse 
and flexible set of partners. Dr. Jan Noel presented the information and defined partners and 
partnerships in the MAFE context as sharing a common goal and sharing benefits and risks in 
working toward its achievement. The diversity of MAFE partners is illustrated in Figure 41. 
The partner relationships were dynamic with 77 partners involved during the MAFE project 
lifetime. Different partners provided different services, with partners entering and exiting 
partnerships with MAFE based upon their own needs and circumstances. M A E  services 
utilized and available evolved based upon partner demand. Changes in personnel, strategy, and 
internal and external circumstances changed the relationships over time. 

Results of the partner assessment questionnaire were summarized. The 32 partner respondents 
indicated that all of them (100%) have ongoing partner activities with MAFE; 91% indicated 
their partnership activities with MAFE were moderately or highly successful; 100% said MAFE 



adapted its services to their needs to a moderate or high degree; and 100% indicated that MAFE 
services were highly or moderately beneficial (greater than 75% stated highly beneficial). 

The services provided by MAFE that were rated highly to moderately useful by the partner 
respondents included: plant materials (94%); teaching materials (69%); staff training (69%); 
f m e r  mining (56%); M&E (53%); and funding (35%). When asked about the benefit of 
various technologies and activities to farmers themselves, 96% of the respondents indicated the 
control of soil erosion was moderately or highly beneficial; 83% indicated increased soil fertility; 
and 81% indicated increased crop yields. Other benefits identified but not quantified, included 
fuelwood production, stream bank and gully control, fruit and food products, and non-food value 
added products (extracted oils). In addition, the respondents indicated the partnerships had 
assisted them in developing their capacity to meet the needs of smallholder farmers. 44% 
indicated they as partners lack the resources to buy needed services (see Resource Center in 
following section). The respondents indicated services that would be most useful to them in the 
future included staff training (93%); provision of seed and other plant materials (87%); provision 
of technical materials (84%); farmer training (83%); and M&E support (80%). 

The working group and plenary discussions by the participants in the Final Partner Meeting 
identified a number of factors influencing partnership successes. These included, among others, 
committed and qualified MAFE personnel with leaders and champions, high quality technical 
and research support, effective M&E and accountability, and others given in Figures 42 and 43. 
They also strongly recommended continuation of support for the services developed and 
provided through MAFE. Specific partner recommendations for the future are summarized in 
(Figures 44 and 45) and include continued provision of demand-driven and results-based 
services, with a single independent entity to coordinate inputs and services on a sustainable basis. 
Transition (bridging) between MAFE and the provision of future services and technologies 
should be provided to allow development of a sustainable funding base. The participants 
indicated the need to continue to adapt programs and services to serve local farmers and 
community needs including conduct of research. The participants also indicated the need to 
solicit long-term investment in the provision of services and technologies by donors, private 
industry sources, partners and clients for the payment for services. The core partners should 
include government and non-government representatives as well as beneficiaries, pamrers and 
clients. 

In summary, partners' input based upon the questionnaire and discussions indicate the 
partnership relationships, activities and services have been extensively utilized, have been quite 
useful, and have demonstrated the value of the paradigm. There is a continued need for the 
provision of the technologies, inputs and services. Smallholder farmers, their families and 
communities have significantly benefited in the short-term (food and income), and they also 
value stabilizing and restoring the natural resource base for the future. The results further 
indicate the validity and foresight of the Government of Malawi in establishing agroforestry as a 
pnority and facilitating the partnership approach. The p u p  emphasized a variety of needs for 
the future and also stressed the necessity of flexibility and innovation to be able to respond to 
farmers' evolving needs and circumstances and to build on successes to date. An outstanding 
question is how continued support technologies and services will be provided in the future since 
44% of the partners (primarily government) did not have the funds to buy services. 



Based upon partner input and other information provided here in, the MAFE partnership 
paradigm is highly successful and provides information about how to establish and utilize 
successful future partnerships. The MAFE experiences can serve as a paradigm for others 
attempting to enhance sustainable productivity, income and food security by low resource 
farmers and communities. 

Resource Center - Sustaining Support Services Beyond MAFE 

Dr. Ian Hayes presented information about plans for sustaining the services and activities beyond 
the MAFE uroiect. The need for such services have been clearly demonstrated in the above with 
44% of the'32&rticipants in the Final Partner Meeting indicating they would have inadequate 
resources to purchase the inputslservices (if they were available on the free market, which for 
most of them is not the caseat present). This h& been taken into account in the development of 
the key recommendations in the following section. 

Dr. Hayes indicated a Resource Center (RC) has been established on the ground floor of the . . 

LRCD building with a training classroom and audiovisual equipment, seed cold stores, 
warehouse, and library for extension materials and inputs established. The RC is currently 
staffed, with Dr. H.S.K. Phombeya having overall administrative responsibilities as the ~ksource 
Center Coordinator. The services provided by the Resource Center inclumng provision of 
germplasm and other inputs, information and technical services, training of trainers, and the 
provision of training and extension materials. In order to sustain the activities, transfer of 
facilities, vehicles, and equipment are undenvay from MAFE to the Resource Center, and key 
RC personnel are prepared to continue. Seeds, extension materials and other stocks for the 
2002103 season are being consolidated and will be left in place. 

MAFE has proposed that the RC be operated as a semi-commercial operation with partial donor 
support for two years, in association with income generated by charging partners subsidized 
prices for services. The potential financial self-sufficiency of the RC to operate on a full cost- 
recovery basis needs to be further evaluated. Dr. Hayes provided an indication of the current 
Resource Center price list (Figure 46). It was repeatedly indicated by Dr. Hayes and the 
participants in the workshop that it is essential the services, technologies, and other inputs 
continue to be provided to build upon an established foundation of successes and positive 
impacts on smallholders and communities. The role of agroforestry as demonstrated in MAFE is 
being recognized as a priority by government (see Keynote Address by Dr. Malindi above). 

Benefit-Cost Analysis 

In order to determine the benefit-cost from investment in MAFE and its various activities, a 
benefit-cost analysis was conducted by Dr. Hayes and Dr. P. Wyeth of WSU. Dr. Hayes showed 
that the MAFE budget began in 1992 with approximately $75,000 and expanded in 2002 to 
approximately $1,250,000. In the benefit-cost analysis, an internal rate of return over the period 
of 1992-2001, with zero agroforestry and soil conservation expansion after 2002, indicated a 
significant internal rate of return (IRR) of 17% (Figure 47). Although no expansion is assumed, 
the current trends and adoption indicated there will be continued expansion of agroforestry and 
soil conservation beyond 2002. Thus, the IRR will be even higher than that given in Figure 47. 



Analysis of the current and potential number of hectares under extended improved natural 
resource technologies indicate significant hectares utilizing nees for wood (18,212 ha), DSI with 
F. dbida (35,739 ha), undersowing with T. vogelii (18,131 ha), vetiver hedge conservation 
(21,043 ha), and irrigation (1,215 ha) in year 2002 (Figure 48). If one assumes a 10% inrrease 
per year (which is smaller than the experience to date), for five years, the number of hectares 
under extended technologies would significantly increase as given in Figure 48. Looking to the 
future, with no expansion in land under AF practices (though some expansion of imgation), the 
total net farmer benefits for the years 2002-2022 amounted to $51,743,074 (Figure 49). If there 
were 10% adoption expansion as given above and in Figure 42, the net farmer benefit over the 
same years would be $87,222,930. Thus, a 10% expansion rate of AF technology adoption for 
the next five years, a valid assumption given current experience, could result in an enhanced net 
farmer benefit of $351479,856 (Figure 49). 

These data indicate a significant return to investment and benefitcost from the current level of 
adoption and an even greater potential return in the future. These analyses as well as the other 
information provided herein further emphasize the need and benefits from continuation of 
services provided by MAFE. 

Summary of Key Recommendations 

Based upon the experiences and successes and input by the partners, four key recommendations 
were presented by Dr. Bunderson. This is based upon a clear need, demand, and benefit for 
sustaining and expanding the farmer adoption of agroforestry, soil conservation, and small scale 
irrigation practices. Recommendations are: 

1. Continue provision of farmer support senices through the Resource Center: 
Continue to provide gemplasm, extension training materials, trainers of trainers, 
monitoring and evaluation; and technology and research liaison including the 
development of new technologies and their adoption and continued research on value- 
added products. The Resource Center should be an independent entity with control of its 
own resources. It is recommended a two-year semi-commercial operation be undertaken 
with donor support subsidizing partner services leading to financial self-sufficiency by 
ch'arging full cost for continued donor/GOM support andlor other investments (Figure 
50). 

2. Address policy needs: 
Raise thenational profile of agoforestry, soil conservation, and small-scale inigation to 
enhance and sustain rural incomes. Improve coordination of extension approaches, the 
promotion of best bet technologies with high adoption potential and econdmic return and 
utilize appropriate incentives for all implementers. It was further indicated Land 
Resources Conservation Department (LRDC) should be responsible for government 
oversight of AFtSC and Department of Irrigation @OI) for small-scale imgation (Figure 
51). 

3. Improve field implementation: 
Improve field implementation by the coordination of activities at the district level through 
the Environmental District Officer @DO) and Dishict Planning Officer (DPO), 
emphasize capacity building, target resources and training more effectively, ensure 



community ownership through participation at all stages from problem identification to 
implementation and evaluation and increase community self sufficiency in germplasm 

4. Sustain and increase funding by donors, private sector, and others: 
Provide investments with long-term perspectives to ensure continuity and to capitalize on 
momentum and interrelationships already established. Improve donor coordination to 
avoid program overlap and conflict (Figure 53). 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Dr. James Henson, Professor of Development Cooperation at Washington State University, 
provided concluding remarks. He began by thanking all presenters and participants in the 
workshop for their presentations, provision of useful information and relevant questions. These 
tended to support the information provided in the program and the great success of M A E .  Dr. 
Henson indicated that MAFE is the most successful development project he has observed during 
28 years of experience in development in Africa. The paradigm established utilizing the 
partnership model linking research and extension with farmer and community participation and 
input, and with stakeholders internal and external to Malawi, has been extremely successful. The 
significant adoption of technologies by increasing numbers of farm families, and increased 
hectarage under these technologies are indicators of success. 

The current successes and potential for future benefits and impacts are further emphasized by the , 
bestlbet agroforestry technologies in maize yields and gross margins and rate of return and 
economic benefits. As indicated previously, farmers, households and communities as well as 
partners have found the technologies extremely beneficial as indicated in the information 
provided herein. This unique approach of integrating research and extension utilizing a 
partnership mode (the Results-Based Partnership Model -Figure 1) has been shown to be 
extremely effective. Continued progress will require commitment and support by a variety of 
players that have made MAFE successful. It appears the Government of Malawi has recognized 
this and is continuing to establish agroforestry as a priority for government as indicated by Dr. 
Malindi in the keynote address. Thus, the MAFE project, paradigm and experiences have shown 
great success and impacts. 

Dr. Henson concluded by indicating Mr. Andrew Natsios, Administrator responsible for US 
Agency for International Development, recently indicated four factors that are required for 
success poverty alleviation in the developing counties. All of these have been met by MAFE 
and are the basis for its success. These factors indicated by Mr. Natsios include: 

Leadership - MAFE has had great leadership at all levels including Mr. Mulenga in LRCD 
and others in the Malawi government, USAID personnel over the last 10 years, Drs. Trent 
Bunderson, Jan Noel, and Ian Hayes of WSU, Mr. Zwide Jere, Dr. Henry S.K. Phombeya, 
and many partner leaders. 

Policies - Government of Malawi policies have stressed agriculture with agroforestry being 
an important component. Mr. Malindi indicated new policies are beine formulated that will - 
continue to emphasize agroforestry, soil fertility, and bther considerations. A supportive 
policy has been important for MAFE's success. 



People -Enhancing the capabilities and information provided to people has been a central 
focus of MAFE. These include the training of trainers, parmer staff, extension agents, 
farmers and communities. Enhancing people capabilities has been one of the prime functions 
of MAFE that has contributed significantly to success. 
Partnerships -Administrator Natsios emphasized parmerships can contribute greatly to 
poverty alleviation. The MAFE paradigm (Results Based Partnership Model) emphasizing 
the role of partnerships and team work has been extremely important and has p t  potential 
in Malawi and elsewhere. 

Examination of these four factors indicate they have played an important role in M A W S  success 
and impacts. Dr. Henson added two others that cross-cut and impact all four of the above, which 
are knowledge and its centrality in development and innovation to meet evolving circumstances, 
opportunity and needs. These are also dimensions that have been important for MAFE. 

Based on the above, there is need to build on the accomplishments to date for a brighter fume. 
It is necessary to seize this opportunity to benefit Malawi, its farmers and communities, and 
other citizens. Continued success will depend upon the whole ''MAFE Team". He asked the 
group to join him in expressing appreciation to all the past, present and future MAFE team 
members. 

Dr. Henson finished by again thanking the organizations that have made MAFE a success, 
including the Government of Malawi and its Ministry of Agriculture and Inigation and Land 
Resources Conservation Department; the US Agency for International Development, its staff in 
the Malawi Mission; European Union and other donors; Washington State University faculty and 
administration; the numerous partners that have and continue to participate; and the Malawi 
farmers and communities. 

Dr. Henson declared the Wrap-up WorkshopISerninar in recess until the evening reception at the 
Lilongwe Hotel. The latter provided a final opportunitv for ~roductive discussions amow the 

w 

expressions of gratitude for the many contrib;tions; congratulations for what has been 
achieved to date and exchange of ideas for the future. 
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Best-Bet Agroforestry Maize Yields 
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Demand-Driven Support Services 
to Partners 

Identify suitable technologies to address location- 
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Figure 21 
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Production of Materials 
Trainers & Extension Agents Numbers Language 

Field Manuals on Agroforestry, 18,000 
Soil Conservation & Irrigation 

English 

AFISC Booklets 15,000 
English & 
Chichewa 

AF/SC & SSI Training Kits 400 English 
Video on L & -use Problems 
& Practices 100 each English & Chichewa 

Farmers & Communities 

AFISC Posters 130,000 Chichewa 

AFISC & SSI Leaflets 150,oOO Chichewa 

Figure 23 
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Development of CBM&E Systems 
In response to partner demand, MAFE developed 3 simple, 

low cost M&E systems to monitor AFJSC programs 

Tvpes of Communitv-based MonitorindEvaluation Svstems 

Village-based; Catchment; Association 

Results to Date 
a Accurate, reliable & cost-efficient data collection 
a Consistency for aggregation across sites 
a Computerization for easy analysis 

Future Needs 
More M&E training & technical back-stopping 
Institutionalization among partner organizations 

Figure 26 
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Supply of Seed & Other Inputs 
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Soil Improving Trees ; 
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Natural Products1 Species Selection Criteria . Natiooal& regional market potential 

Siranf  local s u b s i c e o r  wmmerd use 

+ Feasible & ee~lomic pmduclion & processing op€TatioOS 
Widely grown or locally abundant to allow for swtahbk 
rapid production response . Benefiw in addition to wmmerdal development (eg. soil 
fertility) . F'roduetlon & p m i n g  opportunities/synergis that have 
the potential to inaease value added within esk@ 
m s y s t e n s  
Early maturity, & are ahwQ promoted by MAFE for 

NRMpurposs Fi-33 

Natural Products Collaborators 
EDETA: Monitoring production trials; economic analysk, 
market research, social organhtiw &capacity building . Khumbo Oil Refmery: Small scale groundnut oil 
producers; innovators in tree seed oil pduetionl 
commercialiation 
Chancellor College Chrmistly DepkAssay of samples; 
suitability determination (with Malawi Bureau of 
Standards MBS); oversight of oveMas tafing; research . Bunda College Wniversily of Malawi) Engineering 
DepkManual and motorised p m  tesu and 
reconf&guration; invention of new press cylinder for 
Moringa 

Figure 35 
* 

Natural Products ProductionlMarketing 
Initial SDeCies Selected 

Marula (Sclerocorya biweo) 
Moringa (Moringa o w e m )  
Natal Mahogany (Trichiliu rmetico) 
Neem ( ~ o c h t a  W o )  
Tephrosia (Tephrosio vogelii) 

Other Aemfomtw S& Added to Tamet List 
African Star-Chestnut (S~mtrlio ofricmo) 
Jatropha (Iofropho curcm) 

OMankeni (Schh&phy&n mwrmenii) 

Over 170 sub&imee,annmereial& NRM uses idenmed 

Figure 34 

ProducWUses . Oils for skin aue: Natural a n t i - o x i d a n W i n  E; 
tiuoleic add . Polishes, lubricants, leather-making 
W i l e  oils 
Pestiade and medicinal uses and potential of plant parts 
but beyond Ute smpe of MAFE: Chancellor College; 
wSQm 
Subsitence food uses: eg, Moringa, ete 
Other subsience us6: e.g., Tephrmia and Neemfor 
mop storage, peniudes and medicine 

Figwe 36 



Promising Market Opportunities 

Marula oil already exported fmm Southern Afriea 
>$lOAiter; Moringa oil from Tanzania at $9Aiter 

3 international buyen in the emmetic trade want to 
test Malawi Moringa oil 

Moringa also important as ve@able in food d t y  
(& medicine); potential in water trrstnmt 

Other oils of interest underinvesiigation: 

Stemdia afr i&a~ and Schindophyton mmmnii 

Figure n 

Natural Products Recommendations 
(Next Steps) cont. 

Wes to be ad* organization of produeus; 
quality control of productioo/proa+cing; markets; 
business and marketing muagemat 

Capacity development and haininc for businen, 
marketing and technical needs (production, professing) 

Dhemify as o p p o d t i s  arise (induaing wild and 
farmed treg: traditional 0 k d . s )  

Continue to identify &fill key information gaps 
(resear&); eg. match chemishy of Malawi products to 
market needs 

F i e  39 

Natural Products Recommendations 
(Next Steps) 

Holidic approach subsmmce rrsa and mruarrcioU 
wmmoditg devdopment aitb Moringa as the modd 
Oppor(unitirs: Moringa (fma, 7- 0% 
animal feed), Stera& (krrml rrlim, oil), Xmn 
(medicine & pesticide), Baobab and Marob (fruit & oil) 

Target dtec 

~SOldhMLalresborraodShirrV*for'uoringa, 
Stuclllis, Neenl, Mamla and Bmbab 

+Mzimba N o d  for Scbim5&ion 

Fibwe 3.9 

Potential Future Natrnal Products Partners 
Core Loeaf Partners: 

EDETA; Chancdlor CoIkge; Brmda, Rawme CBt6 
SUDWR Partners: 

F o m e y R u l n r M m c ~ M a l a m ~ ~  
Herbsrirrm; lotmmt'l Eye Fonedaticn: M a h 3  BMPIl of 
Stan- Shire kE&kds Organic G m a s  
Assxiation; Basinm -Atria; hufiih Crop 
R e a r &  M m t e  

International al In-: 

Moringa Netsfork, France; SANRoTA - Soathem Atr ia  
Nabml Produds Trade Arsor, ASXAPP - Agribnsinco 
in SnRainable Nahlral A f h  Rant Products; OPPAZ - 
Oganic Producers and Roarrors Asmc of Zambia 

Figure 40 



MAFE Partners 
Diverse Pariners: 

Government: GOM, bilateral & multiIated donors 

international Private Vduntary V O )  & foundation5 

L d  NGOG & community-bd organhation - CBOs 

Private Sedor: Commercial f w  sociatiom & 
entrepreneurs 

Co- universities, research organizations 

Parastatat organizations 

Projects 

Figure dl  

Final Partner Meeting cont. 
Factors Influencine Partnershiu Success cont. 

Committed, qualified pemnnel 

High quality of tghnical& mearch support 

T i d y  delivery of appropriate inputs & semi= 
Shared understanding & agreement of partnership goah 
objectives, & opemtions 

Equitable treatment of partners 

Complementary stmtgth & synergy 
Effeztive "champions" or advocates as leaders & 
implementers 

F z g m  43 

Final Partner Meeting 

Factors influendm wrtnershir, success 

Effective mmmuuieation & information exchange 0 

Effeckive monitoring & evaluation, inciudiing incentives 
or sanctions 

Adaptation lo dmw& needs, flexibiity 

Spoeialized capacities of partners, exploiting 
comparative advantages 

Rawrces: human, equipment, technical inputs, funds 

Collaborative planning & review 

Figure 42 

Partner Meeting Recommendations 
Continue provision of services based on demand 
and demonstrated results 

S i e  entity needed to coordinate inputs & services 
on sustainable basis 

Coordinating entity should be independent 

Transition period is required to develop sustainable 
funding base 

Continue to adapt programr to serve local fanner 
& community needs (research) 

F i g m  44 



- 
Partner Recommendations for Future 

~ h n r l m r n c a d m r d ~ t o ~ m d ~  
f--n 0 f A F / S U S S I p ~  

1. Continue Rovidon of F'XIIEI Support Semies 
through the Raorvce Center 

Gamplpnn; TRidllg & ExIemirn Malwhh Training 
dTIPimrs;MdrE; Raruch liniconfudo. - new t&s, 
dptntioo vriue-adw pmdum 
ComjiMtingm!ity rhculd bc independent w+& m m d  
ditsOrn-- . ~ 2 ~ u m i ~ ~ o n r i t h d m o r  
sup* r i th  atbdslrcd priar for p m m d c a  
lading to: a) d n u e d  dowrlCOM mppm &!or abtr 
in-B b)lilundalrrH-dlichcy bycbrgiq 
f u l l a a  pripr 

F i w  9 
. 

Partner Recommendations for Future-Cont 
3. Jmpmve FhM Implementstion by an Players . Cmrdinnte nm~tia at D i m i P I m ~  mrmgh Emi- 

Dimia Ox%ar @DO) & DimiU Plnnning Ofliar @PO) - I&lify RpoumCentura*icarepd 
* T a g a  pnac to avdd d o p l i ~ o n l ~ i d  
* M & E & m r o l l = c t i o % P g g r r b . f i m & ~  
Emphnrire e m  buildio%; Emwe ormmumly 
ovwrhipthmugh locnl Waptimat  all *IS: - RoMm i&"wteath - Solotiw daign & implemrWfion 
r M m i h n g  & Edualim 
inacrre mmmurdy M-dlichcy ingamplpnn 
Tarpa -mr & I~4r.i~ m CReUidy 

Fipun R 

Partner Recommendations for 

2 AddmsPolicy Needs 
~ m ! 3 c u d p & d e d ~ - , s o i l ~  
& d d c i r r i g t i m m ~ & & . m n l  
illmmss . Impmwrnol.diaptio.d: - - P ~ p m r h a  maric[mtinapant& 

&iv= - R m r m m d b p . b a ~ ~ . d o p r i m  
pormtiDl&wmmirrrrrvla~totums - UadqpmpMkemimbynDL@ptsoansr - M g b c  LRCD ( A F W  k DO1 6mi&m) 

F@w S l  

Partner Recommendations for Future 
cont. 

4. SmtainCoreFending&haeasewErprndlmpsct 
(donor, private rector, go-t. o t k s )  . ~ & ~ d c i m s m r m l a h a ~  

-= 
E m u r r m a t i a u i l y t o ~ r n ~ k p u m a  
datimrbipr . I m p m w d m a d n o t i m t o s r o i d ~ - k  
epr 

Fern 
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Attachment I 
Partnership Discussions & Lessoils Learned for the Future 

Malawi Agroforestry Extension Project 
June 19,2002 

We have reached the successful conclusion of the MAFE project. MAFE itself has been a 10 
year effort focusing on increasing adoution by smallholder farmers of agroforestry and soil 
conservation practices that benefit their lives now and into the future. Its success is a reflection 
of the individual and collaborative efforts of the many individuals and organizations that have 
worked in partnership to assist Malawi's smallholders. This partnership approach was almost 
unheard of 10 years ago, but has now been widely recognized as apreferred development 
approach. 

All of the partners have conmbuted in very positive ways to the successes we have collectively 
achieved here in Malawi. We have had many experiences that have directly affected our success. 
At this time it is worthwhile to cauture lessons we have leamed that can provide useful 
information as we look to the future. The result can be enhanced capabilities for sustainable 
smallholder agricultural development - increasing food security, generating income and 
improving quality of life of farm families, while maintaining and improving the natural resource 
base in Malawi. 

Your ideas are important not onlv to Malawi but to the development comrnuni~ world\r.ide. 
Together we have been developing and testing a p&tnership model for a decade, while others 
merely talked about them. 

The Wrapup WorkshopISeminar is composed of two sessions, with this being the first one. This 
session will focus on past and potential future agroforestry, soil conservation and smallscale 
irrigation technologies that have been most useful; the characteristics of partnerships that have 
made them successful. Finally, the group will be asked to recommend how useful support 
services can be provided in the future. 

Agenda 

1. Introduction to the session - including purpose & methods to be utilized 
2. Fill out survev auestionnaire . * 
3. Discussion/workinp mouu tovics: These touics to be covered in small workinp m u u s  

and reported back & discussed in vlenarv sessions. 

A. TECHNICAL CONTENT OF PAST AND FUTURE PARTNERSHIPS: 
a. Prioritize the MAFE partnership activities (services) that have been 

most imwrtant for Malawi smallholders for successful 
agroforestry/soil conservation (AFJSC) activities in the oast; 

b. Identify partner servicesJactivities and that will likely be- 
im~ortant in the future for Malawi's smallholder farmers to increase 1 

their productivity and income. 
B. PROCESS OF PARTNERSHIPS: 

Identify [list] and prioritize factors or characteristics of the partnerships that 
have influenced MAFE's success and impact. Consider factors internal to the 



partners themselves [over which partners exert some control - such as management 
systems, quality of personnel, etc)] and external factors (largely outside the control of 
the partners themselves [such as drought, government budget cuts, changes in donor 
strategies, etc. so example factors might be "flexibility" "diversified funding". etc.) 
a. Identity and prioritize factors that contributed in a positive way to 

partnership successes; 
b. Identify the factors that constrained or detracted from partnership 

successes; 
C. Based on your experiences in our partnership and the information from topics A 

and B. above, how do you recommend that these development support services 
be provided in future? Consider: 
o Who will provide services; 
o How provision of the services can best be organized; 
o Who will pay for services; 
o Other important considerations (please identify) 

Discuss the results from the small group sessions at plenary sessions with opportunities for 
questions and answers and discussion. Provide summaries of small group discussions on flip 
charts for presentation at plenary sessions. 

The results and discussions by the group will be presented at the second session on June 27 at the 
Malawi Institute of Management. 



Partner Meeting Recommendations 
cont. 

8 SoliciI long-term inveslmmt by donom, private 
sources, parlners & dienb (payment for rersices) 

Core partners should indnde goppnment & non- 
government representation including beneIiciark 

8 m e r s  & clients should be responsible for I d  
deliveq - defentrPlized approad needed 

Figw'e45 

MAFE Project Benefit-Cost Analysis 
Internal Rate of Return over the period 199t2011 

with zero AF/SC expawion after 2002 

AUPcbwlogieSaUmsb 17.0% 

Agmforeshy, all - IIS% 
F-mW 393% 
Farma%allfem 68.0% 

Farmers irr@tMn on& pmfitabk wwy y r y  

F i p  47 

7 

Resource Center Price List 2002/03 

- 
Adoption Expansion - Field Results 

HgtareEundvertendedrshniqoes 

0% EsFer&a 10% is VISt 

T~ rat wood leu nm, 
DSI with Fdbidn  36,739 114527 
Undasoaiap wittZrnrih' 19131 a303 
Vetiser sedge ComaRuio. 21,OI3 59215 
kr@ion W r y  Bl2l) lJlS 5 s  

Figme43 



Adoption Expansion - Economic Benefits 
Monetary Costs and Benefits 2003-2022 US$ at a 15% discount rate 

t 
Farmer AF 36$15332s 

Farmer irrigation 25W,S49 

Total 3 SW9,zOS 

10% Expansion in new hectarage every year for 5 years (20 years for higation) 
Farmer AF 6x995228 
Farmer irrigation 24,227,702 

Total g7Z2930 S2563,416 

Difference between expansion and no expaasion 
Farmer AF 26,541,702 
Farmer irrigation 8,938,154 
Total 3S,479,% 31,734,208 - 

Figure 49 



Attachment I1 

Agenda: MAFE Project Wrap-up Workshop&mimr 
Malawi Agroforestry Extension Project 

June 27,2002 

I Keynote Address I Dr. Ellard &di - MA1 
( 1-1200 I Morning Session Chairman I Mr. NJ. Mulenga 

I 1 10:15-12:w 1 Proiect Pumose and Obiective I Dr. W. Bundenon 1 

Daie 
Wednes., June 26 
Thursday, June 27 

Friday, June 28 

Time 
16:w 
08:00-10:W 

A-ty I -adlitator 
Participants arrive in Lilongwe 1 LRCDlMAFE 
Registration and Introductions: 

Ofticia1 Opening 

Lunch Break 1 I 
Afternoon Session Chairman i Dr. J. Hemen i 
Partner Suu~ort Services Dr. H. P h o m h a  

MAFUWSU (various) 
Mr. NJ.  Mulenga - LRCD 

2 . 
On-farm Technology Development and Testing: 

Results on Propagation and Nursery Management 
Results on Best-Bet Practices 

Farmer ~ d d ~ t i o n :  Partner Field Results to Date Mr. Z Jere 
Production and Marketing of Natural Plant Products Mr. J. Pran 

Mr. 2. Jere 
Dr. I. Hayes 

Tea Break 
Partnership Paradim: How Successful? i Dr. J. Noel 
Res. Cent~r-Sustd;ning Support Services Beyond Dr. L Hayes 
MAFE 1 ! 

Benefit-Cost Analysis / Drs. Hay&. Wyeth ! 
Summary of Key Recommendations 1 Dr. T. Bunderson 
Concluding Remarks Dr. J. Henson 
Official ParmenhipIStakeholder Function - 
Lilongwe Hotel 
Participants depart 

' - 
I 

\activitia\mafe 2002 cxtmdon\ycar ZOOZ\wapup workshop asmdadoc 



ATTACHMENT Ill. PARTICIPANTS TO MAFE CLOSING WORKSHOP HELD AT MALAWI INSTITUE OF MANAGEMENT- JUNE 27,2002 

NAME 
Ellard Malindi (Dr.) 
Mrs. Joyce Njoloma 
Charles Gondwe 
Sandram Maweru 
Dorothy Ngwira 
Simeon Kawale 
Mahara Nyirenda 
Spencer Mngongonda 
Justin Parlin 
Charles Matabwa (Dr.) 

Lawrence Rubey (Dr.) 
Lamech Chimphero 
Henry Ganizani 
C.C. Khonje 
Jolly Mwawela 
A.C. Sichinga 
W.G. Lipita 
A.J. Kaunda 
G.S. Phiri 
A.K. Manda 
B.C. Munthali 
D. Kamputa 
M.H.P. Banda 
Nobel Moyo 
Tim Mahoney 
Francis Zande 
P.M Chisala 
Emmanuel Mlaka 
Elizabeth Henry (Dr.) 
J.L. Banda 
N.J. Mulenga 
B.J. Sizilande 
C.M Kanyenda 

ORGANIZATION 
Ministry Of Agriculture & Irrigation H/Qs 
Bunda College 
Forestry Department 
Department of lrrigation 
Blantyre ADD 
TEAM Agroforestry Project 
Karonga ADD 
Evangelical Lutheran Dev. Program 
Peace Corps 
Ministry Of Agriculture & lrrigation HIQs 

USAID - Malawi 
World Vision Malawi 
InterAide Agriculture 
Shire Valley ADD 
Bwanje Valley Rural Dev. Organization 
CCAP Livingstonia Synod 
Dept of Animal Health & Livestock Dev. 
Machinga ADD 
Mzuzu ADD 
National Research Council of Malawi 
Lilongwe ADD 
Dept of Agriculture Extension Services 
Chitedze Research Station 
COMPASS Project 
Public Works Program 
CARE Malawi 
TEAM Agroforestry Project 
Enterprise DevelopmentEiTraining Agency 
Chancellor College Chemistry Dept 
Land Resources Conservation Depl 
Land Resources Conservation Depl 
Karonga ADD 
Salima ADD 

ADDRESS 
Box 30134, Lilongwe 3 
Box 21 9, Lilongwe 
Box 30048, Lilongwe 3 
Box 30797, Lilongwe 3 
PIBag 379, Blantyre 3 
PIBag 403, Kanengo, Lilongwe 
PIBag 4, Karonga 
Box 2467, Blantyre 
Box 208, Lilongwe 
Box 30134, Lilongwe 3 
Nico House, City Centre, PO 
Box 30455, Lilongwe 
Box 692, Lilongwe 
Box 31 405, Lilongwe 3 
PIBag 1, Ngabu 
Box 4, Bwanje 
Box 27; Ekwendeni 
Box 2096, Lilongwe 
PIBag 3, Liwonde 
Box 131, Mzuzu 
Box 30745, Lilongwe 3 
Box 259, Lilongwe 
Box 30145, Lilongwe 3 
Box 158, Lilongwe 
PIBag 263, Blantyre 
Box 1071, Lilongwe 
PIBag A89. Lilongwe 
PIBag 403, Kanengo, Lilongwe 
Box 2683, Blantyre 
Box 280, Zomba 
Box 30291, Lilongwe 3 
Box 30291, Lilongwe 4 
PIBag 28 Kasungu 
PIBag 1, Salima 

TEUE-MAIL 
(265) 789 033 
(265) 1 277 361, jnjoloma@yahoo.com 
(265) 1 771 000 
(265) 1 752 122 
(265) 1 672 022 
(265) 1 710 663 
(265) 1 362 208 
(265) 1 675 316 
(265) 1 757 157 
(265) 1 789 394, cmatabwa@globemw.net 

(265) 1 772455, lrubey @ usaid.gov 



NAME 
W.T. Bunderson (Dr.) 
Z.D. Jere 
I.M. Hayes (Dr.) 
J.H. Pratt 
H.S.K. Phpmbeya (Dr.) 
G.N. Banda 
M. Dausi 
G.G. Chammagomo 
Jan Noel (Dr.) 
J. B. Henson (Dr.) 
Dan Hardesty 
Frank Beahan 

ORGANIZATION 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
MAFE Project 
wsu 
WSU 
WSU 
WSU 

ADDRESS 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
Box 2440, Lilongwe 
PO Box 6451 21, Pullman, WA 
PO Box 645121, Pullman, WA 
PO Box 6451 21, Pullman, WA 
PO Box 6451 21, Pullman, WA 

TELIE-MAIL 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@ malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@malawi.net 
(265) 1 757 090, mafe@ malawi.net 
509-335-2980, noel@wsu.edu 
509-335,2980, henson@wsu.edu 
509-335-2980, dhardesty @ wsiu.edu 
509-335-3378, frankb@wsu.edu 

wrap-up workshop participants.xls 
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'W~HINGTON . s n ~ .  , . . . ' . . 

g m m . .  . ., V ,  Office of the Prwost 
. . . .  . . .. , . .  . .  . . 

. . 

. . . . 
June i8,2002 ' . . Attachment IV . . . . . . 

. " ,. . ..., . . . . 

principal Secretary. . .. . . 

, Ministry df Agriculture and~nigation . ' 

. . Government of the Republicof Malawi 
'. Lilongwe,MALAWI 

. . . . . .. . 
. . Dear Principal Sectary: : '. . . .  

. . 
. . 

. :  
I . ,. . ;.. O* the occasion of the ~ a l i w i  Agroforestry ~xknsion (MAFE) project wrap-up 

. . . , workshop, onbehalf of Washington State University I want to extend to you; theland 
. ~esources Conse&ation Department, and the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation 

ourcongratulationsand appreciation for a job well done. . . . , 

. . . .  * 
. . . .  < ,  . . .  

I have been informed by my collea&es here at Washington State University (WSU) 
that the project has been highly successful. In this regard, we appreciate the 
opportunity of working since 1986 with you, y o u  colleagues in the Ministry, MAFE's 
many excellent partners, and the atizens of Malawi. It is auite uniaue for a 
de~e16pmkntr&af&nsh.ip to span 16 years, especially duriAg the decade of such 
rapid transition and change.. I believe this reflects the shared commitment and 
coilaboration of our many partners in the Malawian government, private, NGO and 
donor communities, and other sectors. Such a relationship is congruent with WSU's 
strategy of establishing mutually benefiaal, sustainable partnerships and relationships 
with selected institutions, organizations, and countries. We. too, have benefited in 
many ways from our 16 yearassociation. 

. . 
-.-.I' .. : . Our collaborative activitk6s have covered a spectrum of inter-related 'programs and 

activities; Togetherwe have developed agroforestry and soil conservation' 
technologies,' tested them on the research station andin farmers' fields and extended 

. . 
them for their adoption and use by agriculturalists, communities, and governmental 

: and non-goeemmental agencies. We have also strengthened our human and . . .  . 
institutibnal .capaaties through 'degree and non-degree training, research . . . . . .. 

. . ,  . . coil'aboratiops and professional consultations. All of these have establisheda 
foundation which will aliow us to continue beyond our past 16 year association to 
assist in building a.Malawi for the 21" century. In the process, ~ S U  will be a better 
university. . .  . 

.., .. . , 
. . 

also . . .  wish . . . to acknowledge the hunian aid financial support of the US Agencyfor 
iritemational ~eveiopment (USAID). Without their support MAFE would not have 

. been possible; TKe ~ovemment of Malawi, the Rockefeller Foundation, the European 
Uriion.asd m&y . . 6thers . . have also provided significant support. 

. . 
. . .  , . , .. . . . . . 

PO Box 641046,'Pullman,.'N499!641046 509-335-5581 . 
Fax: 509-335-0103 w.wsu.edu/provosVprwost.html 



Again, tliank you very much for the oppo@mity of working in your couqtry. We look 
forward to a bright future with you. . . 

. . . .  . . 

Sincerely yours, +. . . . . ~. r 

~ou~las'D.  Baker 
Vice Provost for Academic Affairs 

. . . . 
E : \ A c t i v i t i e s \ F  2002 Extension\Year 2002\~dnbpal sec M A 1 . b  .~ . . 


