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ICRAF – World Agroforestry Centre (International Centre for Research in Agroforestry)
ACT – Africa conservation Tillage network
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AU – African Union
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CAWT – Conservation Agriculture with Trees
EU – European Union
CAADP – Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme
NEPAD – New Partnership for Africa Development
FAO – Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
UNIDO – United Nations Industrial Development Organization
CAMARTEC - ????? Kenya ???
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RECs – Regional Economic Cooperation blocks???
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KENFAP – Kenya National Federation of Agricultural Producers
CARE - ???
KENDAT – Kenya Network for Dissemination of Agricultural Technologies
CETRAD – Centre for Training and Integrated Research in ASAL Development
SACDEP – Sustainable Agriculture and Community Development Programme
SCC Vi– Swedish Cooperation Centre – Vi Agroforestry Programme????
NGO – Non-governmental Organisation
ASCU – Agricultural Sector Coordination Unit
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NALEP- National Agriculture and Livestock Extension Programme
C-MAD
ATDCs – Agricultural Technology Development Centres
CIMMYT – International Centre for Maize and Wheat Improvement
CIDA – Canadian International Development Agency/Authority?
IFAD – International Fund for Agricultural Development
ADB – Africa Development Bank
DANIDA – Danish International Development Agency
SACRED
REDD++ - Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation??
IK – Indigenous Knowledge
NAFRAC,
ANSAF
IDGE
ARIs – Agricultural Research Institutes - Tanzania
SUA – Sokoine University of Agriculture and Technology??
MAFC – Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives - Tanzania
VPO-DoE – Vice-President’s Office – Department of Environment - Tanzania
CSIR-FORIG – Council for Scientific and Industrial Research – Forestry Research Institute of Ghana
MOFA – Ministry of Food and Agriculture - Ghana
FCG – Forestry Commission of Ghana
VRA – Volta River Authority - Ghana
GACON –Ghana Association for the Conservation of Nature
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency - Ghana
AGRA – Alliance for Green Revolution in Africa
MEST – Ministry of Education, Science and Technology - Ghana
MLNR – Ministry of Land and National Resources - Ghana
SARI – Savanna Agricultural Research Institute
PELUM – Zambia????
MACO – Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives - Zambia
GART – Golden Valley Agriculture Research Trust
UNZA – University of Zambia
NRDC – Natural Resources Development College - Zambia
TLC – Total Land Care - Malawi
CFU – Conservation Farmers Union - Zambia
ZNFU – Zambia National Farmers’ Union
ZARI – Zambia Agricultural Research Institute
CAAZ – Conservation Agriculture Association of Zambia




[bookmark: _Toc294525906]INTRODUCTION
The World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), in conjunction with the African Conservation Tillage Network (ACT), organized inception workshops in Kenya, Tanzania, Ghana and Zambia for a SIDA funded project “Conservation Agriculture with Trees (CAWT): Scaling Up the Science and Practice of Conservation Agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa”. The project came into being after a Conference of AU Ministers of Agriculture, Land and Livestock in Addis Ababa in 2009, which declared the support for the initiative of scaling-up conservation agriculture and agroforestry across the continent in order to improve food security in the region. Both ICRAF and ACT were mandated to spearhead the process.
In light of above, the above four countries were chosen to kick start the process. These are countries where conservation agriculture and agroforestry practices have been shown to be practiced to a greater extent. The Kenyan meeting was conducted in Nairobi (February 22nd 2011), Tanzania in Dar Es Salaam (February 25th 2011), Ghana in Kumasi (March 8th, 2011) and the Zambian one in Lusaka (March 14th 2011). After the national workshops, baseline surveys will be conducted, country task forces for scaling up CAWT facilitated and a regional workshop will be organized to share the experiences gathered. The main outcome will be the launch of a regional platform to spearhead the up-scaling process.
This report gives a summary of presentations, discussions and agreements on the execution of the project as they were discoursed in the four country meetings. It begins by giving the three key presentations that were given to set the course of the meeting deliberations and the process for formation of groups that comprised the biggest portion of the workshops. It then goes on to give a summary of the deliberations in each country including region specific presentations that were given in Ghana and Zambia.

[bookmark: _Toc294525907]KEY PRESENTATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc294525908]1. Creating Evergreen Agriculture: Recent Advances in Africa 
(Dr. Dennis Garrity, Director General, ICRAF)
Evergreen agriculture is a form of intensive farming that integrates trees with annual crops, maintaining a green cover on the land throughout the year. Conservation Agriculture with Trees (CAWT) is a form of evergreen agriculture that is premised on strengthening CA principles with agroforestry. Evergreen agriculture was perceived as a promising set of technologies to increase the much needed food supply in Africa while conserving the environment. Case examples have been given on its potential in Zambia and Tanzania, where Faidherbia albida maize-based systems have realized over hundreds of thousand hectares of land under evergreen agriculture. Trials in the countries have shown farmers doubling or even tripling their crop yields when Faidherbia is incorporated in croplands. In Niger, about five million hectares of millet are under Faidherbia albida. The tree species has also been incorporated in livestock production zones due to its palatable leaves and nutrient rich pods, which come in handy especially during the dry season, when everything else is dry. Gliricidia sepium have also been known to increase farmers maize yields in related agroforestry technologies. 
Other evergreen agriculture farming systems include fodder shrubs for balanced livestock nutrition (eg Calliandra calothyrsus in East Africa), mango and other fruits intercropped in maize systems, Grevillia robusta intercropped in maize for timber, fodder & fuel, relay-cropped leguminous species managed as annual green manure (eg Tephrosia candida) and improved fallows with leguminous species (eg Sesbania sesban). The benefits of on-farm trees can be summarized as increased soil fertility, decreased soil erosion, reduced wind speed, increased water infiltration, decrease in temperature, increased crop yields, increased fuel wood production, increased fodder for livestock, increased biodiversity, fruit production, traditional medicines, low investment costs and ease of adoption, increase in biomass and carbon storage while contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation.
Some of the current issues of concern where scaling up is concerned include 
· stimulating national and international policy support, 
· integrating tree seed systems with private sector input dealers, 
· linking conservation agriculture with trees  with the other agricultural investments, 
· building capacity within national systems to scale-up  research and development on evergreen agriculture and
· testing a range of scaling-up models for wider impact. 
There should be new partnerships in this field in order to have a united voice, have policies in place and build the CAWT community. It was also noted that different farming systems may require different scale up methods and extent of uptake will also vary. There is need to share with the farmers, what practices they have been undertaking and build empirical evidence. The evergreen agriculture revolution will reduce the farmers’ overreliance on more fertilizer and reduce the use of pesticides, among other production expenses. In Africa, 4 out of 5 farmers do not use fertilizers.

[bookmark: _Toc294525909]2. Conservation Agriculture in Africa: The Challenges and Vision 
(Eng. Saidi Mkomwa, Executive Secretary, ACT)
The number of undernourished people in SSA Africa swelled from 170 million in 1991 to 236 million in 2007 and is projected to rise to 2 billion by 2050. The land size remains constant despite this increase in population. The situation is made worse by ever changing climatic conditions. An improvement in the land productivity is therefore inevitable. CAWT is known to increase food production immensely and stabilise yields in years of extreme weather. The scaling out and up of proven beneficial elements of conservation agriculture and agroforestry  package require engaging and utilizing critical support – technical, research, input, market, extension and engaging farmers leading to increased crop yields, thereby saving funds aimed at importing food or additional inputs such as fertilizers.
The vision of the CAWT initiative is development of a concept note and finally a grand proposal for scaling up CAWT in Africa, targeting 2m farmers by 2012, 5m by 2015 and 10m by 2020. The initiative seeks to undertake stock taking of CAWT practices, round table initiatives with NEPAD/ Regional Economic Communities (RECs), awareness creation and sensitization to policy makers and development of CAADP climate change adaptation framework.
So far, The CAWT champions have increased and strengthened while the scoping study developed though funding is behind schedule. ACT jointly with ICRAF have been sensitising Kenyan and Tanzanian stakeholders on CAWT for improved livelihoods and environmental resilience with CAWT Business Plans for both countries developed by stakeholders (for 2010 to 2012) and submitted to COMESA. Also a CAWT proposal has been submitted to EU and a scoping study funded. CAWT and sustainable land management (SLM) have been presented at key meetings including FAO/ UNIDO/ CAMARTEC round table, Agricultural Working Group donors meeting in Dar es Salaam in July 2010 and numerous representations worldwide by ICRAF and ACT officials.
The initiative faces several challenges. First, the anticipated financial support has been taking longer to come by. There has also been variation in the understanding and interpretations of terms such as SLM; CA; CAWT and Evergreen Agriculture, sometimes creating confusion amongst stakeholders. The roles and vision of the lead team members requires further and regular communication and coordination.

[image: CIMG3254]
                        Eng. Saidi, Making a presentation
As a way forward:-
1. We must bring on-board the private sector (including investments from non-farmers) to invest in and promote CA.
2. There is need to attract more investments for CA – national governments, private sector and development partners for the watershed benefits of CA
3. Africa requires comparatively longer term,  concerted efforts and investments for the  promotion of CA
4. Systematic documentation and wider sharing of CAWT experiences and learning at all levels 
5. Commercialise smallholder farmers’ production 
6. Target the middle class urban dweller as they are a food market and like the maize milling machines, they can invest and provide CA services
7. Target regional rather than export markets 
8. There should systematic documentation of CAWT information

[bookmark: _Toc294525910]3. Conservation Agriculture with Trees: Scaling-Up the Science and Practice of Conservation Agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(Dr. Jeremias Mowo, Eastern Africa regional Coordinator, ICRAF)
The genesis of the SIDA supported CAWT program was a call by the Conference of African Union (AU) Ministers of Agriculture, Land and Livestock meeting in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in 2009. In this meeting, member states decided to increase their investment support in strengthening knowledge, advancing technical capacity development, and up-scaling sustainable land management practices including conservation agriculture and agroforestry. The combination of conservation agriculture and agroforestry under different social, economic, biophysical, institutional and policy conditions is envisaged to result in more resilient evergreen agriculture and its associated benefits of improved crop and livestock products yields while conserving the environment.
Just like the mobile phone or any other growing industry, the scaling up of evergreen agriculture has to be demand driven and have a strategic entry point. The first strategic planning meeting took place in 2009 at ACT/ KARI. Thereafter, several other meetings have been organized between ACT, ICRAF and the donor community, culminating to drafting the recently approved SIDA proposal. The proposal “Conservation agriculture with trees (CAWT): Scaling up the science and practice of conservation agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa” is a one year project to be implemented in 4 countries namely Kenya, Tanzania, Ghana and Zambia. The project has three outputs namely:
[image: CIMG3208]
                              Dr. Mowo, making a presentation

Output 1: The extent of adoption of conservation agriculture by smallholder farmers identified and documented, and the institutional and organizational infrastructure to support upscaling mapped and analyzed 
Output 2: Policy and institutional factors promoting or hindering large scale adoption of conservation agriculture identified, quantified and documented. 
Output 3: A regional facilitation mechanism for scaling up agroforestry based conservation agriculture developed. 
The underlying project deliverables include:
1. Determination of the area that is currently under CA and the number of farmers practicing the principles of CA either fully or partially;
2. Identification of champions of CAWT; committed men and women including leaders in each country who will carry forward the campaign for uptake of CAWT;
3. Identification of the policy and institutional factors hindering or promoting up-scaling of CA;
4. Identification of different options for effective scaling up of CAWT; 
5. Determination of the investment costs and returns of conservation agriculture with trees (CAWT), the perceived risks and the financial attractiveness/net returns;
6. Identification of the information needs for the different stakeholders;
7. Identification of different district and nationally based media institutions dealing with promotion of agricultural development and devising strategies to spread CA information to more farmers and other stakeholders,
8. Identification of implementing partners at the country levels.


[bookmark: _Toc294525911]GROUP DISCUSSIONS
After the above 3 presentations and region specific case studies in Ghana and Zambia, participants had an idea about the project. They were presented with copies of the project document to prepare for group discussions. They formed two groups to discuss and come up with some resolutions on how best to scale up the science and practice of CAWT. The formation of the groups ensured mixed representation from research institutes, government ministries/ parastatal organizations, ACT, ICRAF and development partners in each group. The terms of reference for the discussion were as outlined below. Representatives of the two groups later presented in a plenary in order to map the project implementation plan in each country.
1. Look at project work plan and suggest points for improvement for successful implementation within the stated timeline
2. Suggest roles for each partner organization in the group
3. Suggest ways in which CAWT can get more attention at the country agricultural policy/ CAADP programme and regional economic communities (RECs)
4. Suggest the best focal institution to domicile the country CAWT platform in target countries.
5. Formulate draft process to facilitate preparation of the draft proposal for the country by the time of the regional workshop (tentatively August 2011) and who would be the target donors
6. Any other suggestions

[bookmark: _Toc294525912]1. DELIBERATIONS IN THE KENYA MEETING
Kenya had the opportunity to host the first inception workshop. The meeting was held at ICRAF’s headquarters in Nairobi on 22nd February 2011 and officially opened by ICRAF’s director general Dr. Dennis Garrity. In attendance were representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture, University of Nairobi, CETRAD, World Vision, KENFAP, KENDAT, CARE International, SACDEP, SCC-vi Agroforestry Project, ACT and the host, ICRAF. The NGO partners were well represented while government representation consisted of one representative from the Ministry of Agriculture.  

 [image: DSC_0500]  [image: CIMG3163]                                                         
L:  Participants, Kenya’s  CAWT workshop, ICRAF, Nairobi:  R: Group discussions

[bookmark: _Toc294525913]1. Reactions from presentations
The above presentations were made in the meeting after which participants were allowed to discuss in a plenary session before forming groups. A participant worried that since CAWT was being presented as the answer to all our problems, it had been attracting too many cooks who may not agree on some issues, fight over definition, engage in academic talks etc. This could result to having many academic papers and no impact on the ground just like many other projects. Hence, a coordination team is essential, and there should not be worry about having many cooks. An opportunity to present papers in an upcoming world congress was unveiled and participants were encouraged to play an active role. Dennis Garrity and Delia Catacutan from ICRAF were identified as the conference organizers.  

[bookmark: _Toc294525914]2. Reactions from group discussions
After rigorous discussions over the solutions on how best to scale up the science and practice of CAWT, the participants came up with the following information.
a) Work plan’s areas of improvement 
· Output 1: Adjust schedule of activities to be current – shift the activities in the Gantt chart to start from February 2011
· Output 1: Recommend that baseline information be done more by collecting secondary information given the time constraints
· Output 1: Activities can run simultaneously e.g.( i) and (ii) so as to conform to set timelines
· Output 2, activity 2: State activity as “Make recommendations” rather than “identify” as the later is narrow in scope
· Output 2: Add activity 4 - Hold a stakeholders’ feedback forum to share the findings and authenticate the collected information – timing should be before the regional workshop


b) Potential organizations in support of the project and their roles
African Conservation Tillage (ACT)
· Help in coordination of the other 
· Provide relevant information pre- existing CA sites where ACT has operated for over six years 
· Direct the partners to existing sites
· Continue linkage with GoK and NEPAD to lobby/advocate for CA in higher forums
· Training – provide teaching curriculum and manuals on CA
Centre for Training and Integrated Research in ASAL development (CETRAD)
· Provide CA research data/report for Laikipia and Makueni sites where a lot of information has been collected especially on cost benefit analysis
· Provide information on the approaches/methodology used in CA research
· Support mapping of CA sites especially for ASAL areas
· Partner in capacity building components
· Provide information of existing CA incentives
Sustainable Agriculture Community Development Program (SACDEP)
· Baseline information for different project areas on agro – production levels
· Can provide information on geographical locations where the HHs are
·  Provide GPS data for some sites
· Share information on Farmers’ learning and information centers at carious project sites
VI – AGRO FORESTRY
· Provide long term information on Agro forestry
· Provide experiential information on policy issues surrounding AF and carbon credits
· Farmer organization for carbon credits

ICRAF
· Coordinating role – collate information
· Provide information on availability of AF germplasm
· Offer expertise on AF issues
· Lobbying and advocacy especially on funding for CAWT
· Provide information on ongoing CA work

Kenya National Federation of Agricultural Producers (KENFAP)
· Support in dissemination of CA information to the grass roots through member farmer groups (an important constituency of 1.8 million farmers)
· Lobbying and advocacy on CA policy issues in agricultural production
·  Promotion of labor saving technologies within the HIV/AIDS program

World Vision Kenya (WVK)
· Community mobilization and organization
· Provide information on farmer groups in over 60 operational areas
· Share experiences on CA work promoted by organization
· Lobbying and advocacy on CA policy
Kenya Network for Dissemination of Agricultural Technologies (KENDAT)
· Share experience on the FFS model
· Village information and resource exchange centres (VIREC) – use of model farms
· Share experiences on the market value chain analysis
· Good network of farmers

NB
Institutions identified should send credible and regular representatives

c) Ways in which CAWT can get more attention 
· Inclusion of Universities and professionals in the programme
· Both KARI and KEFRI participation is key in the process
· Active involvement of Ministry of Agriculture is also vital as it has grassroots structures for up scaling CAWT 
· The involvement of ASCU for coordination purposes is necessary
· The Agriculture (Farm forestry) 2009 Rules, and other related rules creates a good framework for CAWT implementation
· However, the accessibility of funds channeled through the government ministries is a concern

d) The best focal institution to domicile the country CAWT platform
· Ministry of Agriculture will be the domicile institution but overseen by a multi stakeholder management committee (members drawn from the institutions represented here)
· The red tape bureaucracy associated with the ministry was however identified as a potential hindrance of project implementation
· Lobby for agricultural based universities curriculum to accommodate CAWT ( Egerton, KU, KEMU,UoN- Kabete Campus, JKUAT)
· Regional Economic Communities need to be approached with the results for ease of convincing them to support the programme
· Lobby to make CAWT a program (like NALEP) and align it to Ministry of Agriculture
· KARI and other research institutions need to share results of their findings
· ACT and ICRAF mandated to lead in the regional and international roles
· KENDAT, Vi Agroforestry, CETRAD, etc to share information gathered overtime on CAWT
· Others actors include CARE – Kenya, SACRED, C-MAD, International research institutions e.g. CIMMYT, Ministry of Agriculture’s ATDCs ( fabrication at National Level), FEMOWORKS (Private) equipment fabricators, among others

 
e) Draft process to facilitate preparation of the draft proposal
· Form a subcommittee to spearhead development of the proposals.
1. Develop mechanisms to influence the political class to sell CAWT through their speeches. Examples include Parliamentary Committee on Agriculture (chaired by Hon. Mututho), Minister for Agriculture office, Director Extension and training 
2.  The above personnel could be furnished with factual information, arrangement done for them to visit demonstration plots and sensitized with success stories
3. The team could sponsor a conference and invite a member of the Parliamentary committee on Agriculture to give a keynote address or arrange regional field tours for the committee
4. Action: Tom Apina (ACT) to spearhead the mechanisms 
· Potential donors – SIDA, CIDA, IFAD, GoK, ADB, Norwegian Embassy, DANIDA, 

General comments
- The project is behind the planned time frame 
- Outputs 1 &2 should be done concurrently
- There is need to have in-country sharing before August regional meeting
- By May all data should be collected
- Members to be sent the questionnaire to be used during the survey for their input
- Incorporation of other institutions not represented here is necessary, hence need to identify them and determine how they could be integrated
- Baseline – most information will be from organizations, desk top, actual baseline hence come up with checklist for questionnaires
- Focal point institution is ministry of agriculture, but bureaucracy may hinder its smooth running. It was suggested that the programme could be integrated with climate change department yet to be established. 
Action: A committee to spearhead this programme is inevitable, comprising of representation from ICRAF, Universities (Prof Gachene), ministry of agriculture (Eng. Nkanya ), ACT (Tom Apina), KENFAP  - farmers network (Dr. Mutunga), KENDAT  (Pascal). The main mandate of the committee is to be interacting with influential personalities and institutions e.g. parliamentary committee so as to sell the CAWT product. 
- Institutions identified should send credible and regular representatives

- The committee could, as need arise, co-opt other members for proposal development among other tasks.
- The committee is to confine a meeting to elect officials


[bookmark: _Toc294525915]2. DELIBEARTIONS IN THE TANZANIA MEETING
The workshop in Tanzania was well attended, having attracted 22 participants from ICRAF, ACT, Devlink Partners, Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security and Cooperatives, Vice President Office, Forestry and Beekeeping Division, World Vision and Institute of Resource Assessment/ University of Dar Es Salaam. Several media houses including The Guardian, Radio One and ITV were also present.  
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L:  Participants, Tanzania CAWT workshop, Paradise Hotel , Dar es Salaam; R: Group discussions

[bookmark: _Toc294525916]1. Reactions from presentations 
· The Agroforestry-Conservation Agriculture synergy was emphasized as a good combination to realize food security and environmental conservation
· There is need to have regional bodies such as COMESA, CAADP incorporate CAWT in their programs. 
· Just like the Asian continent, there is need to have a network of institutions dealing with CAWT in Africa to spearhead the spread of its scaling up process.
· Livestock is an important component in AF systems (agro-pastoral), and hence the project should consider livestock keepers – leave some crop residues in the field, cut and carry fodder, inclusion of fodder trees
· The main challenge in CAWT adoption is to make farmers change their mind set. As such, they should know why they are doing what they are doing. –  conduct studies on the production economics of their practices 
· The various workshops to be conducted for CAWT should have a field session where participants could see the impacts
· Most of donors like to work with country organizations hence encouragement to make national proposals. Norway for example need to hear about REDD+. There is a need to identify other donor interests.
· In some cases, the crop residues may be more valuable than the main crop – as a fodder, hence need to incorporate fodder trees/ options
· There is a need to package CAWT information for different stakeholders. The package for farmers need to be simple and clear for their understanding
· Documentation of both challenges and successes of CAWT programmes is also vital
· The use of “bottom up approach” may prove successful in up scaling CAWT. Just as in up scaling AF practices in Shinyanga, CAWT could be built on traditional practices and need to be site specific. Examples of IK include use of dimple sticks, use of Faidherbia albida, an indigenous tree species in soil fertility improvement, indigenous CA systems in Dodoma, Ngitili CB regeneration of woodlands, among others
· Faidherbia albida is a common and important tree species in Tanzania. The Maasai call it Orosita, Mkunga in Kiswahili, Mkababu among the Pares and Mpogoro (with Mapogoro village named after the species) in Mbarali region. The species photo is also found in high profile offices.
· Some cultural practices, may hinder the adoption of CAWT. Bush fires burn residues and trees. They are used in land preparation or sometimes their sources may be unknown.  Farmers burn their fields to discourage herders from grazing on their farms (you can’t sue family members if they let cattle into your farm), clean their fields or to scare away snakes, etc. Some myths have it that if you start a fire and goes very far, then your life will be prolonged. 
· There is a felt need to have by-lays to cater for CAWT implementation challenges and enforcement is a problem.

· The use of demonstration plots which must be easy to grasp is paramount. The technology should be made cheaper and easy to practice
· There is a need to involve wide range of stakeholders to change farmers’ conventional practice 

[bookmark: _Toc294525917]2. Reactions from group discussions 

a) Project Work plan’s areas of improvement:
·  Output 1 – Add activity (v) Conduct an in-country mini workshop for sharing baseline survey information
· Output1 - Activity No 2: should read “Collect and analyse …” instead of “Collect .. “
· Output 1- Add “Strengths and Weaknesses” 
· Output 1- Add Media as means of effective communication 
· Output 2 –There are factors that hinder up- scaling not related to institutions and policy. Therefore they should come out clearly in the Baseline 
· Output 2 – Add activity (vi) Identify appropriate entry points to facilitate the widespread of CA adoption 
· Output 2 – Add activity (v) Analyse Extension Service structure (ministry, NGOs, Private Sector companies) to determine how best the extension services can be provided to upscale CAWT


b) Various organisations and their contributions to CAWT
· ACT – Exchange of information, Training of trainers (extension officers) and farmers, prepare information materials
· University of Dar es Salaam’s Institute of Resource Assessment - Training, research in various aspects, mapping through GIS, source of information as they run Tanzania National Resource Information Centre, lobbying 
· Ministry of Agriculture - Training of trainers (farmer ToTs/ extension), curriculum development, training institutes and research centres, land use planning, mechanization, agricultural inputs,  research, food security policy issues, quality control, human resource development, environmental management, solicit funds and funding for various activities, mainstreaming the CA to agricultural development programs such as DADPs  
· World Vision - Integrating CAWT in their 62 projects run in 32 districts /12 regions
· Government of Tanzania – Incorporation of CAWT in both the central and local government institutions/ programs
· ICRAF - Coordinating role/ collating information, providing information on availability of AF germplasm, offering expertise on AF issues, lobbying and advocacy especially on funding for CAWT, providing information on ongoing CA work
· NGOs, private sector, NAFRAC, ANSAF, IDGE, ARIs, SUA, Media - roles for each institution will depend on the kind of information in question
· Each organization was requested to send a one pager document on their anticipated role under CAWT



c) Ways in which CAWT can get more attention
· Advocacy through media, public presentations like 8x8,World Food Day
· Conduct study tours for decision makers in area where CA is practiced

d) Proposed domicile institution
· A committee to be formed drawing members from ACT, ICRAF, MAFC, VPO-DoE, Private sector, NGOs, Academic institution, MNRT
· 8 categories of institutions suggested to form a task force – government ministries, NGOs, learning institutions – ministry of agriculture, ministry of natural resources – forestry division, vice/ president’s office, private, NGOs, academic, ICRAF, ACT and NGOs to endorse names of their representatives.
· The selection process should be competitive 
· The government involvement will ensure continuity of the initiative through its inclusion in annual plans/ budgetary consideration and enjoy an entrenched working structure
· Caution should be laid while channeling funds through the government ministries due to foreseen bureaucratic process
· A domicile institution should form a platform that is influential to government policies, need to be stable and well structured to push the agenda.

General remarks
1. Most of the participants represented their seniors. As such, they were urged to present their reports to their respective institutions
2. There was a felt need to organize travelling workshop for people to see CAWT in action
3. The participating institutions formed a “seed team” that will be consulted when need arises
4. Every country will be assisted according to their efforts. Eritrea wrote a proposal and won 600,000 dollars while Ethiopians asked for funds to develop a proposal which has never been awarded.
6. Proposal writing is not easy, it takes time, but is rewarding once it materializes

Post mortem remarks
- The progress so far was impressive, the attendance was okey despite the short notice given.
 - There is need to follow up on absentees 
- Domicile organization raised eye brows – some donors don’t want to fund governments, others prefer governments, etc. We need to determine how to phrase the question. For example Norway government would like to fund CAWT but not through the government
- Time management. We need to check presentation time to give room for group discussions, hence gather useful information from participants
- Some people were going into implementation rather than planning well first which can yield poor results.
- Time – people were late, long presentations as they were new presenters, domicile – need for clear definition
- Generally, the meeting was a success – people now know what CAWT is. There was good government representation but weak NGOs/ private sector representation
- ACT and ICRAF should be the project drivers as they are the ones to blame incase of any failure
- There is a need to plan a session to discuss about baseline, may be start with emails exchange as the following week is quite busy  

 What next?
- Country representatives (ICRAF and ACT) pursue for task force names
- Prepare and conduct baseline survey 


[bookmark: _Toc294525918]3. DELIBERATIONS IN THE GHANA MEETING 
Opening
The CAWT workshop in Ghana was held at CSIR-FORIG, Kumasi on 8th March 2011. It began with an opening prayer by Dr. Daniel Ofori, the Deputy Director of CSIR-FORIG. Dr. Ofori indicated that similar meetings had been held in Kenya and Tanzania and that Zambia would be the next meeting place. He noted that these countries were representing the regional blocks in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

[bookmark: _Toc294525919]CSIR-FORIG Director’s Opening Remark
The Director of CSIR-FORG, Dr. Victor K. Agyemang, welcomed participants to the workshop and expressed FORIG’s appreciation for ICRAF to select FORIG as the host Institute for the meeting. The Director stated that FORIG aspires to be the centre of excellence in forestry research in the humid tropics and that FORIG had done a lot of work on agroforestry. He stated that FORIG is one of the thirteen research institutes under the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), whose mandate is to provide scientific advice to the Ghana government. Dr. Agyemang stated that FORIG will welcome recommendations that will emanate from the workshop and will work towards its success.

[bookmark: _Toc294525920]Regional Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) Director’s Opening Remarks
The Ashanti Regional Director of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA), Mr William Boakye-Acheampong indicated that conservation agriculture (CA) feeds into the overall policy of Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) of Ghana. He noted that CAWT can be used as a tool to address the conflict between traditional agriculture and forestry especially in the savanna zones of Ghana. He expressed the hope that the actors will take advantage of the government’s policies that are available to drive the objectives of CAWT further. He indicated his outfit’s readiness to collaborate with FORIG on this project.

[bookmark: _Toc294525921]Policy and Institutional Factors Promoting/ Hindering the Management of Agroforestry Trees on Farms: The Case of the Guinean and Sudan Savanna Zones in Ghana 
(Mr. Ebenezer Djaney Djagbletey)
The Northern Regional Forestry Manager, Mr. Ebenezer Djaney Djabletey, noted that the 3 Northern Regions constitute the Guinea and Sudan Savanna Zones of Ghana. Farmers in Ghana deliberately leave trees on their farms for economic and socio-cultural reasons. He stated the following tree species as some of the most common economic trees on-farms in the savannah zone of Ghana.









	Botanical Name
	Common Name
	Current Uses 

	Vitellaria paradoxa 
	Sheanut tree
	Shea butter

	Parkia biglobosa 
	Dawadawa/Locust bean
	Powder as a source of sugar, seed processed into soup condiment, medicinal

	Tamarindus indica 
	Tamarind
	Fruit processed into local drink “Hausa beer”

	Balanites aegyptiaca
	
	Seeds used for guinea worm treatment

	Ceiba pentandra 
	Kapok tree
	Leaves and seeds processed for food

	Adansonia digitata 
	Baobab tree / “Tua” (Dagbani)
	Leaves, sap and fruit pulp and seeds processed for food.

	Vitex  doniana 
	Black plum
	Fresh leaves processed for salad: leaves boiled and used as writing ink on white wooden slates.

	Faidherbia albida
	White  thorn
	Multi-purpose tree - fodder, nitrogen fixation

	Diospyrus mespiliformis 
	Monkey guava/ ebony
	Fruits for nutrition (Vitamin C)

	Blighia sapida
	Akyee
	Fruits and seed as food


	Daniella oliveri 
	
	Gum/ latex used as perfume, tender wood as chew  stick for women, wood as timber

	Afzelia africana 
	Papao
	Wood as timber

	Pseudocedrela  kotschyi
	
	Fruit edible, chew stick for men



On land ownership, Mr. Djabletey explained that:
· In the 3 Northern Regions, land is generally regarded as the property of the Earth spirit who is the embodiment of the local ancestry.
· Land is considered by all communities as an ancestral trust committed to the living for their benefit and for the benefit of yet unborn generations
· The traditional social titles to land are location specific and are not applicable across the board in the 3 northern regions. For example, whiles the ‘Tendamba’ or Chief Priests feature prominently as land owners in the Upper East and Upper West regions. In the more centralized chieftaincies in the northern regions, the paramount and divisional chiefs are the pertinent and land owning authorities.
· Since there is no freehold in the three northern regions, there is strictly no individual ownership of land except on the basis of leasehold, which is governed by time.
· Individual ownership is particularly pronounced with respect to building plots though there are a few cases covering agricultural lands
· In all cases, ownership of farm crops is strictly distinguished from ownership of land and the successor to land has no automatic claim to farms cultivated by another person, particularly a subject of the pertinent skin
· A skin may also grant rights of use to strangers for nominal considerations such as cola or services rendered to the skin on the understanding that the interest is not transferable or heritable 
Mr. Djabletey further raised some issues worth considering by stakeholders in the three northern regions. He stated for instance that;
1. Exploitation of trees in the Savanna zone seem mostly to do with economic and human factors e.g. The wild tree crops (Shea nut tree) competes with established  crops (oil palm tree). The former suffers from stiff competition from the latter.
2. The development of the wild tree crops are likely to fail because the genetic improvement and agronomic research are not coupled with improved marketing, storage and processing techniques.
3. Researchers, local authorities and policy makers should take advantage of the natural regeneration and coppice ability of Vitellaria paradoxa, Faidherbia albida, Parkia biglobosa, etc to formulate a policy of ‘protected lands’: Farmers can then be encouraged to conserve such rejuvenated shoots of the wide range of indigenous tree species e.g. the coppice of the Vitellaria sp tree fruits in 7 yrs (as practiced in Burkina Faso and Mali). Thus, instead of planting ‘Shea’ seeds which mature over 12yrs, farmers can develop plantation from which harvesting can commence in 7yrs by natural regeneration techniques.
4. The old ‘Shea’ and Parkia sp trees with declining yields or epiphyte infection (e.g. mistletoe) can be coppiced and new vigorous trees with higher yields can be obtained within 7yrs (Yidana, 1994).
5. The issues of wildfire and the alien ‘Fulani’ cattle should be managed comprehensively by government and local authority. The alien Fulani cattle feed day and night unlike the known Ghanaian species.
6. Up scaling of local expert knowledge in the management of vegetation cover e.g. sacred groves.
7. Floods of late have been an issue up-north and resettling of the flood victims implies more trees for fuel, for constructing dwelling places etc
[bookmark: _Toc294525922]Review of Conservation Agriculture With Trees (CAWT) Practices in the Sahel 
(Dr. Jules Bayala ICRAF West and Central Africa region)
Dr. Bayala explained that CA is farming practices that contribute to the three key principles of conservation agriculture: reducing soil disturbance, maintaining soil cover and practicing crop rotation. CAWT is where a woody perennial is used as a technological element within the practice. He said the overall aim of the meta-analysis was to assess whether or not there is a consistent evidence for yield benefits using conservation agriculture with or without trees in the dry lands of West Africa. He noted that the Specific objectives were to: 
· Provide a comprehensive, quantitative synthesis of existing reports on the effect of conservation agriculture with and without trees on crop yield in general, and;
· Conduct parametric estimation of the magnitude of yield response 
Dr. Bayala noted that, practices in northern Sudanien zone included soil and water conservation which is a technique for recovering encrusted soils that consists in digging pits of 20 to 40 cm in diameter and 10 to 15 cm of depth in order to collect surface waters and to increase infiltration. Production could increase by up to 428% in some cases. He stated that other practices in the northern Sudanien zone include coppicing, green manuring. Practices in all zones included mulching using tree/shrub prunings and crop residues, parklands of preserved trees from natural vegetation and association/rotation practices.
Dr. Bayala explained that the criteria for the data collection were through publication and reports, cereals (maize, sorghum, millet) and grain and straw dry matter yields.
Dr. Bayala concluded that the results confirm that the practices studied, with the exception of parkland trees, do on average increase cereal yields, suggesting that building on and attempting to replicate the successes in using conservation agriculture techniques should be pursued. But the high level of variation in effects of these practices, including apparent reduction in cereal yields, has implications for the way this scaling up should be done. First, some of the variation can be explained by rainfall and site quality, allowing some level of site specificity in targeting interventions and making recommendations.

[bookmark: _Toc294525923]Reactions from presentations
The collaboration between the Forestry Commission of Ghana (FC) and Volta River Authority (VRA) with regards to the management of the trees along the power lines seemed to be a problem as observed by Mr. Akpalu. But it is a regulation not to cultivate trees within 100 feet of power pylons of the VRA to avoid accidents. It was suggested that VRA harvests the trees but under close supervision of the FC.
It was inquired about the level of collaboration with community leaders in fighting bushfires since the local people do not regard instructions from the police. It was explained that some of the community leaders have been corrupted from influences from the Fulanis, whose activities sometimes cause these bushfires as well as the destruction of farm produce and lands.
It was suggested that MOFA should introduce innovative measures to integrate these Fulani cattle with crops. It was noted however that, local cattle are sometimes integrated with the crop farms. But the problem is with the Fulani cattle which feed day and night. It was also stated that there are documented evidence that the Fulanis are involved in the rampant high robberies in the northern parts of Ghana.
It was observed that Faidherbia farms integration showed significant dip in yield after major disturbances such as drought and that further studies should be carried in this direction to reduce such yield reduction.
The use of various strategies to ward off the Fulanis and their cattle was suggested. It was explained that cow dung as been in use to repel the Fulani cattle however on a very small scale. It was further explained that such method as with the cow dung degrades faster and loses efficacy.
It was noted that a lot of research work has been done to reduce the juvenile period of Shea nut from 7 to 5years. However, socio-cultural problems are affecting such projects. It was suggested that the agroforestry unit of MOFA should be revived so as to take full advantage of the CAWT project. It was explained that the activities of the agroforestry unit are now part of the general extension services of MOFA. It was noted that district directors of agriculture will have to be educated on the positive results seen elsewhere on the continent.
It was observed that the exact population and distribution of Faidherbia in Ghana are not documented. It was suggested that other species other than Faidherbia should be explored such as the Neem tree which is not a nitrogen fixing tree but can improve soil fertility.
About the extent of adoption of the CA in the west and central Africa region, it was noted that the socio-economic context of the project has not been researched yet. However, it was explained that northern Burkina Faso and southern Niger had no option but to implement CA as measure to curb desertification.
It was explained that some level of mechanized strategies were used to apply the high amounts of biomass on the farms which was expensive. It was also explained that carbon credits have not been measured and so cannot be used as an incentives to the farmers.
It was inquired about the interim benefits the farmers derive before the trees mature in the CA with trees systems. It was explained that Gliricidia system releases nutrients quite earlier. It was further explained that the CA with trees is targeting the peasant African farmer who does not use fertilizers at all on their farms.
It was noted that these workshops and presentations were trying to assemble scattered projects across the African region so as to come out with conclusive recommendations and also to develop systems that suit each region according to the socio-cultural and economic factors.
It was suggested that FORIG integrates these concepts into its projects. However, it was explained that it was premature for FORIG to adopt the concept since the project is still in it preparation stage. 

[bookmark: _Toc294525924]Reactions from group discussions
Two groups with mixed representation from research institutes, government ministries/ Parastatal organizations, ACT, ICRAF were formed to discuss the aforementioned terms of references. The outcome of the discussion is tabulated below.
 
	TOR
	Grp 1
	Grp 2

	1
	Maintain project work plan and stated timeline.
	-Output 1 should be done by April 2011 since all activities are desk studies
-Output 2 should be done by June 2011
-Output 3, objectively verifiable indicators 1&2 were changed to Jul ‘11
 Indicator 3 was changed to Aug ‘11
Indicators 4&5 to remain Nov 2011
Activity 2 to be done by ICRAF, ACT
Activity 3 to be done by ICRAF

	2
	CARE Int
	Advocacy/implementation
	FORIG
	

	
	GACON
	Advocacy/implementation
	SARI
	

	
	EPA
	Advocacy
	Other NGOs and their donor agencies

	
	AGRA
	
	

	
	MLF
	Advocacy/implementation
	

	3
	All relevant institutions should be brought on board to form a national network when developing the national CAWT
	-Workshops should be organized
-Meeting with policy makers e.g. Parliamentary committee on environment and agriculture
-Accra would be the best focal point for lobbying
-Luncheon should be organized in Accra to ‘sell’ CAWT to policy makers. ICRAF Director should be invited to participate.

	4
	FORIG as the main focal institution
SARI assisting from the north
	MOFA should be the focal institution because it has a countrywide outreach as well as a huge political clout.

	5
	-Focal persons identified by March ‘11
-Concept should be developed
-Consultation with MOFA to begin in April 2011
-Concession workshop to be held by June to agree on the proposal and a 4-man research committee formed.
	All identified organizations should have a meeting in preparation of the draft document.
Representation of 3 ministries (MOFA, MEST, MLNR), FORIG, SARI and two identified NGOs should develop the proposal and presented in July’s mini-workshop.

	
	Potential donors: 
CIDA, SIDA, SADA, USAID, DANIDA
	



General comments
· Group 2’s adjustments of the timetable were adopted (TOR 1)
· Two workshops were suggested as it was important to the two groups
· Proposal writing was opted for since we have gone past the stage of writing concept notes.
· Four institutions (MOFA, FORIG, SARI, MLNR) and two identified NGOs should develop the proposal and then send the proposal to all stakeholders for comments.
· FORIG and SARI should be the focal institutions to domicile CAWT country platform in Ghana.
Closing Remarks
Dr. Jeremias Mowo noted that African researchers are making a mistake of separating training, research and development. He said these three elements should be carried out with a lot of collaboration of the various stakeholders. He noted that African scientists should be ashamed of themselves for still pursuing the same problems they met 30 – 40 years ago. He said Africa is lucky not have destroyed its soil by over fertilizers application like other parts of the world. However we are destroying the soil by over utilizing the soil nutrients.
Dr. Daniel Ofori thanked all the participants for their involvement in the days exercise. He expressed his delight at the enthusiasm of participation at the workshop. He hoped more of the invited organizations will be able to attend such meetings for a wider contribution and collaboration. He expressed his appreciation to the host institution, FORIG, for the warm reception.
The workshop was brought to a close at 5:45pm.

[bookmark: _Toc294525925]4. DELIBERATIONS IN THE ZAMBIA MEETING
The CAWT inception workshop for Zambia was conducted in Golfview Hotel in Lusaka on 14th March 2011. A well attended meeting drew participants from NGOs (PELUM, Chonge District Farmers Association, Golden Valley Agricultural Research Trust, Farming Systems Association of Zambia), Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (Zambia Agriculture Research Institute), Natural Resources Development College, University of Zambia, ACT and ICRAF’s Southern and Eastern Africa Regional Offices.  
[image: CIMG3262]  [image: CIMG3250]
Group participants and a group secretary taking notes

[bookmark: _Toc294525926]Opportunities for Integration of Conservation Agriculture with Trees (CAWT) in the Maize Mixed Farming Systems of Southern Africa 
(G.W. Sileshi, Research Associate, ICRAF’s Southern Africa regional office)
Trees integrated with conservation agriculture forms a complementary combination. The roots of tree/shrub species and the soil fauna take over the tillage function, soil nutrient mobilization and balancing. Trees add biomass, hence a cover, which protects the soil and feeds the soil biota (i.e. biological plough). This also ensures better carbon storage than conservation agriculture alone. Trees in rotation/ intercrop reduce weeds, insect pests and diseases, thus increasing savings from inputs such as pesticides, labour and herbicides.
Fertilizer trees:  Taking advantage of biological nitrogen fixation, biomass production and nutrient cycling
Traditionally farmers grow crops under scattered trees such as Faidherbia albida and take advantage of the albida-effect,  i.e.  “hotspots  of carbon” and “islands of fertility”  under the tree canopy.






Alternatively, trees could be incorporated with crops such as maize under relay cropping. Common tree species under this system include Cajanus cajan (pigeon peas), Tephrosia spp and Sesbania sesban.
In the old days, people used to practice shifting cultivation. However, due to population growth, there remains no more land that could be left to lie idle for some years in order to regain its fertility. Improved fallow technologies have therefore been developed to build on that practice. It involve cultivation of trees, especially the nitrogen fixing ones, in rotational fallows, thereby improving soil fertility and physical properties. An example could be a rotation (1-2 years) of maize with legumes such as Sesbania, Tephrosia, Pigeon pea, Crotalaria, Mucuna, Macroptilium, etc.

Table: … Interaction effect of tillage and Sebania sesban fallows on maize yield in eastern Zambia (2000 and 2001 crop season data combined).  
	Site
	Treatment
	
	Tillage type
	

	
	
	Ridging
	Inversion 
	Zero 

	Chadiza
	Fertilized maize
	2.9 a
	1.8 b
	1.2 b

	(degraded  & dry) 
	Sesbania –Maize 
	2.4 a
	2.4 a
	1.2 b

	
	Unfertilized maize
	0.6 a
	0.8 a
	0.5 a

	Chipata
	Fertilized maize
	4.5 a
	4.1 ab
	3.8 b

	(moderately wet) 
	Sesbania –Maize 
	2.5 a
	2.5 a
	1.7 b

	
	Unfertilized maize
	0.8 a
	0.8 a
	0.6 a


Source: ICRAF (Unpublished).
Trees could as well be intercropped with agricultural crops. Under this management, trees (especially leguminous species) are planted at low density. After 2 years, the trees are cut, normally at 30 cm height. The leaves could be spread on the ground as mulch or given to animals as fodder. They are then allowed to re-grow (coppice) and cut 2-3 times per year. This technology is appropriate for densely populated areas where land holding is small. 

[image: Gliricidia maize]
Management of Gliricidia – Maize intercropping in Zambia

In future rainfall variability and land degradation will increase risks of agricultural drought. Therefore, practices that conserve water and improve rain use efficiency are needed. CA and CAWT are logical choices in rain-fed agriculture
CAWT is not only about crop yields; it is about sustainable land management (SLM), and mitigation and adaptation to climate change



Encouraged by the growing evidence, ICRAF is piloting Evergreen Agriculture project in 3 districts in Malawi in partnership with Government departments (Department of Agricultural Extension Services (DAES and Department of Land Resources Conservation (LRCD)), Farmer organizations (National Farmers Association of Malawi) and NGOs (Christian Relief Service and Total Land Care (TLC)) where they have been able to reach about 4000 farmers with, information tree germplasm and training. 

Challenges to scaling-up
The process of scaling up conservation agriculture with trees (CAWT) has been met with several technical and institutional challenges. Technical challenges include the recommendation domains, adaptability of species, skills in management of trees and CA in general and climate change. Institutional and policy related challenges include land tenure and property rights, national policies on CA, regulations regarding fire and grazing by livestock, markets, input and output prices and labour. 
In conclusion, there is growing evidence about the benefits of CA & CAWT.  However, we do not claim to know it all hence we are not promoting CAWT as a panacea to all productivity constraints. There is also room for learning and the need for balancing basic and applied research. 

[bookmark: _Toc294525927]Plenary reactions from presentations
· It was observed that however good the fertilizer trees may be in improving the soil fertility, they should not be seen as panacea to farmers’ problems. Rather, we should tell our farmers to optimize the resources at their disposal, including the use of green, farm yard and chemical fertilizers. 
· There is also the need to integrate CAWT with other farming enterprises such as livestock to diversify the risk. 
· There is need to support presentation pictures with empirical data in order to explain what is affecting the different phenomena and avoid passing the wrong message. 
· Since CAWT studies involve a lot of time, among other resources, relay research involving students picking their work from one another could be a good idea in order to have a bigger story about it. 
· A plan to publish a special issue on journal on CA was revealed and calls for papers will be invited. 
· It was also observed that there has been too much literature on chemical fertilizer but little on organic fertilizer. 
· The observed importance of Faidherbia albida has made the seeds to be sold by farmers, thereby generating some income. A notable challenge was weed control underneath. The species effects was also noted to be crop specific hence a need to have a basket of options, for different agro-ecological zones and farming systems.
The project aims at engaging the policy makers in up scaling CAWT, an initiative that was termed as encouraging. In order to succeed, it was evident that we must make use of our own resources and have government support. The need to train extension officers for up scaling exercise was emphasized. It was noted that in some cases, support such as provision of subsidized fertilizer came when rain was gone rendering the process ineffective and careful planning of initiatives is vital. The participants agreed that there are institutions on the ground which can be used to generate information relating to CAWT. CAFU was identified as a platform already on the ground and working to rely on its strength and rectify its weaknesses was emphasized rather than loosing it after establishing a regional task force. 
There is need to intensify campaigns on issues that have already been in practice/ promotion such as tractors promotion, use of ridges, etc in sustainable agriculture. An example was given where farmers were supplied with tractors and other implements and the need to follow such farmers and see what they are doing is essential. A farmer was reported to have conceded that he was waiting for instructions/ training on use of implements. After the awareness, there will be a demand for agroforestry tree seeds and CA implements, among other resources and hence we should be prepared for the demand created. It was mentioned that under European Union’s supported evergreen agriculture project issues of germplasm supply system have been addressed (component 2). The role of institutions will also be highlighted and shared to minimize the challenges faced.
[bookmark: _Toc294525928]Plenary reactions from group discussions
The participants had fruitful discussions and came up with the following recommendations. 
a) Work Plan’s areas of improvement
· The work plan to be pushed to start on March – April, i.e.  shift activities by 3 months

b) Potential organizations in support of the project and their roles
ZNFU – Zambia National Farmers Union
ATC – Agric. Training Centre

- add international NGOs and their roles


c) Ways in which CAWT can get more attention 
- Include CAWT in Pillar 1 and 4 of CAADP – policies, extension, innovations
- Deputy director sits on the board – policies are under review


d) The best focal institution to domicile the country CAWT platform
- ZARI research wing
- CAAZ (Conservation Agric. Association of Zambia) thru GART
- CAAZ registration not very sure, not very active. It is also elective, has expiry period
- Organize a small meeting to decide – whether ZARI or CAAZ

e) Draft process to facilitate preparation of the draft proposal
· Have a country implementation committee comprising of:  
- UNZA – Elijah Phiri
- ZARI _ Dr. Godfrey Sakala  
- MACO _Martin Sishekanu (Chief Agricultural Specialist)
- CFU _ Collins Nkatiko (coordinator)
- GART – Douglas Moono
- PELUM – Wilfred Miga

General comments
- It was resolved the implementation committee to meet 2nd week of April (Friday 8th April 2011) 
- There should be appropriate recommendation domain result from baseline survey such as specific species, agro-ecological regions, minimum soil disturbance standards, soil cover specific to sites, and quantification of cover (percentage per site)
- There is need to establish indicative number of farmers practicing CAWT whether supervised, unsupervised or spill-over effects, time of project, initial target, etc
- A review of policies. A case in hand was given whereby the cost of Magoye ripper was first made in Zambia but was now being imported cheaply from Zimbambwe 
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+256414220611
	k.masuki@cgiar.org

	Melody Njeru
	ICRAF
	P. O. Box 30677 -00100 Nairobi
	+254 725565653
	melnjeru@gmail.com

	Wilson Nyariwo 
	SCC-VI Agroforestry Project
	P.O. Box 3160
Kisumu 40100
Kenya 

	+254-57-2022047
+254 2024118
Cell:+254 733915476
	wilson.nyariwo@viafp.org
Nyariwo@yahoo.com
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	No. 
	Name 
	Institution
	Title
	Email
	Telephone

	1
	Firmat M. Banzi
	MOA food security and cooperatives
	Agricultural officer (soil science)
	f_banzi@yahoo.co.uk
	+25522 2860450
+255713609745

	2
	Godfrey Mony
	Radio One/ ITV
	Journalist
	godmonyr@yahoo.com
	+255713662928

	3
	Gadiosa Laxidy
	The Guardian
	Journalist
	Gady22@yahoo.com
	+255717939893

	4
	Ahmed Segulle
	Radio One
	Journalist
	asegulle@yahoo.com
	+255655023444

	5
	John Banga
	MOA food security and cooperatives
	Agric.
	
	+255222865391
+255713691510

	6
	Amos Enock Majul
	Inst. of Res. Assessment (IRA)
	Ass. Prof.
	amajule@ira.udsm.ac.tz
	+255 754365644

	7
	Amithay H. Kuhanda
	World Vision 
	Soil Science and Land Mgt
	amithay_kuhanda@wri.org
	+255 757 614777

	8
	Joyce Kuliwaki Mvuna
	MOA food security and cooperatives
	Agric. Extension
	jmvuna2808@yahoo.com
	+255 754929022

	9
	Simon Lugandu
	ACT
	Nat. Res. Mgt and sustainable livelihood
	simon.lugandu@act_africa.org
slugandu@yahoo.com
	+255 787863238

	10
	Joseph Johnson Kigula
	Forestry and Beekeeping Division
	Forester 
	jjkigula@yahoo.co.uk
	+255 784468043
+ 255 719706006

	11
	Mark Lyimo
	MOA Food Security & co-operatives
	Agric. Engineer
	mark.lyimo@gmail.com
mark.lyimo@kilimo.go.tz
	+255 754586451

	12
	Zainab Peter Kuhanwa
	VP Office, Division of Environment
	Environmental Chemist
	zaikuhanwa@yahoo.com
	+255 713238703

	13
	Karim Mtambo
	MOA food security and cooperatives
	Ass. Director, Food Security Division
	kmtambo04@yahoo.com
	+255222865968
+255754296527

	14
	Aichi Kitalyi
	Devlink Partners
	Consultant, AF/ livelihood/ farming systems
	aichikitalyi@yahoo.co.uk
	+255 784542616

	15
	Idrissa Magomeni
	ITV
	Camera man
	
	+255 713774793

	16
	Peter Gachie
	ICRAF
	Agroforester
	pgachie@cgiar.org
pgachie@yahoo.com
	+254207224479
+254721809809

	17
	Kenneth Masuki
	ICRAF
	NRM Scientist
	k.masuki@cgiar.org
	+255 784625567
+254715813866
+256414220611

	18
	Mathew Mpanda 
	ICRAF
	Ass. Scientist, NRM
	m.mpanda@cgiar.org
m.mpanda@yahoo.com
	+255713833441
+255222700660

	19
	Jonathan Muriuki
	ICRAF
	Agroforester
	j.muriuki@cgiar.org
	+254207224267
+254722866773

	20
	Hamisi Dulla
	ACT
	Agric. /NRM
	Hamisi.mzoba@act_africa.org
	+25420444252
+254735473806

	21
	Jeremias Mowo
	ICRAF
	Soil Scientist
	j.mowo@cgiar.org
	+254731011773
+254715813856

	22
	Saidi Mkomwa
	ACT
	Agric. Engineer
	saidi.mkomwa@act_africa.org
	+254 712252549
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	Name
	Organization
	Position 
	Telephone
	Email

	Miga Wilfred
	Pelum Association Regional Desk
	Agric. and Rural Development Officer
	+260 975133453
	wmiga@pelum.org.zm/ fmkalya@pelum.org.zm

	Atrib Namanje
	Chongwe District Farmers Association
	Coordinator
	+260974044807
	chongwefarmers@yahoo.com

	Bruce Sosola
	ICRAF Malawi
	Training Officer, Evergreen Agriculture
	+265991582444
	bsosola@cgiarmw.org

	Moses Mwale
	Zambia Agric. Research Institute (MOA & Co-Op)
	Deputy Director
	+260 966766395
	mwalemp@yahoo.com

	Sileshi G. Weldesemayat
	ICRAF
	Senior Scientist
	+265 999642149
	sileshi@africa-online.net

	Lameck Phiri
	Natural Resources Development College
	Ag. Head – Water Engineering Department
	+260 977223643
	lamphiri@gmail.com

	Stephen W. Muliokela
	Golden Valley Agric. Research Trust
	Executive Director
	+260 977933606
	gart@zamnet.zm

	Saidi Mkomwa
	African Conservation Tillage Network 
	Executive Secretary
	+254 712252549
	saidi.mkomwa@act-africa.org

	Reynolds K. Shula
	ACT/ Min. of Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources
	ACT Board Chairperson/ Technical Officer, Land Use - CCCFU
	+260977770825
	shula.reynolds@iconnect.zm

	Peter Gachie 
	ICRAF, EARO
	Research Assistant
	+254 809809
	pgachie@cgiar.org

	Godfrey Sakala
	Zambia Agriculture Research Institute
	Chief Agric. Research Officer
	+260 961995264
	godfrey.sakala@gmail.com

	Mukelabai Ndiyoi
	Farming Systems Association of Zambia
	President
	+260 977430928
	liowanyi1892@yahoo.com

	Jonathan Muriuki
	ICRAF Nairobi
	Associate Scientist
	+254 207224267
	j.muriuki@cgiar.org

	Kenneth Masuki
	ICRAF
	
	+255 784625567
	k.masuki@cgiar.org

	Mabvuso C. Sinda
	University of Zambia
	Lecturer
	+260 967203203
	bruso2000@ymail.com/ mabvuso.sinda@unza.zm

	Obed I. Lungu
	University of Zambia
	Professor
	+260 977856155
	olungu@unza.zm

	Elijah Phiri
	University of Zambia
	Focal Point/ HOD
	+260 977781655/ +260 211295421
	ephiri@unza.zm

	J. Daisy Suede
	University of Zambia
	Secretary
	+260 975194012
	daisy.suede@unza.zm
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