CGIAR Research Program on
Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS)

The CCAFS Regional Scenarios Programme: External Evaluation
Report on Progress Towards Programme Outcomes

October 2013 to January 2014

Prepared by: Dr Chris Carey

Correct citation: Carey C. 2014. The CCAFS Regional Scenarios Programme: External Evaluation Report on Progress Towards
Programme Outcomes. CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS). Copenhagen,
Denmark.
This document is published by the CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS),
CCAFS is a strategic partnership of CGIAR and Future Earth, led by the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT).
CCAFS brings together the world’s best researchers in agricultural science, development research, climate science and
earth system science, to identify and address the most important interactions, synergies and tradeoffs between climate
change, agriculture and food security.
CCAFS is supported by the CGIAR Fund, the Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA), the Australian
Government Overseas Aid Program (AusAid), Irish Aid, Environment Canada, Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the
Netherlands, Swiss Agency for Development And Cooperation (SDC), Instituto de Investigação Científica Tropical (IICT), UK
Aid, Government of Russia and the European Union (EU). The Program is carried out with technical support from the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).

Contents
Acronyms ............................................................................................................................................................... iii
Acknowledgements ................................................................................................................................................ v
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................................... vi
1.0 Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................... 1
1.1 Overview of the Evaluation .......................................................................................................................... 1
1.2 The Challenge ............................................................................................................................................... 2
1.3 The Solution ................................................................................................................................................. 2
1.4 The CCAFS context and scenarios strategy .................................................................................................. 3
1.4.1. Theme 4.1 – Linking Knowledge with Action ....................................................................................... 4
1.4.2 Flagship 4 – Policies and Institutions for Resilient Food Systems ......................................................... 5
2 Current Status of the Scenarios Programme ....................................................................................................... 6
2.1 Scenarios Methodology ................................................................................................................................ 6
2.2 Current Status of the Scenarios Programme ................................................................................................ 8
2.2.1 East Africa ............................................................................................................................................. 8
2.2.2 West Africa .......................................................................................................................................... 11
2.2.3 South Asia ........................................................................................................................................... 14
2.2.4 South-East Asia ................................................................................................................................... 17
2.2.5 South America ..................................................................................................................................... 19
2.3 Global Partnerships .................................................................................................................................... 24
2.3.1 Oxfam .................................................................................................................................................. 24
2.3.2 United Nations Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre .......................... 25
2.3.3 Food and Agriculture Organization ..................................................................................................... 25
2.3.4 The Global Forum on Agriculture Research (GFAR) ............................................................................ 26
2.3.5 Internal Partnerships .......................................................................................................................... 27
2.4 Questionnaires ........................................................................................................................................... 27
2.4.1 Workshop Participants ........................................................................................................................ 27
2.4.2 External Partners................................................................................................................................. 28
2.4.3 Key CCAFS Staff ................................................................................................................................... 29

i

3.0 Findings and Discussion .................................................................................................................................. 30
3.1 Scenarios Process ....................................................................................................................................... 30
3.2 Scenario Usage ....................................................................................................................................... 30
3.3 Visioning and Back-casting ..................................................................................................................... 31
3.4 Quantification ........................................................................................................................................ 31
3.5 Time Horizon .......................................................................................................................................... 32
3.6 Recent Developments ................................................................................................................................ 33
3.7 Process Management ................................................................................................................................. 34
3.7.1 Funding ............................................................................................................................................... 34
3.7.2 Communication Strategy .................................................................................................................... 36
3.7.3 Virtual Tools ........................................................................................................................................ 36
3.8 Questionnaire Results ................................................................................................................................ 36
3.8.1 Participants ......................................................................................................................................... 36
3.8.2 Analysis of Participants’ Responses .................................................................................................... 42
3.8.3 External Partners................................................................................................................................. 42
3.8.4 Key CCAFS Staff Members ................................................................................................................... 44
4.0 Evaluation ....................................................................................................................................................... 45
4.1 Process Evaluation...................................................................................................................................... 45
4.2 Theme 4.1.1 Impact Pathway ..................................................................................................................... 45
4.3 Beyond CCAFS Phase 1 ............................................................................................................................... 49
5.0 Conclusions ..................................................................................................................................................... 53
5.1 Scenarios Process ....................................................................................................................................... 53
5.2 Theme 4, Impact Pathway 4.1.1 ................................................................................................................. 53
6.0 Recommendations .......................................................................................................................................... 56
Annex 1 Questionnaires ....................................................................................................................................... 58
Annex 2 Documents.............................................................................................................................................. 66
Annex 3 Participants ............................................................................................................................................. 69

ii

Acronyms
AAM
ACICAFOC

Andean America
La Asociación Coordinadora Indígena y Campesina de Agroforestería Comunitaria de
Centroamérica

ADB

African Development Bank

ANAMAS

Service National de la Météorologie

AMEDD

Association Malienne d'Eveil au Développement Durable

ARPEC

Cambodia Rice Producers & Exporters of Cambodia

ASARECA

Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa

ASEAN

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations

CC

Climate Change

CCAFS

Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security

CDKN

Climate and Development Knowledge Network

CEPAPE

le Centre d'Études pour la Promotion, l'Aménagement et la Protection de l'Environnement

CGIAR

Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research

CIAT

International Centre for Tropical Agriculture

CICP

CONDESAN

Cambodian Institute for Cooperation and Peace
Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa Comprehensive Africa Agriculture
Development Programme
Consortium for Sustainable Development of the Andean Ecoregion

COO

Chief Operating Officer

CORPOICA-FA

Corporación Colombiana de Investigación Agropecuaria

CSIR

Council for Scientific and Industrial Research

DSCRP

Document de Stratégie de la Croissance et de la Reduction de la Pauvreté

EA

East Africa

EAC

East African Community

EAFF

East Africa Farmers Federation

ECI

Environmental Change Institute

ECOWAS

Economic Community Of West African States

EHPEA

Ethiopian Horticultural Producers and Exporters Association

ENDA

Environment and Development Action

EPIC

European Platform for Investing in Children

ERAS

Regional Strategy of Agro-environment and Health

ERCC

Regional Climate Change Strategy

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organization

FARA

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

GAWU

Guiana Agricultural Workers Union

GFAR

Global Forum on Agricultural Research

ICRAF

World Agroforestry Centre

IDSP

Integrated Disease Surveillance Project

IIASA

International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis

ICRISAT

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi Arid Tropics

INERA

La recherche agronomique appliquée qui s'effectue

INRAN

Institut de Recherche Agronomiques du Niger

IMPACT

International Model for Policy Analysis of Agricultural Commodities and Trade

IUCN

International Union for Conservation of Nature

COMESA CAADP

iii

JICA

Japan International Cooperation Agency

KARI

Kenya Agricultural Research Institute

LAM

Latin America

LEAD

Leadership for Environment and Development

MADR

Ministerio de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural

MATLAB

Matrix Laboratory

NGO

Non-Governmental Organisation

OLDFAR

OLD Field Anomaly Relaxation

PERFOR

Regional Strategic Plan for the Management of Forest Ecosystems

PMAS

Pir Mehr Ali Shah

PRESANCA

Regional Food Security and Nutrition Programme for Central America

RPLs

Regional Programme Leaders

SA
SAG

South Asia
Scenarios Advisory Group

SEA

South East Asia

SEATV

Southeast Asia TV

SERNA

Secretariat of Environment and Natural Resources

SICA

Central American Integration System

SO

Science Officers

TIST

The International Small Group Tree Planting Programme

TLs

Theme Leader

UN

United Nations

UNEP WCMC

United Nations Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre

WA

West Africa

WB

World Bank

iv

Acknowledgements
I would like to acknowledge the assistance provided by the CCAFS Scenarios Officer, Joost Vervoort, and the
regional co-ordinators, Rathana Peou, Maliha Muzammil, Millicent Owuor, and Marieke Veeger, for their
proactive approach to compiling supporting documents and communications. Without their prompt and
detailed responses this evaluation would have been much less comprehensive.

v

Executive Summary


Food security relies on a complex and interlinked network, and the impacts of climate change are felt in
complex ways on production, the stability of food supplies, and food utilization and access.



There is the added complexity of the scale and range of the food network and actor groups who operate
in vastly different sectors and levels, with widely divergent interests. One tool that enables solutions to be
formed from complex problems is the use of scenarios: plausible, internally logical narratives about
possible contextual futures formed from a wide range of differing world views the use of which can result
in futures that are inclusive to all.



The CCAFS Scenarios Programme was initiated in 2010 and is active across all five regions in which CCAFS
is engaged, namely South Asia, East Africa, West Africa, Latin America, and South-East Asia. Originally
envisioned as being led from an Oxford base, the process is now facilitated by regional teams assisted by a
core team of scenarios experts.



The process has evolved from a standard 2-by-2 deductive process to a hybrid version of morphological
analysis that uses four to six change factors and allows for up to four or five drivers beyond the normal
two extremes used in the deductive method. The benefit of this approach is a more transparent,
systematic exploration of driver states that also includes more dimensions of systems in the principal
framing of the scenarios.



The target of the Scenarios Programme has also evolved from initially delivering a refined scenarios
product to a focus on supporting partner organizations in using the scenarios. The primary products of the
scenarios process are plausible narratives and quantified impacts on a number of metrics using
International Model for Policy Analysis of Agricultural Commodities and Trade (IMPACT) and Globiom
agricultural models.



There have been stakeholder 14 workshops across the five regions with 361 individuals attending
representing 240 organsiations. So far there have been seven physical engagements with partner
organizations and nine upcoming engagements planned. Including identified opportunities and policy
pathways, the scenarios programme has developed a total of 81 possible opportunities to inform policy or
institutional arrangements. There are 12 individuals championing scenarios in their organizations. There
are four external partners actively supporting the scenarios programme, contributing $740,000 or 44% of
the budget for 2013/2014.



In summary an excellent process has evolved from an academic approach to a bespoke product to meet
the needs of the actors CCAFS wishes to engage.



The scenarios process is polished and efficient, producing significant quantity in a short timescale, and is
widely hailed by the participants. The regionalized management model is excellent and if correctly
supported will facilitate engagement and buy-in with end users.



The significant support that the programme receives from external bodies reinforces not only the value
they place on a scenarios programme, but the value they place on the programme developed by the
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CCAFS scenarios team in particular. This programme has produced a large number of outcomes and
possible outcome pathways both for its current and future targets.


There are small areas where improvements can be made, focusing on ongoing engagement and
communication and process management.
o

Region Lead Communication – Supporting the move towards Regional Science Officers
organizing and engaging with stakeholders, invest in regionalized documentation and
communication to maximize buy-in.

o

Regional Briefs - Brief documents on regions, regularly updated – can be used in a newsletter
style to serve as engagement tool.

o

A Scenarios brief - A concise document provided as pre-reading and sent out in response to initial
enquiries – in local languages preferably.

o

Universal Communication Tools - Explore the possibility of universal communication methods
given the number of regions the programme is active in.

o

Virtual Tool Kits -. The three tools under development; an online factor scoping programme,
making the OLD Field Anomaly Relaxation (OLDFAR) programme available and an online
backcasting programme are good initial starting points, but if CCAFs envisages an ongoing use of
the scenarios programme to guide action then more comprehensive options should be
considered.

o

Documentation – Standardize reporting and documenting procedures.

o

Staffing - Continue model of regional teams to disperse workload, making the scenarios
programme more resilient to personnel changes and more regionally relevant.

o

Workshop participants – focus on including previously marginalized groups rather than the same
old voices.

o

Evaluation and Monitoring - Consider pre- and post-evaluation of participants and re-questioning
past participants as both an engagement method and evaluation tool.

o

Guidance - Should resources allow, the SAG is a valuable resource to be leveraged as a
methodological evaluation body.



In conclusion the CCAFS Scenarios Programme is a well -developed tool kit that meets all the criteria for
achieving its demanding targets. The issues it faces are common to all engagement led projects in that you
cannot force people to utilize or even engage with scenarios products, nor can you completely manage
those that do involve themselves with the process. However, the signs are very positive that this will
happen.
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1.0 Introduction
1.1 Overview of the Evaluation
The purpose of this external evaluation is to review the development to date in the Climate Change,
Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS) Scenarios Programme towards the progress and outcome indicators for
Theme 4.1, Linking Knowledge with Action, particularly impact pathway 4.1.1 ‘Regional socio-economic
scenarios’. Impact pathway 4.1.1. was completed at the end of 2013, and this is the reason for the
commissioning of this report.
The approach used for the evaluation was desk-based, supplemented by Skype and telephone interviews
where required. The scenarios team supplied a wide range of documentation ranging from workshop reports
to proposed work plans and financial reports. These documents were supplemented with up-to-date
information by the regional and scenario teams. The main focus of the documentation was on the earlier
scenario interventions in East and West Africa and South Asia, as these were the most advanced scenarios
programmes having been in operation since 2010. Evidence from the more recent workshops in South-East
Asia and South America has been supplied in the form of interviews, workshop documents and personal
communications. The basis of analysis was developed from the outcome story for impact pathway 4.1.1 as it
contributes to the outcome targets of Theme 4, allowing for analysis of the potential contribution of the
1

scenarios to CCAFS through its fourth research flagship on policies and institutions for climate-resilient food
systems. The following objectives were used to guide the evaluation process:


Review the progress to date in the five regions in which CCAFS is active,



Document the outcomes achieved within each region, and



Evaluate the scenarios process and recommend improvements where practical.

To achieve this, a range of data was collected from across the five regions where CCAFS is engaged, in the
following three steps:
1.

Analysis of existing documentation, including workshop reports, working papers, journal papers, work
plans, monitoring and evaluation plans, terms of reference, financial reports and memorandums of
understanding. The documents reviewed are detailed in Annex 2.

2.

Through questionnaires completed by workshop participants, key CCAFS personnel, and external
individuals and organizations that are engaging with the scenarios programme, assessment of the
impact of the scenarios programme.

1

The vision for flagship four is the development of national, regional, and global institutions to enable food

systems that are resilient to a variable and changing climate.

1

3.

Interviews of select individuals to garner further insight into the effectiveness of the programme in
delivering its target outcome.

1.2 The Challenge
The challenge that CCAFS has been organized to face is the impacts of climate change on global food security.
Food security is a complex and interlinked network of actors, organizations and environmental factors, and the
impacts of climate change are felt in complex ways. As well as the obvious agro-ecological effects on
production of variations in climate, a changing climate also impacts the stability of food supplies through
extreme events, food utilization through compounding hunger or disease, and by limiting access to food –
particularly at the regional level.
As well as these impacts to the linkages of the food system, there is the added complexity of the scale and
range over which the food network operates. The actor groups engaged in the food network operate in vastly
different sectors and at multiple levels, with often widely divergent interests. This results in not only the
complex dynamic interactions of climate change on the food system itself, but also interactions with other
change dynamics across economic, political, temporal and biophysical dimensions and from local to global
levels. For instance, national policies, global food prices, or competition between land use types may restrict or
enable adaptation for local actors such as small-scale farmers or poor urban communities.
These complex dynamic interactions result in uncertainties that confound attempts to develop linear and
unilateral policies – a wicked problem. Wicked problems cannot be solved by using the same tools and
processes that are complicit in creating them. Neither will they be resolved by approaches short on explicating
the complex interconnections of the multiple causes, consequences, and cross-scale actors of the problem.
These complex systemic challenges lend themselves to solutions that leverage a wide range of world views
from actors across sectors and scales to develop system-wide collaborative adaptation pathways.

1.3 The Solution
One tool that enables solutions to be formed from a wide range of differing world views is the futures
methodology of scenarios. Scenarios are plausible, internally logical narratives about possible contextual
futures. They are not predictions or forecasts, where trends are extrapolated, but combinations of high
impact, high uncertainty drivers of change that produce logical and structured spaces in which decision-makers
can explore the implications of various options available to them without getting lost in the multitude of
possibilities. Their strength is based in the way they are formed. A diverse range of stakeholders are consulted
during their creation, which results in a wide range of knowledge and experiences being brought to the table,
shaping futures that are inclusive to all.
The primary application for the scenario tool set is as a test space for policy options. By going beyond the usual
forecast position of providing a single, ‘most likely’ future, scenarios prepare decision-makers for the
unforeseen. With multiple, plausible futures on the table, each characterized by a variation in a key high
2

impact driver, the process throws light on which options are feasible under all futures and can be considered
“no regrets” options, which options are not feasible under any future, and which are preferable under only
one or a few futures and should be considered only in specific circumstances. This way, scenarios help stretch
ideas about possible futures while stimulating consistent thinking about each potential future world.
Importantly, scenarios as used in the CCAFS program are not themselves about a decision-maker’s choices, but
instead about contextual factors that decision-makers cannot directly influence and how these factors affect
decision spaces.
As well as creating these safe spaces to explore various, often contentious, policy options, the very process of
scenarios building is an excellent tool for building understanding and collaboration between actors with
disparate worldviews. By exploring the assumptions of diverse stakeholders and making these assumptions
explicit, it clarifies the thinking of different actors and allows them to interact, learn together and build
partnerships for shared action while allowing them to plan beyond the normal sphere of otherwise largely
unexamined and unchallenged ideas about the future. This secondary product often brings high-impact results
in short-term impacts that are guided by the rigorous approach of scenarios testing.
In contexts where many diverse groups of people interact, scenarios reveal the development potential that
can be released by linking knowledge and action among groups and across system boundaries, and developing
a shared language about the future.

1.4 The CCAFS context and scenarios strategy
CCAFS, or collaborative Research Programme 7 (CRP 7), is a major research partnership between the
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) and the global environmental change
community with a focus on five regions across the globe, namely South Asia, East Africa, West Africa, Latin
America and South-East Asia.
The CCAFS objectives are:
1.

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

2.

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

3.

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

These are approached through four themes concerned with different aspects of the challenge.
1.

Adaptation pathways under progressive climate change

2.

Adaptation through Managing Climate Risk

3.

Pro-poor Climate Change Mitigation

3

4.

Linking Knowledge with Action

1.4.1. Theme 4.1 – Linking Knowledge with Action
The current body of scenarios work from 2010 to 2014 falls under CCAFS Theme 4.1, Linking Knowledge with
Action. The research theme aims to identify ways to catalyse action from knowledge about long-term
adaptation, climate risk management and low emissions agriculture. Efforts are focused on achieving impact in
four priority areas of research:
4.1.1

Regional socio-economic scenarios

4.1.2

Innovations in research, partnerships and communication

4.1.3

Gender and social differentiation, and

4.1.4

Evidence-based and forward-looking climate and agriculture strategies and planning

The scenarios work falls mainly under 4.1.1, but also influences other research areas, and indeed other
Themes. The desired outcome for 4.1.1 is that by the end of 2013, national and regional stakeholders in the
five CCAFS regions are focusing on developing more appropriate adaptation and mitigation strategies using
forward-looking climate change focused socio-economic scenarios. In two regions, economic communities and
international organizations are collaborating to invest in this process for creating an enabling policy
environment. The indicators for outcomes for the Scenarios Programme are detailed in table 1.
Table 1: Indicator outcomes for CCAFS Scenario Program
Year

Type

Level

Indicator

2013

Outcome

Outcome story to 4.1

New

outcome

scenario champions' work

Milestone to outcome

Number of actors that have requested or are

story

supporting the scenarios process in the CCAFS regions

Milestone to outcome

Funds provided for scenarios process by partner

story

organizations in CCAFS regions

Milestone to outcome

Number of partner organizations that are participating

story

in the scenarios process by region

2013

2013

2013

Outcome

Outcome

Outcome

institutional

arrangements

resulting

from

2013

Process

Activity to milestone

Number and type of participants in each workshop

2013

Process

Activity to milestone

Number of champions emerging

2013

Process

Activity to milestone

EA scenario champion success stories

4

2013

Deliverable

Deliverable

Number of views, forwards and tweets of scenarios
blog

1.4.2 Flagship 4 – Policies and Institutions for Resilient Food Systems
As of 2017 CCAFS will enter its second phase of implementation, including Flagship 4 – Policies and institutions
for Resilient Food Systems. This flagship’s targets are that by 2018, five major global development actors will
be using tools and approaches derived from CCAFS and partner science to inform their investments in climatesmart technologies and practices. By 2023, the network of food system actors will be supported by enabling
agricultural, environmental and food security policies and institutions in 20 CCAFS countries. This includes
adaptation or climate-informed development policies in all countries, and a 50% increase in investments in
climate-smart agriculture. The CCAFS Scenarios Programme can be an important tool for achieving these
targets.

5

2 Current Status of the Scenarios Programme
2.1 Scenarios Methodology
Since its initiation in 2010 in the East Africa region, the scenarios process has changed considerably, driven
through both the demands of its end-users and the practicalities of delivering a usable product in numerous
locales across the globe. Initially the programme was seen as a way to produce and disseminate short time
horizon (2030) qualitative, socio-economic scenarios from an Oxford-based team of experts. In line with this,
the workshop process was based around multiple interventions in each region, refining the scenarios narrative
around a two-axis deductive methodology. However since the first workshop in Nairobi, this structure has
gradually altered from general, broadly outlined scenarios used in workshops of regional multi-stakeholder
groups to more demand-driven, opportunist, tailored processes with single organizations or specific
combinations of stakeholders looking at existing work or work-in-progress policies rather than creating
additional plans.
2

The following process was used in the final workshop setup in Costa Rica . In three-days the participants went
from identifying factors of change to producing inputs for the modelling stage.
Table 2: Current Scenario Workshop Breakdown
Day 1

Day 2

Day 3

Welcome and Initial Presentation
covering scenarios and process
expectations
Speed meet in pairs to define
factors of change for:
1.Agriculture and food security,
2.Livelihoods, and
3. Environments.
Clustering, ranking and selecting
future change factors

Choosing scenarios: selecting four
from six scenarios

Outlining indicators of change

Developing narratives using
explorative back-casting

Re-visit scenario narrative, develop
narrative summary, scenario name

Developing narratives

Selecting factor states and
outlining factor compatibility
matrix

Indicators of Change: 18–20 key
indicators combining stakeholderidentified indicators and model
indicators

Impact pathways: Discussion on
the options for applying scenarios
with concrete support by decisionmakers
Climate vulnerability and
mitigation consequences of each
scenario

Completing factor compatibility
matrix
OLDFAR MATLAB program to
select possible scenarios

2

rd

th

3 -5 December 2013
6

Within the initial presentation, an overview of the CCAFS scenarios process is given with special consideration
placed on clearly laying out the process and workshop expectations. The examples of the scenarios experience
and products from East African region are presented so as to give the participants clear examples of what the
process can produce, including the quantification outputs.
The remainder of day is used to identify the key factors of change that would affect the agriculture, food
security, livelihoods and environmental sectors. Participants begin with a speed meet where they operate in
pairs to produce a diverse but comprehensive set of factors that influence the three elements of the workshop
scope. ‘Change factors’ are used rather than ‘drivers’, since drivers implies too much of a simple causality and
may ignore feedbacks that in turn affect change factors. To streamline the process, a clustering step is included
and the resultant factors are then ranked on relevance and uncertainty to food security, environments and
livelihoods. The next step is to assign states to the chosen factors. Unlike the original deductive method where
drivers or factors of change were required to be ‘either-or’, under this process up to three extreme states can
be identified. To ensure universal understanding of the definitions, the groups are given time to present their
findings in plenary. The final step of the first day is to identify which factor and state combinations were
impossible, uncertain, or possible by completing the factor compatibility matrix. An artist can be used at this
point to provide neutral images for each of the factor states generated by participants to help them imagine
the combinations of factors and states that make up different scenarios. This results in thousands of possible
3

combinations. The information is fed into a MATLAB-(MATrix LABoratory) based program that between day
one and two identifies the most diverse scenarios from the top 75% most coherent set. This generates a set of
six candidate scenarios that are diverse in all factors and yet seen to be plausible by all participants, from
which the top four scenarios are selected by the group.
Day two consists of the group selecting scenarios and developing narratives and initial work on developing
indicators. Day three is dedicated to further development of the indicators, which can be fed into the
modelling suites and used to explore other ways of using scenarios such as back-casting. A key activity on the
third day is identifying policy impact pathways for presentation in plenary. The final activity of the workshop is
to describe regional capacity for climate adaptation and mitigation in each scenario, using the same format
used to produce semi-quantitative information for indicators.

3

OLDFAR is a MATLAB-based mathematical program to pick representative sets from large data sets.
7

2.2 Current Status of the Scenarios Programme
The following section contains the current status of the scenarios interventions in the five CCAFS regions.
2.2.1 East Africa
The participants involved in the process in the East Africa Region were 120 stakeholders from Kenya, Tanzania,
Ethiopia, Uganda, Rwanda and Burundi as well as regional and global actors, including:


Policy advisors from agriculture, environment, and meteorology and planning departments



Farmers’ organizations under the East African Farmers’ Federation (EAFF)



Private sector organizations such as the Ethiopian Horticultural Producers and Exporters
Association (EHPEA) and the Entrepreneurship and Leadership Foundation



Regional governance bodies: the East African Community (EAC) and the Lake Victoria Basin
Committee



Regional research initiatives such as Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in
Eastern and Central Africa



Regionally active non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such as CARE, OXFAM, and CARITAS



Researchers from CCAFS and the University of Oxford



Regional media, represented by the Panos development journalism network



Intermediary civil society organizations such as the Society for International Development (SID)

In the East African region a standard deductive scenarios methodology was used which resulted in four
scenarios. The drivers of change selected were regional integration (will Eastern Africa integrate or remain
fragmented politically?) and mode of governance, either reactive or proactive responses from public, private
and civil sectors.
‘Industrious ants’ is a world where state and non-state actors are proactive and committed to regionalization.
This scenario has many benefits for food security, environments and livelihoods, but new challenges emerge:
there is a costly battle with corruption; the region struggles to create autonomous food security; and the
emergence of East African power causes conflicts with global interests used to doing what they will in the
region.
‘Herd of zebra’ is a world where regional integration has developed, but the focus is mainly on industrialization
and economic growth and little attention is given to food security, environments and livelihoods until crises
occur.
‘Lone leopards’ is a world characterized by fragmented but proactive governments and non-state actors that
achieve scattered successes regarding food security, environments and livelihoods; however, there is much
mistrust and instability.

8

‘Sleeping lions’ is a world that sees self-interested governments and non-state actors turning a blind eye or
profiting from regional and international exploitation of land and resources. This leads to public unrest time
and time again, but never to structural change.

Figure 2: East African Region scenario illustrations

4

With regard to the quantification of the scenarios, the results to 2030 have been produced and are currently
being revised to 2050. Figure 3 is an example of the outputs from the quantification modelling.

Kilocalorie availability on per capita per day

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

GLOBIOM - Industrious Ants
GLOBIOM - Herd of Zebra

500

GLOBIOM - Lone Leopards
GLOBIOM - Sleeping Lions

0
2010

2020

2030

Decades
Total Calories (from
all sources)

Figure 3: Calorie availability per capita per day and Maize trade balance for East Africa to 2030.

4

Drawn by Mauvine Were
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The following results have been developed from the scenarios intervention. The engagements are across the
scale of stakeholders in the region and show that the scenarios are being picked up by a wide range of key
organizations. While some of these opportunities are being actively pursued by the CCAFS team, some are
being championed by individuals within partner organizations.


East Africa Farmers Federation (EAFF) – Champion: Mainza Mugoya, Programme Officer (Policy and
Advocacy)

Engagement with the EAFF is valuable as they represent a different scale of stakeholder to NGO and IGOs.
Initial meetings with the EAFF were held in September 2013 resulting in the EAFF agreeing to present scenarios
at the COMESA CAADP regional compact validation meeting in Lusaka, Zambia. Such a presentation was not
possible, however, due to constraints at the meeting. The hope is that the CCAFS scenarios will be used to
validate the existing 2012–2020 EAFF strategic plan. The EAFF is also a key stakeholder representative as it can
speak for the agricultural producers.


Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)

It was hoped that the scenarios would be presented by EAFF board members at a regional COMESA
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) compact validation meeting in
September 2013. However meeting constraints prevented this. Other engagement options are being explored.


East African Community (EAC)

The EAC is the regional intergovernmental organization comprising Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, and
Uganda. Representing an area of 1.8 million sq km and approximately 150 million people, it is a key
organization to engage with in order to promote the CCAFS scenarios at a regional level. The EAC were a coorganizer of the Tanzania workshop, and the outputs and process were well received by the EAC participants.
To further explore the possibilities with EAC, a number of communications and presentations have been made
through the last quarter of 2013.


Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI) Champion: Patrick Ketiem Kibet, Researcher

The East Africa team has hosted a workshop for the training of 15 KARI staff in scenarios. Following this
workshop the participants will use available data to inform planning, focused on Transzoia. It is hoped that
KARI may factor scenarios into their future planning in 2014. Working on a national scale, KARI brings together
local experts and their research to maximize the collective knowledge and expertise regarding food crops,
horticultural and industrial crops, livestock and range management, land and water management and socioeconomics.


The International Small Group Tree Planting Programme (TIST) Champion: Alphaxard Kimani, TIST
Kenya
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TIST has invited CCAFS to introduce scenarios to its stakeholders during a meeting in early 2014. This invitation
follows discussions on how CCAFS could support TIST to incorporate scenarios further in their work. TIST is a
comprehensive sustainable development programme for developing-world locations, and is active in East
Africa and India.


Society for International Development (SID)

The SID is a global network of individuals and institutions concerned with development, which is participative,
pluralistic and sustainable. SID East Africa has emerged as a key championing partner and a value member of
the scenarios program team in East Africa.


Care International

There have been initial discussions to introduce the CCAFS scenarios to CARE International, a major
international humanitarian agency delivering broad-spectrum emergency relief and long-term international
development projects.
There have also been requests for information from the Kenyan Agriculture department (Champion: Abner
Ingosi, Senior Assistant Director of the Ministry of Agriculture) and for the Kenyan Decision Hub (Champion:
Constance Neely, CGIAR World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF)).
2.2.2 West Africa
Approximately 80 participants attended the various scenarios development workshops in the West Africa
Region. They hailed from Mali, Senegal, Burkina Faso, Niger, Nigeria, Kenya and Ghana, as well as regional and
global actors. Their roles and organizations included:
•

Regional actors such as Economic Community Of West African States (ECOWAS) and the Forum
for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA)

•

Public sector, ANAMAS (Service National de la Météorologie, Ghana), Ministry of Food and
Agriculture (Ghans), Ministry of Agriculture (Niger, Senegal)

•

Environment agencies such as le Centre d'Études pour la Promotion, l'Aménagement et la
Protection de l'Environnement (CEPAPE), Environment and Development Action (ENDA)

•

Development agencies such as the NGO Association Malienne d'Eveil au Développement Durable
(AMEDD)

•

Researchers from University of Oxford, International Crops Research Institute for the Semi Arid
Tropics (ICRISAT), Institut de l'environnement et Recherches Agricoles (INERA), Council for
Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR)-Animal Research Institute, Institut de Recherche
Agronomiques du Niger, and CGIAR.
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West Africa also used the deductive scenarios methodology resulting in four scenarios. The drivers of change
selected were dominant force in the region, being either state or non-state actors, and the policy driver being
either short or long term.

Policy Driver
Short-term Priorities

Long-term Priorities

Actors

State
Non-state Actors

Dominant Force

C3: Cash,
Carbon,

Self-determination

Calories

Save Yourself

Civil society to the
rescue?

‘Cash Control and Calories’ is a scenario where state actors are dominant with short-term priorities. Here food
security is supported through food importation at the cost of the environment.
‘Self-determination’ is a scenario where state actors are dominant with long-term priorities. Here food security
is through regional development and is driven by improved agriculture technologies and improved rural
infrastructure.
‘Civil Society coming to the rescue?’ is a scenario where non-state actors lead with long-term priorities. Food
security is achieved through regionalized food production for regionalized consumption.
‘Save Yourself’ is a scenario where non-state actors lead with short term priorities, resulting in food security
for the poor.
Originally scenarios to 2030, these are in the process of being developed to 2050 and have been quantified to
the same level as the East African scenarios. (See example figure 4):
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Figure 4: Calorie availability per capita per day up to 2050 for the Economic Community of West African States
region for each of the four scenarios.
While the analysis of modelling outputs for the process is still ongoing, there have been significant
developments in the region.


Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) – Champions: Alain Sy Traore (Director of
Agriculture and Rural Development) and Ernest Aubee (Principal Programme Officer of the
Commission)

The Regional Programme Leader in West Africa, Dr. Robert Zougmore, and his team, have been engaging with
ECOWAS including presenting at an ECOWAS meeting in November 2013, which has led to a number of results:
1.

Introduced the concept and need for scenarios to the ECOWAS agriculture department,

2.

On-going discussions about a jointly funded regional policy workshop,

3.

CCAFS has been included as part of the ECOWAS task force, giving a further point of engagement,

4.

CCAFS has been invited to give various presentations and chair a session at the ‘Forum of national and
regional actors in climate smart agriculture in West Africa’ in Mali, 27–30 May 2014, which will allow
wider engagement with the West African development community, and

5.

An invitation to assist in development in the Forum of Bamako.



Senegal and Mali National adaptation programmes of action’s and Agricultural Policies

The opportunity has arisen for the CCAFS scenarios programme to engage and inform the development of
these documents towards the end of 2013/early 2014. This will potentially take place with the International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).
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Local Scenario Workshops Champion: Pierre C. Sibiry Traore, Remote Sensing Scientist and Head, GIS
ICRISAT

As well as the significant regional and global opportunities for engagement and development an interesting
local-scale project is in development as part of the Document de Stratégie de la Croissance et de la Reduction
de la Pauvreté (DSCRP) Action transects. This will see a downscaling of the regional scenarios to the local level,
and will consist of two 25-person workshops drawn from stakeholders in the West African Dry-land Systems.
This will be supported by Africa Rising.
Research and Publishing opportunities
A number of individuals from West Africa have come forward to develop researcher programmes and
publication using the CCAFS scenarios:


Alain Ange, formerly special advisor to Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA), the African
agricultural research organization – wants to organize a FARA meeting on the scenarios for West
Africa,



SOGOBA Bougouna Director, AMEDD – wants to organize adaptation planning workshop in Mali using
scenarios,



KARBO Naaminong Director – CSIR-Animal Research Institute (CSIR-ARI) – livestock specialist who is
our main contact for the meeting that combines scenarios and the CCAFS Systemic Integrated
Adaptation research programme in Ghana,



KADI KADI Hame Abdou – Scientist, Institut de Recherche Agronomiques du Niger (INRAN) – wants to
lead a paper on crop protection in the context of scenarios,



BAYALA Jules – Ecophysiology/Agroforestry World Agroforestry Centre, ICRAF Sahel Node, wants to
lead a paper on scenarios impact on agroforestry



NDIAYE Ousmane - Service National de la Météorologie (ANAMS), Government of Senegal –
interested in publishing

2.2.3 South Asia
Thirty-five participants attended the scenarios development workshops in South Asia, representing Nepal,
India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka. The organizations and roles they represented included:
•

National bodies such as the Nepal Development Research Institute (Nepal)

•

Private sector such as Policy Development Consultants (Pvt) Ltd (Sri Lanka), YES BANK Limited
(India)

•

NGOs such as Bharatiya Agro Industries Foundation (India), Action Aid

•

Researchers from University of Oxford, Academy of Science and Technology (Nepal), Centre for
Research on Innovation and Science Policy (India), Indian Institute of Management Ahmedabad,
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Department of Agri. Economics & Economics Pir Mehr Ali Shah University (PMAS) (Pakistan),
CGIAR
•

Global bodies such as the Word Bank and Climate and Development Knowledge Network (CDKN)

The South Asia scenarios intervention was the first to move away from the standard two-by-two deductive
matrix approach. The multi-axis approach resulted in five socio-economic scenarios being developed. The
narratives for these scenarios are still under development, as is the quantification.
Table 3. Five socio-economic scenarios for South Asia. Each scenario represents a combination of different
driver states.
Tentative
Scenario
Name

Knowledge,
Education,
Information
(K)

Governance
and
Institutions
(I)

The New
‘USA’ (Union
of South
Asia)

aware,
informed,
educated
population

Jugad

unaware,
uninformed,
uneducated
population

High
institutional
capacity and
high
coordination
across
agencies
Low
institutional
capacity and
low
coordination
across
agencies

Unstable
Flourishing

aware,
informed,
educated
population

People
Power

aware,
informed,
educated
population

Precipice

aware,
informed,
educated
population

High
institutional
capacity and
high
coordination
across
agencies
Low
institutional
capacity and
low
coordination
across
agencies
Low
institutional
capacity and
low
coordination
across
agencies

Science,
Technology
and
Innovation
(S)
High transfer
and
availability of
science and
technology

Political
Stability and
Conflict (S)

Economic
Structure (E)

Demographic
(D)

Political
stability in
the region

Agricultural
sector is not
dominant

low
population
growth and
medium
urbanization

Low transfer
and
availability of
science and
technology

Political
instability
and conflict
in the region

Agricultural
sector is
dominant

high
population
growth and
high
urbanization

High transfer
and
availability of
science and
technology

Political
instability
and conflict
in the region

Agricultural
sector is
dominant

low
population
growth and
medium
urbanization

High transfer
and
availability of
science and
technology

Political
instability
and conflict
in the region

Agricultural
sector is not
dominant

low
population
growth and
medium
urbanisation

Low transfer
and
availability of
science and
technology

Political
instability
and conflict
in the region

Agricultural
sector is
dominant;
informal
urban
economies

medium
population
growth and
medium
urbanization
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A session was set aside to discuss the possible policy/investment/institutional opportunities where the
scenarios could be used. These are summarized in table 4.

Table 4: Possible opportunities for using CCAFS Scenarios in South Asia
India

Sri Lanka

Nepal

Pakistan

Region

India Backbone
Initiation Network

Initiate dialogues
with stakeholders
led by
Governments

SCD strategic
planning scenarios
development as a
methodology for
policy review

UN Adaptation
programme

Important to gain
Governments’
understanding and
buy-in

Innovation for
Agriculture with
Agriculture

Review existing
policies along with
expected scenarios
and impacts of CC

Trade-offs analysis
of green economic
intervention

Policy Dialogue

Work with
development
agencies such as
ADB, WB, JICA

Planning
Commission

Formulate new
policies to enhance
mitigation

Developing policy
matrix – review
inter-related
polices

Engagement with
MOCC

Region coordination of
researchers

National Climate
Change Mission

Identify key sectors
and develop road
maps for
implementation

Planning
Commission
through LEAD
Pakistan

List of different
risks index/ CCAFS
integration of
insurance/banks

Action
AIDS/IDSP/IDS
doing policy
advocacy

Regional cooperation on water
resources

Media interaction
with Pans South
Asia

Dissemination of
methods by
training
stakeholders

Of these options two have been developed beyond initial investigation.


YES Bank of India, Champion: Tushar Pandey, Country Head for YES Bank India

Proposed plans for YES Bank to support the use of the South Asia scenarios with the India Backbone Initiation
Network supported by the Planning Commission of India. This is currently undergoing initial organization and
also links to plans of YES Bank in Nepalese climate-smart villages.


Leadership for Environment and Development (LEAD) Pakistan, Champion: Dr. Hasan Rizvi, Chief
Operating Officer
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Request for a concept note from the scenarios team on the basis of which he plans for Lead Pakistan to
organize a two-day meeting with the Pakistan Planning Commission to introduce the commission to the
scenarios and jointly use them to review their development vision up to 2030. This meeting is to be organized
in the first quarter of 2014. He has also committed to holding an orientation session with some key
representatives of the Government (outside the planning commission), academia, and civil society.
There have also been requests for further information from Prof. Sharma, an economist who is on a climate
adaptation expert board for the Indian Government and who has been in touch to acquire the latest results of
the South Asia work to use in his board.
2.2.4 South-East Asia
Sixty-five participants attended this workshop process in South East Asia representing Vietnam, Cambodia and
Laos, representing:


Policy advisors from agriculture, environment, and meteorology and planning departments



Private sector organizations such as the Bower Group Asia / Cambodia Rice Producers &
Exporters of Cambodia (ARPEC)



Regional research initiatives such as International Cooperation Department, Conservation
Agriculture Network for South East Asia



Centre for Agrarian Systems Research and Development



Researchers from the University of Science Politique, National University of Laos Agricultural
Genetics Institute (AGI), Agriculture University, CCAFS and the University of Oxford

Factors

Markets

Land of the
Golden
Mekong

Common regulated
market

Buffalo, Buffalo

Unregulated

The Doreki
Dragon

Common regulated
market

Tigers on the
train

Protectionism and
closed markets

Enforcement
capacity and
regional
collaboration
Strong
enforcement and
strong regional
collaboration
Weak enforcement
and weak regional
collaboration
Strong
enforcement and
strong regional
collaboration
Strong
enforcement and
strong regional
collaboration

Agricultural
investment

Land degradation
through land use
change

High public and
private

Low

Unbalanced: High
private investment
in business and
research
Low public and
private

High

Low public and
private

Low

Low
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Again the multi-axis methodology was used. Four scenarios were developed in this workshop based on
variations in market development, regional integration and enforcement capacity, agricultural investment
patterns, and land use change. The quantification is currently ongoing.
‘Land of the Golden Mekong’ - Strong market development, regional integration and enforcement capacity,
high agricultural investment both public and private and low levels of land use change. In this scenario,
unification of South-East Asia in terms of political, economic, and environmental concerns slowly becomes a
reality.
‘Buffalo Buffalo’ - Weak and unregulated market development, weak regional integration, low public but high
private investment in agriculture, high levels of land use change.
‘Doreki Dragon’ - Common regulation market, strong regional integration/enforcement, low public but high
private investment in agriculture, high levels of land use change. In this scenario, the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN)-facilitated development of a regional market and the increasingly effective political
focus on big business in all sectors, including agriculture, drives significant change.
‘Tigers on the Train’ - Protectionist market environment, but strong regional collaboration/integration, low
investment in agriculture from both private and public and low levels of land use change. This scenario sees
South-East Asia becoming increasingly collaborative regionally but also protectionist with regard to outside
economic influences from China and other global actors.
A number of promising outputs have been developed from the South-East Asia intervention as well as some
media coverage on Reuters.


5

Policy Workshops

A key result of this scenarios intervention is the partnered policy meetings planned for 2014 with Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAO) and United Nations Environment Programme's World Conservation Monitoring
Centre (UNEP WCMC). The FAO-supported workshop will be in Vietnam and will focus on using the scenarios
to test investment proposals under the diverse conditions explored by the scenarios. The UNEP WCMC
workshop will focus on a regional-level review of the effects of the scenarios on land use change, discussing
the relevant policies. These are both excellent examples of the current scenarios programme model of
partnering with other organizations to use the scenario products.


Conference of the future of the ASEAN

In February 2014, Cambodian Institute for Cooperation and Peace (CICP) and ASEAN are hosting an
international conference aimed at enhancing the understanding of policy makers and legislators of

5

Smith, G. 2013 Looking for clues to navigate climate uncertainty,
http://www.trust.org/item/20131031114340-4a2gc
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mainstreaming climate change adaptation into development and natural resources planning across nations
and regions. The conference will portray the current ASEAN experience of national and subnational challenges
from its planning and responses. It will also explore with diverse communities of scholars, policy makers,
experts, and civil society agents different types of national and regional cooperation that could enhance
sustainable mechanism for the ASEAN region development.


Cambodian Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) – Champion: Dr. Ty Sokhun,
Secretary of State, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Cambodia

Request by the Secretary of State for MAFF, Dr. Ty Sokhun, to hold a similar scenario workshop in early 2014.
Extract of Mail of Dr. Ty Sokhun: “ I would really like to have this similar scenario workshop for my ministry in
Cambodia.”


Cambodia Outlook Conference (January or February 2014) – Champion: David Van, Managing
Director, Cambodia Bower Group; Deputy Secretary General ARPEC

Invite to lead the wrap up session and speaker Cambodia Outlook Conference 2014 on the theme: Cambodia
The Next 5 Years - Growth, Reform, Competitiveness and Public-Private Partnership in a Dynamic Region


Cambodia’s Global Dialogue on Southeast Asia TV (SEATV)

Cambodia’s Global Dialogue is an initiative of SEATV. The objectives of the programme are to be able to hold a
dialogue with different personalities, local or national as well as international, and to discuss the various issues
on global matters and on regional perspectives they affect Cambodia. CCAFS has proposed a roundtable
discussion with Dr. Sok Siphana early next year. This is been supported by David Van of the Cambodia Bower
Group.
2.2.5 South America
Unlike other regions, due to differences between the Central and Andean Regions covered in the South
America region, two parallel processes were held with the second being funded by UNEP.
Central America
A workshop was held in Costa Rica covering Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Panama, and Belize.
The workshop attracted 38 individuals representing the following sectors and organizations:


Policy advisors from agriculture and environment departments



NGOs such as La Asociación Coordinadora Indígena y Campesina de Agroforestería Comunitaria de
Centroamérica (ACICAFOC), International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Alianza
mesoamericana de pueblos y bosques, CARE



Regional bodies such as Regional Food Security and Nutrition Programme for Central America
(PRESANCA)
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Private sector organisations such as Agroconsulting Europe S.A., and the Private Institute for Climate
Change Research Guatemala



Researchers from CCAFS, Universidad para la Cooperación Internacional (UCI), Instituto de
Investigación sobre Cambio Climático, Univ. del Valle, Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre
and the University of Oxford

Using the multi-axis methodology the following four scenarios were produced.
‘Apiñados’ is a world in which rural to urban migration has occurred. Inequality has increased within a vast
majority of services, and has ensured a supply labour in the form of sweatshops. While better trained, the
workforce only see limited trickle-down allowing for increased consumption but not the accumulation of
wealth among the masses and middle classes.
‘14 Baktun, el inicio de la profecía Maya’ - An era characterized by: 1) High capacity of State institutions, 2)
participatory regulated market, 3) the equitable distribution of wealth, driven by the state, 4) High water
availability. The education system is participatory and inclusive, supported by the government, private sector,
communities, and families. There is free movement of people and goods between the countries of the region,
enabled by a high level of integration. Central American migrants return and the region is attractive to
migrants from other countries.
‘Libertarios sin libertad’- The economy of the region is mainly based on services and assembly, and Chinese
capital is the economic engine of the region. The market is not regulated, with multiple actors acting at
different scales. There is a risk to democracies in the region collapsing due to the growth of power groups and
discontent among marginalized groups. Inequality increases, strengthening the political power of the
dominant economic class. There is a new wealthy class due to the expansion of certain agricultural products
obtained from the global demand, but water resources are limited.
‘El nuevo colapso Maya’ - This world is characterized by an economy dominated by big interests. Ecosystems
have collapsed due to lack of state capacity to plan long term, and inability to confront powerful interests.
Access to water resources is inefficient and unfair and is characterized by water scarcity. There are conflicts
over access and use of resources and services leading to fragmentation at national and regional level. The low
level of education in 2050 leads to a low level of productivity in the region.
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Figure 5: Illustrations for the four scenarios ‘Apiñados’, ‘14 Baktun, el inicio de la profecía Maya’, ‘Libertarios
sin libertad’ and ‘El nuevo colapso Maya’
Due to the recent nature of the work undertaken in Central America the only result so far is the possible
impact pathways:
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Table 5: Impact Pathways for Central region
Honduras
Adapt regional
scenario to Honduras

Nicaragua
Scenario
methodology can
contribute to the
generation of the
third
communication to
climate change
(development in
2014 and 2015)

Guatemala
Exercise scenario
at the national
level for validation
and linkage to
various sectors
(government,
academic, social,
private)

Costa Rica
Integration and
coordination of the
process of building
scenarios with
other agencies
present in the
region

Panama
Strengthen the
institutional
committee on
climate change in
methodology

Training methodology
to replicate with
different sectors

Use scenarios for
updating the
Regional Plan for
Environment and
Development
American Center
CCAD

Based on the
scenarios define
the gaps in
existing research
(with academia)

Perform the
exercise locally
(Costa Rica) to
better training in
the use of the
methodology).

Development of
land management
programmes with
strong
participation of
civil society
(academic forum,
social
organizations)

Baktun Plan 2032
(Shared Vision
country): cross
Inclusion of items
related to climate
change

Analyse what the
limitations of the
methodology are

It is necessary to
strengthen the
system of multisector information
(local level). Should
feed what are the
indicators that
provide reliable
data

Use scenario for
testing resilience
Action Plan and
Country Vision (2038).
Climate Change
Strategy

These scenarios can
serve as input and
guiding scenarios
generated in the State
of the Environment
report (GEO) of UNEP.
In Honduras led by
SERNA

Use established
regional bodies
such as the
Regional
Environmental
Monitoring

Regional
cooperation on
water resources

Representatives from IUCN and Comisión Centroamericana de Ambiente y Desarrollo (CCAD) came up with a
large number of specific regional interventions.


CCAD: Using scenarios to develop action plans for regional strategies;



CCAD: Using scenarios for the development of the new Regional Environmental Plan Central in 2014;



IUCN: Use the planning tool for managing trans-boundary area as comprehensive binational
watershed;
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IUCN: systematized results of the scenarios can be a tool advocacy to improve water management in
Central America;



Policy for small agricultural producers includes diversified economy patio and micro irrigation.
Strengthen the quick production to meet situations Quick emergency events;



For Coordinating Association of Indigenous and Community Agroforestry in Central America, train and
update change leaders, leaders towards dynamics of future scenarios for the region;



Sharing of knowledge where socioeconomic scenarios have been developed by territory. Exercise for
territory;



Develop plans for territorial advocacy from the dynamics of territories;



Addressing the challenges of socio-economic scenarios with security approach food and nutrition
security that is quality food;

Andean Region
The Andes workshop was attended by 34 participants from Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Chile. They
represented:


Policy advisors from agriculture, environment, and meteorology and planning departments



Private sector organizations such as the Asociación de productores de oleaginosas, Libélula, and
Geoinformática and Sistemas



Global bodies: FAO



Regional research initiatives such as Instituto Boliviano de Montaña and International Institute for
Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA)



Researchers from CCAFS, Instituto Boliviano de Montaña, UCI, Consortium for Sustainable
Development of the Andean Ecoregion (CONDESAN), Universidad del Pacífico and the University of
Oxford

The multi-axis methodology was applied using variations in the level of political power, market regulation,
consumption patterns, and economic development, producing four scenarios:
‘Otoño Andino’ - Centralized political power, unsustainable and unregulated markets with low economic
development and subsistence consumption patterns.
‘Venciendo Obstáculos’ - Decentralized government structure with sustainable and regulated markets coupled
with high economic development and sustainable need-based consumption patterns.
‘Chanchando /mambeando papas fritas’ - Decentralized government with unsustainable unregulated markets
with high economic growth and sumptuous consumption patterns.
‘Hananta Yuyaspa; El nuevo amanecer’ - Centralized political power with sustainable regulated markets with a
need-based consumption pattern coupled with low economic growth.

23

The following possible impact pathways for scenario use we identified by the attendees:
Table 6: Impact pathways for Andean region
Bolivia
Greater attention to
deepen Bolivia models

Strengthen position
toward the 2025
schedule

Ecuador
Access to information,
technologies, data,
methodologies around
scenario building
Process training and
capacity building

Provide agricultural and
livestock production
information

Establish a permanent
space agency

Possible policies CPE
laws: 144, 337, 300

Design a strategy to
institutionalize decision
makers

Media interaction with
Pans South Asia

Colombia
Strengthen institutional
spaces for discussion of
climate scenarios by
region
CORPOICA-FA Project.
18 departments:
technological options 54
SSP 2013 - 2016
Recommendation
domains:
environmental,
technical, socioeconomic
Involve the national
system of climate
change
National Development
Plan 2014-2018
Sector plans and
budgets that take into
account the extreme
scenarios

Peru
Develop exercise in the
national multi-sectoral
level
Identify areas of
research

Resource management

Need for full
methodology
Report of the workshop
results
Socialization of data

2.3 Global Partnerships
As well as the region-specific results and impact pathways, the CCAFS scenario programme has developed
linkages with global partners, namely Oxfam, UNEP and FAO, who are funding parts of the scenarios work in
multiple regions.
2.3.1 Oxfam
As an international development organization working in 90 countries worldwide, Oxfam is an ideal partner for
promoting the use of collaborative scenario methodologies to explore the challenges facing food security. As
part of this partnership Oxfam, along with the Environmental Change Institute (ECI) and CCAFS, are supervising
a 6-month post-doc position at ECI carrying out research in support of the ‘Food and Climate Justice’ project,
funded by Oxfam. This project will build on the Oxfam briefing paper ‘Growing disruption: climate change,
food and the fight against hunger’ and will consider how change in climate variability alters the conditions that
commonly weaken poor people’s access to food and utilization of food, and with what effects. The project will
involve four activities:
24

1.

To carry out a review of case studies where climate and weather-related impacts have been shown to
be particularly significant for food security, drawing both from the academic literature and Oxfam
programmes;

2.

To liaise with climate and scenarios experts within the University of Oxford and CCAFS to draw up
plausible changes in the likelihood of ‘climate’ shocks relating to annual time slices (e.g. 2015–16,
2019–20);

3.

To apply the different climate scenarios to the selected case studies in order to assess the impact the
climate shocks would have on the case studies; and

4.

To identify the research gaps and opportunities for future research that this methodology reveals.

A key result from a CCFAFS perspective is that the case studies, framed by the regional scenarios, will then be
used by Oxfam on a global level to inform advocacy and investment, and set the foundation for funding a
much larger, longer-term partnership between Oxfam, ECI and CCAFS.
2.3.2 United Nations Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre
UNEP WCMC has been involved with the CCAFS scenarios programme since 2013. They are co-funding
engagements in three regions, South America, East Africa and South-East Asia. UNEP WCMC’s involvement in
South America has resulted in two parallel scenario development workshops being held for the Andes region
and Central America, as opposed to the usual one for an entire region, with UNEP WCMC funding the Andes
region’s process. This is particularly beneficial in this region due to the marked differences in the countries the
region covers. The issues faced by Central American countries are entirely different to those faced by the
Andean region. As well as enabling a double engagement with stakeholders in the Andes region, UNEP WCMC
is funding the quantification of the scenarios and then utilizing the results in a land use model, thus providing
an extra layer of quantification for the scenarios. In East Africa UNEP WCMC is funding the quantification of
the scenarios, again utilizing the findings in the land use change modelling as well as a policy guidance
workshop. In South-East Asia they are supporting a land use change modelling and policy guidance workshop.
UNEP WCMC also partially funds the position of CCAFS Scenarios Officer and supplies support to the Oxford
theme.
2.3.3 Food and Agriculture Organization
The FAO is an agency of the United Nations that leads global efforts to end hunger, and again is an excellent
match for the aims of CCAFS and the scenarios programme. Under the European Union-funded European
Platform for Investing in Children (EPIC) programme, the FAO is implementing a project with three partner
6

countries to build the evidence base, policy and financing capacity to implement climate-smart agriculture.
They have joined with CCAFS to conduct participatory scenario workshops in the partner countries because
they think it is a key tool to enhance structured and effective communication between policy-makers and

6

Vietnam, Zambia, and Malawi.
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researchers, and because they perceive the scenarios to be very effective in building cross-sectoral
communications, both essential to delivering a successful project. The decision to utilize the process grew out
of discussions and interactions with CCAFS – particularly a co-authored paper on how climate change affects
the way we approach agricultural development. At the same time as the Community Supported Agriculture
project got going, it became clear the team needed tools to enhance their ability to have a conversation with
policy-makers about future potential roadmaps – but that explicitly addresses the uncertainty of climate
change. The scenarios process fits their needs well.
FAO is financially involved in South-East Asia and also Southern Africa to the value of approximately $240,000.
While not active in the Southern Africa region, CCAFS is building the capacity of FAO so that FAO can deliver
these results in Southern Africa while the CCAFS scenarios program works in collaboration with FAO to deliver
the results in Vietnam. The collaboration is tasked with delivering a number of results, namely:
1.

Developing a scenario and back-casting process with FAO

2.

Mapping stakeholders in Vietnam, Zambia, and Malawi

3.

Providing two scenario workshops in Vietnam, Zambia, and Malawi

4.

Reporting findings

5.

Providing inputs to investment proposals at country level

6.

Participating in United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice 39/40 and Community Development Programme 19/20

As well as partial funding of the CCAFS Scenario Officer position and engagements in Vietnam, the involvement
of FAO gives exposure to further possible partners and regions. In addition, CCAFS engagement in South-East
Asia offers FAO many opportunities for policy engagement.
2.3.4 The Global Forum on Agriculture Research (GFAR)
7

Another possible global partnership is with GFAR , a stakeholder-led initiative that serves as a neutral forum
for discussion and action on critical issues related to agricultural research for development. GFAR's three basic
objectives are the alleviation of rural poverty, food security, and the sustainable management of the
environment. As part of this they manage a Global Foresight Hub, and both GFAR and CCAFS leadership have
shown an interest in developing a partnership in the context of this hub. Concretely, the CCAFS scenarios team
together with GFAR will engage in supporting grassroots foresight through a world-wide network of farmers’
organizations. The opportunity here is as a forum on agricultural issues and an opportunity for the scenarios
programme to promote its skills and identify partner organizations. A recent inventory on the current state of
foresight in agriculture shows that there is no comprehensive foresight work centered on the future of farmers
worldwide, in terms either of content or of process. Moreover, farmers’ organizations and civil society
organizations engaged in agriculture and rural development, particularly in the south, are significantly absent

7

Recently green-lighted.
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as ‘doers’ or even as commissioners of foresight studies. CCAFS will dedicate 0.1 FTE of its core team in 2014
for the following activities:
1.

Provide methodological support,

2.

Provide cross-level links to its regional scenarios processes for farmers’ organizations, and

3.

Provide climate science for the FO’s foresight processes.

2.3.5 Internal Partnerships
Though the CCAFS Scenarios programme is primarily focused on external outputs a partnership has been
developed internally with the Systemic Integrated Adaptation (SIA) Team, part of Theme 1, Adaptation to
Progressive Climate Change. Here a panel has been convened to present systemic frameworks for integrated,
multi-actor resilience planning, designed to work with and capitalize on this inherent pluralism and accordingly
build capacity to cope with uncertainty and change. Cross-level workshops are planned in 2014 in Ghana and
Nepal to test SIA outcomes against the different scenarios. A number of other opportunities have been
discussed but have been paused to focus on external outcomes.

8

2.4 Questionnaires
As well as analyzing the documentary evidence for this evaluation, an effort was made to draw further detail
from the individuals involved in the CCAFS scenarios programme. Those approached for their opinions and
comments were from three groups: workshop participants, external partners, and key CCAFS staff.
2.4.1 Workshop Participants
Questionnaires and responses were made available by the scenarios team from the following workshops, with
questionnaires for the Andes and Central America workshops still being processed but with video interviews
available for these workshops at the time of the evaluation:


Dakar, Senegal 28–30 September 2010



Arusha Tanzania 2–4 September 2012



Halong Bay, Vietnam 5–7 November 2013



Kathmandu, Nepal 3–5 June 2013



Cali, Columbia 27-29 November 2014

Dakar, Senegal
The 41 participants of the first West Africa workshop were broadly questioned in groups on the following four
topics:
(1)

8

What I liked in this workshop …

Internal activities CCAFS scenarios Workplan 2013.
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(2)

The workshop has been particularly useful for me because …

(3)

What could have been better done with regard to the way the workshop has been conducted…

(4)

In a next workshop of the CCAFS programme, I would like to see …

Arusha Policy Workshop
Eighteen participants of a policy workshop held in Arusha, Tanzania returned questionnaires that were
designed to explore what participants had learned, what policies were identified and whether the workshop
had been a valuable networking opportunity.
Ha Long Bay, Vietnam
On completion of the workshop, the participants were provided with an evaluation questionnaire consisting of
10 questions. The themes covered by the questionnaire are a straightforward exploration of the mechanics of
the workshop, rather than evaluating what the participants learnt or valued.
Kathmandu, Nepal
Fourteen of the participants at the second South Asia workshop completed the questionnaires provided. The
aim of the evaluation was to assess the level of satisfaction with the value provided by the workshop.
Participants were also requested to provide suggestions for different pathways to maximize the impact of the
scenarios with policy makers at both national and regional levels.
Cali, Colombia
A written questionnaire was not available at the time of this evaluation, but a number of video interviews
were carried out and these have been analyzed in a similar manner to the previous questionnaires.
2.4.2 External Partners
The current development model for the scenarios programme is that CCAFS develops the scenarios process
and creates the content, but then application of the scenarios by partners with other organizations requires
buy-in and support from external bodies. So far the programme has attracted both regional and global
9

partners , and for this evaluation they were approached to supply some insight into why their organizations
value the product the CCAFS scenarios programme has created. The key metrics utilized to analyze the
external partners’ involvement in the scenarios programme were:


Reason: What is their reasoning for engaging with the CCAFS scenarios programme?



Knowledge: What do they know about scenarios? Are they engaging with a process they understand
or are they exploring the options?

9

EAFF, LEAD Pakistan, Oxfam, UNEP WCMC, FAO.
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Benefits: What did they expect to gain from engaging in the process? Are their expectations
reasonable?

The expectation is twofold: to ascertain the external partners’ expectation and understanding, and how the
process as it stands meets with their expectations. This will provide insight into the value of the
communication process used by the scenarios team and present possible improvements or expansions to the
scenarios programme. To maximize responses in the short time frame the evaluation had, the data was
collected through a short questionnaire consisting of open questions.
2.4.3 Key CCAFS Staff
Key members of the CCAFS staff were approached to ascertain the successes and failures of the scenarios
programme in engage within its own organization. This is important if the programme is to be utilized beyond
Theme 4 and produce maximum added value for CCAFS. In light of this, CCAFS Senior Management, Regional
Programme Leaders (RPLs), Science Officers (SOs), Theme Leaders (TLs) and the Communications team were
all approached to give their opinions on the scenarios process and the internal communication strategy. To
achieve this, seven open questions were asked covering understanding of the programme aims, objectives and
methodology, recommendations for improvements and recommendations for communication.
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3.0 Findings and Discussion
3.1 Scenarios Process
The original scenario process utilized in East and West Africa was a standard two-axis deductive approach.
While this is a well-known and relatively straightforward tool for scenario development, it produces a limited
number of narratives that by their nature tended towards global drivers of change as they focused on the ‘big’
topics. The alternative approach was used in South Asia; a version of morphological analysis that uses four to
six change factors instead of the two axes used in the normal, deductive scenario development approach. As
well as additional change factors, the process allows for the possibility of up to four or five driver states where
qualitatively different states can be imagined that go beyond the normal two extremes used in the deductive
method. The benefit of this approach is a more transparent, systematic exploration of driver states that also
includes more dimensions of systems in the principal framing of the scenarios. Four to six factors were
combined to produce scenarios, each with two or more states. The key challenges of this multi-axis approach
are to ensure that relevant combinations of factors are developed and to streamline the scenario output so
that the widest range of factors are included in the final scenarios. To facilitate this, a hybrid approach using
the participants and a MATLAB programme has been developed which allows the multiple factors to be refined
over a few hours.
Similarly, the number of workshops to develop the scenarios has been refined. In East and West Africa a total
of four multi-day workshops were held to move from a basic narrative for the scenarios to a quantified 2050
horizon. This relatively high number of workshops per intervention is a product of the original aim of the
scenarios programme to produce refined narratives over multiple engagements. Alterations in this aim
required further workshops to develop an extended time horizon (from 2030 to 2050) and initiate the
quantification process.
This was reduced to a two-workshop process in South Asia and a single two and a half day workshop in South
America (Andean and Central America) and South East Asia for moving from initial narratives to quantification.
While this is resource efficient in terms of workshops, such a short intervention relies heavily on continual
engagement and community building afterwards to ensure continued buy-in from stakeholder groups. This
could prove to be false economy. This methodology supports the use of regional teams as the basis for
scenario intervention due to the improved engagement process this delivers.
3.2 Scenario Usage
Initially the scenarios were to be stand-alone products that actors could utilize in the decision-making process
as they saw fit, without CCAFS intervention. This has evolved through the life of the programme to include
using them during the development process, through visioning and back-casting and other techniques, to the
current, opportunistic model where the CCAFS scenarios programme creates the scenarios content and semiquantification of the narratives. CCAFS then partners with external bodies to fund the quantification through
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modelling and then hosting joint workshops to apply the scenarios and quantification in specific interventions.
To enable this process, a session in the workshop is set aside for participants to identify possible impact
pathways where scenarios could be applied.
3.3 Visioning and Back-casting
In order to apply the scenarios, visioning and back-casting were used in regional level workshops to test
various policy options. The process required broad, common visions to be developed in a workshop setting.
The participants were then tasked with outlining their perceived future challenges in reaching these goals
through their own organizations. These were used to modify the scenario elements, though the changes were
not reflected in the quantification models. In light of the modified scenarios, the normative goals were then
revisited in smaller groups, with a focus on developing more concrete goals that the groups wished to actively
pursue. These more refined goals were then back-cast again, with contextual challenges and opportunities
offered by each adapted scenario. This resulted in each scenario challenging the participants’ ideas about how
to get to their specific goals, and asking them to explore alternative pathways or to reframe their goals. The
pathways developed in the context of different adapted scenarios were evaluated in terms of their feasibility
in other scenarios. In some cases, pathways were not transferrable. In most cases, though, core ideas could be
implemented across multiple scenarios but the pathways to achieve them were different – resulting in an
analysis of a range of feasible pathways toward improved food security and environmental change depending
on the need to adapt to different future conditions. This process is now utilized in the co-hosted post-scenario
workshops. Visioning and back-casting is a common methodology in scenarios programmes as a tool to learn
with and improve the scenarios during development. Its weakness is in the broad scope of the visions, which
can reduce buy-in and its reliance on a workshop format.
3.4 Quantification
In the feedback from the first generation East African scenarios, many participants indicated a need for greater
numeric concreteness of the scenarios through quantification and modelling. Simulation modelling was
selected as the next step to explore the assumptions of stakeholder-generated scenarios, as it has several
benefits in this role:
•

It can outline the scenarios in numbers that can be used for more concrete analysis of the
consequences of the scenarios, as well as the impacts of policies, investments, and strategies
tested against the scenarios.

•

Simulation modelling can test the coherence of stakeholder assumptions and help point out
contradictory elements in the scenarios.

•

Through the application of a consistent set of assumptions, simulation models can generate
counter-intuitive effects of the scenarios not originally imagined by the participants.

However, simulation models of all kinds are characterized by their own assumptions about systems. Moreover,
the models are developed in reference to the past and present and may not be able to adequately represent
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transformative scenarios. Two models were chosen to quantify the East Africa scenarios: the IMPACT and
Globiom models (See Box). The addition of modelling required further workshops to create semi-quantitative
information on the direction and magnitude of the model inputs under each scenario, and then to ‘sense
check’ the model outputs for the region.
IMPACT and Globiom are both global partial equilibrium models, which focus only on markets related
to agricultural products. IMPACT is designed to examine alternative futures for global food supply,
demand, trade, and prices, while Globiom is designed to provide policy advice on global issues
concerning land use competition between major land-based production sectors. While IMPACT and
Globiom are global models, they are being modified to enable specific regional applications to be

simulated. These two models were chosen because together they covered some significant elements
of the scenarios in complementary ways, however with a narrower scope when compared to the
qualitative scenarios.

3.5 Time Horizon
The initial time horizon of 2030 was selected by the participants of the East African scenarios workshop, as it
was felt this would allow sufficient time for planning at the regional level while still allowing the development
of fairly detailed narratives. When the decision was made to use the IMPACT and GLOBIOM agricultural and
economic models to quantify the scenarios, the time horizon was stretched to 2050 to allow direct integration.
2050 is also in line with climate scenarios in use by CCAFS, a decision driven by the desire of participants to
integrate the socio-economic decisions with the climate change challenges that drive the policy agenda.
Scenarios Advisory Group
The Scenarios Advisory Group (SAG) is a group of senior scenarios practitioners who advise and help
guide the scenarios process undertaken by CCAFS. They have been used previously as a sounding board
and critical eye for the ongoing development of the scenarios process. It was on their recommendation
that the scenarios process moved away from the two by two deductive methodology to the multi-axis
1

system used now. The recommendations given in the last meeting are both valuable and well placed.

This is a resource that should be fully leveraged, virtually if necessary.
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3.6 Recent Developments
The recent round of workshops (South East Asia

10

and Central

11

12

and Andean America ) had followed the

single-workshop, multi-factor/state model. In these workshops there have been a number of improvements to
the programme delivery, which are essential given the compressed timescale.
One is a simplification in communicating the purpose of the scenarios programme and the role of a specific
workshop and its outputs, particularly the message that scenarios are neither visions, nor predictions, nor
strategies, but the context for strategies. Attention has also been given to precisely what factors and states
mean, and what is meant by uncertainty. Another part of the process that has been streamlined is the delivery
of group work to the whole workshop.
Rather than the separate groups presenting findings to the whole group, the factors and associated states to
be combined were initially distributed in a decentralized way. While time efficient, this led to some confusion
regarding the definitions and the facilitators perceived this to be a hindrance. Therefore, it was ultimately seen
as more time-efficient to have the results of factors and state definitions from different working groups be
presented by the groups in plenary so all could agree on the definitions.
The use of a MATLAB-based computer program (OLDFAR) in the creation of the initial starting points for the
scenarios led to some slight delay in the plenary discussion about the scenarios, as it was initially slightly
unclear to the participants in Colombia that the results produced by the program were just a starting point
rather than the ultimate set of scenarios. In the next workshop, communication was improved to emphasize
that participants need to make the critical decisions about the scenarios to be developed, and that the
computer program just produces a starting point.
The compressed timescale has led to a workshop process focused on delivering a scenarios output relevant to
the modelling stage, as well as a compelling narrative based on regionalized change factors as opposed to the
original model that focused on producing narratives only. However, in each region a workshop element has
been included to allow the participants to explore the use of scenarios. In Colombia, a short time near the end
of the workshop was used for participants to discuss the climate vulnerabilities in their scenarios. The Andean
region participants produced impact pathways for the use of scenarios at the national and regional levels in
the region. These ‘impact pathway’ discussions are important to start outlining future use of the scenarios
driven by participants’ ideas, to foster collaboration with the CCAFS regional teams, and additionally give real
insight to the participants about what they have just produced. Such use, however qualitative, often produces
a key buy-in point for the participants as it brings ‘reality’ to the scenarios.
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3.7 Process Management
As well the evolution of the workshop process, the management of the scenarios process has developed as
well. Originally envisioned as being led from an Oxford base, challenges with ongoing engagement following
the East Africa scenarios workshops led to a shift towards regional teams being assisted by a core team of
scenarios experts. This operating model has a number of benefits. Firstly, the secondary value of scenarios,
one of building understanding and collaboration, is best managed by individuals who engaged with the
scenarios participants on a regular basis. The outputs of a scenarios process take some time to deliver so there
is a danger of disconnection between the optimism of a workshop and the delivery of an outcome. Regional
teams are much better placed and equipped for continue engagement with regional stakeholders than a
disconnected global team.
Secondly, the investment in the regional teams brings the CCFAS RPLs closer to the process without directly
impacting on their time through distance-based communications. This produces organizational buy-in at a
much greater rate than through communication and marketing pushes. With successful internal buy-in, the
scenarios programme itself is likely to add a greater value to CCAFS.
Thirdly, regional teams can speak to regional issues with a much greater degree of authority than any external
party. Ownership and buy-in of scenarios by stakeholders is a key challenge that must be overcome when
promoting scenarios products as usable tools. A trusted and local voice that engages on a regular basis with
the stakeholder has a much greater impact than the helicoptered-in global expert, particularly when the global
expert is also assisting the regional team.
3.7.1 Funding
One marker of the success of the development of the scenarios programme in CCAFS is the funding stream it
relies on. Originally CCAFS Theme 4 fully funded all steps of the process, to the tune of $860,000 (FY 2011 and
2012 together). Now the funding model is for CCAFS Theme 4 to partly fund the initial workshops for scenarios
development, and then to work with external partners to use the scenarios processes in a demand-driven way.
For financial years 2013/14 combined, the budget has increased to approximately $1.6 million with CCAFS
Theme 4 still being the main funding steam (46%) but with both external partners (44%) and CCAFS regions
(12%) contributing significant amounts. As well as reflecting the increase of activity from three initial regions to
five regions, with South America being sub-divided into two sub regions, the increasing share of financial
resources being provided by non-Theme 4 organizations suggests that there is increasing value placed on the
scenarios programme by the CCAFS Regional Programs and by external partners.
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CCAFS Scenarios Programme Funding Sources
2011/12

$860,000

CCAFS Theme 4
CCAFS Regions
Partner Organizations

CCAFS Scenarios Programme Funding Sources
2013/14
$740,000
$743,000

CCAFS Theme 4
CCAFS Regions
Partner Organizations

$345,000
Figure 1 Approximate CCAFS Scenarios funding streams

35

3.7.2 Communication Strategy
The primary goal of the scenarios process is to guide external policy/investment/institutional change, so
external communication is the primary focus. Internally, the scenarios team communicates primarily with the
regional programme leaders to enable them to use the scenarios to achieve outcomes, either directly through
the scenarios process or through collaboration with participants. Engagement with the other themes is also a
goal, but in terms of time allocation is secondary to external/region communication.
The overall communication strategy is that the Regional SOs works closely with CCAFS RPLs as much as
possible, participating in workshops and organizing and funding processes. Regional SOs are funded by and
work closely with RPLs. The single global Scenarios Officer explores possibilities for collaboration with other
themes (outside of on-going activities) at least twice a year, and provides a yearly update of such opportunities
as well as monthly updates on activities in the regions. In summary, the regional SOs focus on developing the
scenario programme within their respective regions. They are supported by the Scenarios Officer who also
develops the scenarios programme on a global level.
3.7.3 Virtual Tools
The use of virtual tools or crowdsourcing inputs overcomes the key challenge faced by scenarios planning, that
the scenarios are the product of those who were ‘in the room’. By using a crowd sourced virtual approach it
should be possible to widen the participation in the futures process, thus including more and different voices
in the construction of narratives. Virtual tools are also a low resource option, providing full time access to
expert knowledge and skills, without the personnel requirements. To this end the scenarios programme at
CCAFS is exploring 3 options:
1.

A tool for scoping relevant factors of change from stakeholders online, funded by the TransMango
program;

2.

The OldFAR matlab tool that has already been developed will be made available online in a website
form with guidance on how to use it;

3.

Finally, a group of students at Wageningen University is currently working on a project proposal for
an on-line back-casting tool.

3.8 Questionnaire Results
As well as analyzing the documentary evidence for this evaluation, an effort was made to draw further detail
from the individuals involved in the CCAFS scenarios programme. Those approached for their opinions and
comments were from three groups: workshop participants, external partners, and key CCAFS staff.
3.8.1 Participants
Workshop participants were questioned or interviewed post-workshop by the scenario team, mainly with the
aim of evaluating the success of the delivery of the workshop, including learning, policy, and networking
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outcomes. From the point of this evaluation however, to evaluate the success of the scenario programme in
moving towards Theme 4 aims there are three primary metrics against which a workshop can be measured
from a participant’s perspective:


Learning: The workshop process is designed to inform on the scenario methodology



Promoting: The workshop also has an agenda, to promote the value of the scenarios process; if
participants do not agree with the content and output they will not take the process forward and
actually use it. This is assessed on the level of buy-in in terms of agreeing with the scenarios and the
enthusiasm for moving the process forward



Meeting: As a collaborative process, a successful scenarios process requires participants to network in
the hope of future collaboration

Questionnaires and responses were made available by the scenarios team, with questionnaires for the Andes
and Central America workshops still being processed but with video interviews available for these workshops
at the time of the evaluation:
Dakar, Senegal
The rather brief responses that were recorded in the workshop report, and the following statements, can be
taken as evidence of the metrics on analysis:
Learning


I acquired new knowledge



I learned more on scenario development



Good participation and information exchange

Promoting


The process of scenario development has been very useful



The scenarios will enable me to improve my research activities

Meeting


The diversity of the participants coming from a variety of organizations and with different areas of
specialization



I networked with and met other colleagues



I met other partners

Recommendations for improvement were focused on participant balance and scope of the work, as well as
time pressures during the process.
Arusha Policy Workshop
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Learning
The response was completely positive: all the participants said that they learnt something from the workshop,
mainly around developing strategies using the scenarios tools presented in the workshop. The tools presented
were challenging but useable.
One participant said they learnt ‘thinking forward by planning backward’, a key pillar of scenarios
methodology.
Promoting
While not directly covered in the questions, the general tone of the responses is positive. Participants
identified modelling outputs as a key aspect to gain credibility with decision makers. The level of buy can be
judged by response to questions about taking findings back to their organizations. Participants said they were
keen to advocate the use of scenarios and back-casting in their planning processes. They all found the product
of the workshop – the scenarios – highly plausible, indicating an acceptance of both the process and the
outcomes.
Most of the participants thought that the policy ideas that came up in the back-casting exercise would be
implementable, suggesting that the policy guidance produced was credible, further reinforcing the value of the
process.
Meeting
There was unanimous agreement that the workshop had been a valuable experience. Participants invariably
found the networking useful and said that they had made new partnerships with people they hadn't met
before. One participant pointed out that in all the scenarios they worked with during the workshop, greater
achievements occurred when partnerships were made with relevant institutions, reflecting the actual
partnerships being made during the scenario process itself.
Additionally, they learnt about regional linkages in East Africa and found out what activities are being done in
other countries. They felt they now had a better understanding of the challenges facing East Africa in the
future.
Ha Long Bay, Vietnam
Learning
In general the participants indicated an overall positive picture of the value and relevance of the scenarios
produced.
Promoting
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Again not directly covered, but a generally positive response suggests an acceptance of the programme. A
number of requests for deepening the engagement in scenario development (more and varied
representatives) suggests that the participants see value in the process and would like to invest more.
Meeting
This unfortunately was not covered in the evaluation, and the brief nature of the response allows little to be
drawn from the data, though a number of comments identify a limited variation in the participants that could
be taken to indicate there was little in the way of new voices in the room.
Kathmandu, Nepal
Learning
In general the participants responded that they were highly satisfied by the workshop, and the exercise on
logic for change was perceived as an important one to frame the most plausible scenarios.
Promoting
Participants indicated their enthusiasm to share the outcomes in their respective institutions as well as
participating in national dialogue with high-level officials to present the scenarios at both national and regional
level.
Networking
As in the first workshop in Colombo, all the participants thought that the workshop by its length and the level
of interactions with other participants was a unique platform for networking and starting new collaborations.
Cali, Colombia
Learning
In the interviews it was clear that those respondents had certainly grasped the process, its strengths and
weaknesses and were keen to apply the toolbox. The value beyond the outputs was also clearly recognized.
’It has been a very enriching process. I think both for those that are familiar with the scenarios methodology
and those of us that just beginning to engage with it and will benefit from it, and also for those attending the
workshop … It has also been a learning process, very enriching. We’ve all learned a lot, and I’m confident that
we’ll be applying this tool — and not just the tool outputs, but the entire process of creating scenarios — to
address issues of food security and climate change in agriculture in Latin America.’
Ana María Loboguerrero, CCAFS América Latina
’I think that the workshop has been very substantive in that it really has given us many tools that will assist in
our day-to-day decision making around state planning.’
Ana Lucía Morillo, Secretaria Nacional de Planificación y Desarolla, Ecuador
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’UNEP-WCMC will use the scenarios developed here in a collaborative research effort to evaluate the possible
impacts that market commodity prices and the associated land use change have on biodiversity and ecosystem
services.’
Marieke Sassen, UNEP-WCMC
Promoting
Again all those interviewed were positive in their responses regarding agreeing with and valuing the outcomes
of the process. All spoke in one way or another of utilizing the process further and engaging with it on a larger
scale.
’We’ve already had very useful feedback in the sense that several countries are going to include this process
within their own policy development strategies.’
Ana María Loboguerrero, CCAFS América Latina
’This information helps us, because the future scenarios have to give us indicators regarding how we should
prepare ourselves in the area of security.’
Lucio Tito, Ministerio de Desarrollo Rural y Tierras, Bolivia
’The inputs for this type of decision making are coming out of this workshop, but the work now is more
complicated because it now needs to be brought to politicians like ministers, senators, deputies, or those
individuals that make the final decisions.’
Benjamin Quijandría, Ministerio de Agricultura y Riego, Perú
’It will be very exciting to bring this process back to the countries for application and validation.’
Eduard Müller, Universidad para la Cooperación Internacional
Networking
‘What we’re looking for is to be able to support governments at the regional, national, and down to local levels
to make better decisions.’
Ana María Loboguerrero, CCAFS América Latina .
’Bolivia is preparing itself for the 2025 scenario, which is the Bicentennial year, and this has allowed us to see
other experiences like that of Peru, Venezuela, and Ecuador.’
Lucio Tito, Ministerio de Desarrollo Rural y Tierras, Bolivia
’We have been working in the area of climate change for some years now, and we hope to continue. In the
future the experience at this workshop will be taken into account, because we’re strongly linked with CIAT in
many activities and those synergies will continue in the future.’
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Carlos Julio Sierra, Ministerio de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural (MADR), Colombia
’Ecuador has huge research needs, particularly of the socio-economic and agricultural variety, and this
workshop has opened a lot of doors to us to start working more in this area.’
Ana Lucía Morillo, Secretaria Nacional de Planificación y Desarolla, Ecuador
’This workshop has been a very interactive process, with a diverse group of people working in distinct
disciplines, something which is often desired but quite uncommon.’
Laura Meza, FAO
San Jose, Costa Rica
The Central America workshop has provided no source of evaluation data; however Nelson Trejo, former
Executive Secretary of the Central American Commission for Environment and Development (Comisión
Centroamericana de Ambiente y Desarrollo CCAD), gave the following closing statement:
’The CCAD belongs to the SICA and is responsible for policy development on a regional level. CCAD develops
regional plans like ERAS (Regional Strategy of Agro-environment and Health), ERCC (Regional Climate Change
Strategy), and PERFOR (Regional Strategic Plan for the Management of Forest Ecosystems). ¨These plans are
developed perhaps without taking into consideration these kind of scenarios. I consider it important to use the
scenarios that we developed here to elaborate action plans of these strategies or to update them (the
strategies). For example, the Regional Central American Environment Plan ends next year and it would be good
to take into consideration these scenarios when developing the new plan. I would like to thank UCI and CIAT for
inviting me here. It is an honor for CCAD to be here. All these methods are very useful, not only for CCAD but
also for the other institutions of SICA such as the Central American Agricultural Council (CAC) and COMISCA,
which is about Health and Tourism.’
The following analysis is provided by Danilo Saravia, formerly of CCAD and now at Universidad Para La
Cooperacion Internacional:
’After a long period during which, due to structural reasons, the position of Secretary of CCAD was vacant,
consensus was reached to appoint a new one recently. The participation of the Executive Secretary Nelson Trejo
throughout the workshop process, despite his many commitments, has been a clear signal that can be
understood twofold: first, the linking of CCAFS activities in Central America with the regional political
integration body in the field of environment and development (SICA / CCAD) which opens many opportunities.
Second, the strengthening of the relations of the Executive Secretary of CCAD with other public and private
entities in the region, in which UCI has played an important role in convening and coordination. This leaves the
door open for a closer relationship between these institutions and better coordination within CCAFS. This
should be interpreted as a new situation in the region where the regional body CCAD has come to work with
instances which historically has had little coordination, which is a significant event in the context of these
relationships in the region and an opportunity that must be seized by us all.’
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3.8.2 Analysis of Participants’ Responses
Overall it is clear that from the three metrics selected as an analysis framework there is significant evidence of
the scenario process not only delivering but exceeding its aims within those criteria. It should be noted that
the interviews from the Andean workshop in South America were wholly positive, suggesting that the
workshop process has been developed to a very high standard. Early recommendations, such as quantification
and engaging with climate change, have been already rolled into the programme.
External to the three analysis metrics, the following observations were recorded by participants in regard to
the workshop process:


Mix of participants/size



Volume of content/time to discuss



Localized delivery/sensitivity

Negative comments on these topics are often received in workshop environments, particularly intensive
events such as scenarios workshops. While every effort is made to ensure equal representation from
stakeholder groups, workshop facilitators cannot guarantee attendance or invite acceptance. Longer
workshops to reduce the workload and deepen the engagement, but have the obvious downside of increased
cost and can deter attendees who cannot remove themselves form their day-to-day roles, a particular issue for
senior individuals. Recommendations for pre-reading, while well intended, are often divisive as it is unlikely
that all attendees will be able to prepare, thus requiring the workshop to cover ground addressed in the
reading. On localized delivery (i.e. translation) and sensitivity, the current model of utilizing regional teams
supported by global experts is the best policy to achieve this as they have a better understanding of the
requirements.
3.8.3 External Partners
The current development model for the scenarios programme is that CCAFS develops the scenarios process
and creates the content, but then partners with other organizations apply the scenarios, requiring buy-in and
13

support from external bodies. So far the programme has attracted both regional and global partners to this
end, and they have been approached to supply some insight into why their organizations value the product the
CCAFS scenarios programme has created. The key metrics utilized to analyze the external partners’
involvement in the scenarios programme were:


Reason: What is their reasoning for engaging with the CCAFS scenarios programme?



Knowledge: What do they know about scenarios? Are they engaging with a process they understand
or are they exploring the options?
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EAFF, LEAD Pakistan, Oxfam, UNEP WCMC, FAO.
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Benefits: What did they expect to gain from engaging in the process? Are their expectations
reasonable?

The expectation is twofold: firstly to ascertain the external partners’ expectation and understanding and how
the process meets with their expectations. This provides insight into the value of the communication process
used by the scenarios team, and presents possible improvements or expansions to the scenarios programme.
To maximize responses in the short time frame the evaluation had, the data was collected through a short
questionnaire consisting of open questions.
Reason
Unsurprisingly, the main reason presented for engaging with the scenarios programme was one of
understanding climate change impacts, both on food security and in general. The scenarios process is designed
to explore the complex and interdependent challenges of food security, which include the impacts of climate
change on the food system, suggesting the process methodology is likely suitable for this. Improving regional
cooperation was also cited, which the collaborative nature of the scenario process provides.
Knowledge
A mixed response was provided here, with some clearly understanding the process and others openly
exploring the options. This tells us that the CCAFS scenarios process is attractive to individuals and
organizations who are looking for a certain solution and recognize the value in the CCAFS product, and that it
has a high enough visibility for those actively exploring strategic options. A number also stated that they felt
they now understood the process completely, given that they had attended one or more of the workshop
processes – providing yet more evidence in support of the current workshop methodology.
Benefits
These responses were much wider in scope, with only EAFF and Oxfam citing a desire for assistance with
understanding and planning for the future. In UNEP WCMC’s view, the key benefits are inputs into their land
use change models and possibly other studies into trade-offs and biodiversity issues. FAO values the scenarios
programme from a collaborative approach, enhancing the conversation between policy makers and
researchers, and possibly more broadly in targeting the FAO’s technical work and as a communication tool.
LEAD Pakistan offered a similar response, with the scenarios programme linking to both of its climate change
and water programmes and having the potential of building partnerships around it. All these benefits are well
within the scope of the scenarios programme as it stands, and there is also the possibility of some further
expansion into new avenues, assuming these match the scope of CCAFS.
In summary, the partners currently engaging with the scenarios programme have realistic and achievable aims
and expectations of what the process will achieve and how it will achieve it.
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3.8.4 Key CCAFS Staff Members
Key members of the CCAFS staff were approached to judge the success or failure of the scenarios programme
to engage within its own organization. This is important if the programme is to be utilized beyond Theme 4 and
produce maximum added value for CCAFS. Unsurprisingly those close to the scenarios programme exhibited a
good understanding of the added value that scenarios provide and the process as a whole. Echoing statements
by the workshop participants, they recommended that language was the key issue that needed to be
addressed, with a greater range of documentation and engagement to be undertaken in local languages. This
further supports the management strategy of having local teams as the main engagement point. Those not
directly involved in the process know little of the programme specifics as a whole. They generally see the value
of the process, but would like to know more.
Overall the internal questionnaire tells us very little about the scenarios programme, other than localized
documentation and increased internal communication. It was originally seen as the initial process of a twostage data collection strategy; however the availability of interviewees was limited. Given the clear separation
of responses, it is unclear whether further engagement would have provided any further insights.
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4.0 Evaluation
4.1 Process Evaluation
The CCAFS scenarios process has developed from a traditional and rather rigid deductive method to a much
more flexible version of morphological analysis. This uses four to six change factors instead of the two axes
used in the normal, deductive scenario development approach. As well as additional change factors, the
process allows for the possibility of up to four or five driver states where qualitatively different states can be
imagined that go beyond the normal two extremes used in the deductive method. While the decision to move
away from the deductive method for producing scenarios reduces the logical structure of the scenarios set, in
practical terms it will increase both the buy-in from the stakeholders and resolution of the scenarios produced.
In practice the deductive method tends towards high-level global uncertainties, such as governmental
structures and sources of leadership, which can alienate some stakeholder groups who feel that these topics
are irrelevant to their viewpoint. Even when a wide range of stakeholders are engaged, the effort to combine
disparate voices and viewpoints in the deductive method reduces the signals from the smaller sources. The
deductive method is an excellent tool for global players who operate on a regional level; it is not so relevant
for a small farmer or agricultural network. So while the deductive method produces an excellent product from
an academic, high-level view, it is weak from the view of engaging with actors operating at the smaller scales.
What the multi-axis method loses in pure logic and academic value it more than makes up by the increase in
signal from the smaller-scale actors, and thus in actual application. Scenarios developed from a more
encompassing structure offer narratives which may not be so clearly defined, but are much more inclusive and
therefore easier to gain buy-in with. The added complexity of the multi-axis method has been admirably
managed by the scenarios team, and the quality of product produced given the compressed timescales and
disparate actors involved is outstanding.

4.2 Theme 4.1.1 Impact Pathway
The overall outcome target for Theme 4.1.1 is that by the end of 2013 national and regional stakeholders in
the five CCAFS regions are focusing on developing more appropriate adaptation and mitigation strategies and
policies using forward-looking, climate change focused socio-economic scenarios. In two of regions, economic
communities and international organizations are collaborating to invest in this process for creating an enabling
policy environment. Thus there is significant evidence of achieving the target outcome. The success indicators
for this vision are based around the following outcome, process and deliverable metrics.
Indicator: New institutional arrangements resulting from scenario champions' work
There are three examples of new institutional arrangements emerging. In East Africa, the EAFF are
investigating the use of the CCAFS scenarios to validate the existing 2012–20 EAFF strategic plan. In West
Africa CCAFS has been included as part of the ECOWAS task force, thus internalizing CCAFS in the ECOWAS
decision making process. Following the Central America workshop, in his feedback Danilo Saravia, then
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Executive Secretary of CCAD, highlighted ‘the strengthening of the relations of the Executive Secretary of CCAD
with other public and private entities in the region’.
Indicator: Number of actors that have requested or are supporting the scenarios process in the CCAFS regions
In four of the five regions there have been requests for further information or offers of support from a total of
15 individuals or organizations, not including the four external partners that are active globally.
Indicator: Funds provided for scenarios process by partner organizations in CCAFS regions
For the financial year 2013–14, a total of $740,000 has been supplied by external bodies to support the
activities of the scenarios programme. These resources have been in the shape of funds for personnel, hosting
workshops and supplying modelling results.

Indicator: Number of partner organizations that are participating in the scenarios process by region
Partners: meetings
UNEP WCMC

Value
(‘000s USD)
200

Notes
4 meetings: 2 in Andes, 1 in SEA, 1 in EA

FAO

165

ECOWAS

30

8 meetings: 3 in SEA, 1 global, 4 in Zambia,
Malawi
1 meeting in WA

TransMango

50

1 meeting in EA

ASEAN

30

1 meeting in SEA

Lead Pakistan

20

1 meeting in SA

Healthy Futures

30

1 meeting in EA

Sub Total

525

Partners: core personnel
UNEP WCMC

80

FAO

40

Oxfam

30

Sub Total

150

Partners: quantification (excluding
diverse in-house modelling)
UNEP WCMC

35

For IMPACT EA and LAM

FAO

5

For IMPACT SEA

Healthy Futures

25

For GLOBIOM EA

Sub Total

65

Total budget for partners

740
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A total number of 240 organizations are involved in the various scenarios workshops across the five regions
where CCAFS is engaged.

14

Of these, the following list identifies partners who have provided funding,

organized or helped organize workshops regionally, or are aiming for close collaboration in moving the
scenarios forward:
Funding

Organsiation

Collaboration

ECOWAS,

UCI,

ECOWAS,

LEAD Pakistan,

ASEAN,

LEAD Pakistan,

Oxfam,

SID,

ASEAN,

FAO,

UNEP WCMC,

CORAF/WECARD,

UNEP WCMC,

PANOS EA,

KARI,

PANOS SA,

EAC,
UNEP WCMC,
GFAR

Indicator: Number and type of participants in each workshop
361 individual participants representing 245 organizations have attended the various workshops in the five
regions. The organizations they represent include:


70 Government bodies and departments;



24 Stakeholder organizations;



17 Private sector organizations;



8 Regional governance bodies;



37 Regional research initiatives;



16 Regionally active NGOs;



60 Universities and researchers;



4 Media organizations;



8 Global governance bodies.

Indicator: Number of champions emerging
Across the East Africa, West Africa, South Asia and South-East Asia regions, there are 11 champions who are
forging partnerships between the CCAFS scenarios programme and their organization. There are also six
requests to develop research publications with the programme. There are a further 21 impact pathways
identified in South Asia which could also be developed, resulting in one or more champions.
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Participantworkshop.xls
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In South America, the parallel processes produced a total 35 country-specific impact pathways from the
participants, and a further nine regional pathways in Central America from the IUCN and CCAD
representatives.
East Africa

West Africa

EAFF

Mainza
Mugoya

ECOWAS

KARI

Patrick
Ketiem
Kibet
Alphaxard
Kimani
Abner
Ingosi

GIS
ICRISAT

TIST Kenya
Kenyan
Ministry of
Agriculture
ICRAF (Kenya
Decision Hub)

Alain Sy
Traore,
Ernest
Aubee
Pierre C
Sibiry
Traore

South Asia

South East Asia

Yes Bank
of India

Tushar
Pandey

Cambodian
MAFF

Dr. Ty
Sokhun

LEAD
Pakistan

Dr.
Hasan
Rizvi

Cambodia
Outlook
Conference

David
Van

Constance
Neely

Indicator: Scenario champion success stories
There are 12 champions across the regions, each with promising success stories detailed in the regional
outcomes section. One of the most promising is in West Africa where Alain Sy Traore, Director of Agriculture
and Rural Development, and Ernest Aubee, Principal Programme Officer of the Commission at ECOWAS, have
developed a number of potential leads that involve CCAFS and the scenarios programme in a number of ways:
1.

Dr. Robert Zougmore, and his team, presenting at an ECOWAP meeting in November

2.

Introduced the concept and need for scenarios to the ECOWAS agriculture department

3.

On-going discussions about a jointly funded regional policy workshop

4.

Inclusion of CCAFS as part of the ECOWAS task force, giving a further point of engagement

5.

Invitation to CCAFS to give various presentations and chair a session at the ‘Forum of national and
regional actors in climate smart agriculture in West Africa’ in Mali, 27-30 May 2014, which will allow
wider engagement with the West African development community

6.

Invitation to assist in development in the Forum of Bamako

There are similar success stories in East Africa (Patrick Ketiem Kibet, KARI), South Asia (Dr Hasan Rizvi, LEAD
Pakistan) and South-East Asia (Dr Ty Sokhun, Secretary of State Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries,
Cambodia).
Indicator: Number of views, forwards and tweets of scenarios blog
Overall, the 16 blogs about CCAFS scenarios to date were visited 4,418 times (since January 2010), of which
1,821 visits were to the seven blogs published in 2013. These blogs were tweeted 15 times by 10 different
tweeters. Scenarios pages all together (including documents, landing page, etc.) were visited 11,073 times
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since the inception of the programme in 2010, of which 4,299 visits were in 2013. The most visited blog was
published in early 2013 and featured a video detailing the scenarios process in East Africa, with 710 hits. There
have been 18 reposts of scenarios blogs/reports/papers including on DFID, UN main page, FAO, GFAR, Reuters,
Al Jazeera and in regional/national newspapers.
Keeping in mind that scenarios is one of three activities of Theme 4 subtheme 4.1, the scenarios landing page
in 2013 has 1,761 visitors, compared to the highest theme page (Theme 1 - 1,960 visitors) and the highest
region page (East Africa - 2,757 visitors).
A video detailing the East Africa scenarios (26 April 2013) had 594 views, one about South Asia scenarios (11
November 2013) has had 236 views, and one about South-East Asia scenarios (13 November 2013) has had
195 views.
Flickr photos from South Asia had 364 views, for Southeast Asia 384 views, for Central America 216 views and
for the Andean region 218 views.

4.3 Beyond CCAFS Phase 1
In 2014 the scenarios program will transition from impact pathway 4.1.1, where the emphasis was on the
participatory co-development of the scenarios with regional actors, to impact pathway 4.1.4, where the
emphasis is on evaluating the impact scenarios can have on national and regional planning, strategies and
policies. The 4.1.4 outcome story is – by the end of 2016…National and regional actors are influencing national
and regional forums related to agriculture and rural development, food security and climate change, and have
begun to participate in global policy processes. The following indicators will be used to assess progresses
towards the 4.1.4 outcome story.
Indicators
1.

Annually increasing number of national, regional and international policy meetings attended by
CCAFS influenced actors in which CCAFS evidence is used or discussed

2.

Number of people trained in CIAT joint land and socio-economic survey method

3.

Increasing use of scenarios in CCAFS regions, and increasing demand for scenarios process

4.
5.

Number and types of partners engaged in forward planning for climate change adaptation and
mitigation
Number of mentions of agriculture in key UNFCCC documents

6.

Number of references to CCAFS work in key UNFCCC documents

7.

Number of national and regional actors with new capacity to influence global processes

The achievements to date of the scenarios programme speak to many of these indicators. For impact pathway
4.1.4, the engagement of 361 individuals representing 245 organsiations suggests there is a great deal of
interest in the scenarios process and it is likely that there will be an increasing demand for the CCAFS
scenarios. This is reinforced by the post workshop engagements in which 55 organizations are either engaging
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or in discussion to engage further with the scenarios programme. The financial support by external partners is
also a good indicator of the value placed on the scenarios programme. The scope and range of those
organizations involved in the scenarios programme also suggests that it will assist in contributing to the other
indicators.
The current plan is for CCAFS to have completed its transition into its second phase by the end of 2016,
including Flagship 4. This research outputs from impact pathway 4.1.4 will provide vital information for
flagship 4 about how the scenarios process may contribute to changes in policies and institutions. Flagship 4
will contribute to all five of CCAFS Phase 2 impact targets through its interactions with other flagships, directly
to two:


Policies: Policies supporting sustainable, resilient and equitable agricultural and natural resource
management developed, adopted and implemented by agricultural, natural resource management,
conservation and development organizations, civil society and advocacy organisations and networks,
national governments and international bodies



Gender: Empowerment of women and marginalised groups through (a) increased access to and
control over productive assets, inputs, information, food and markets and (b) strengthened
participation in decision-making processes

The early Flagship 4 outcome targets to achieve these impacts are:


National/sub-national governments, in collaboration with the private sector and civil society, enact
equitable food security policies that take into consideration climate smart practices and strategies.



National/sub-national governments, in collaboration with the private sector and civil society, increase
investment in equitable food security institutions that take into consideration climate smart practices
/ strategies.



IFAD, WB, FAO, UNFCCC, etc. are engaging member countries to learn what their climate smart food
system priorities are, and are appropriately direct their investments.

Leading to two later aggregate outcomes:


By 2020, major national, regional and global organisations (i.e., INGOs, IOs, global bodies, RECs, IARCs,
national decision makers (including civil society and private sector)) will be using CCAFS outputs to
inform their equitable institutional investments in climate smart food systems.



By 2023, national/subnational governments are making equitable institutional investments in climate
smart food systems in 25 countries have increased 50% compared with 2014.

While there is no evidence that the CCAFS scenarios programme has yet influenced policies or institutional
arrangements, there are many promising signs of this occurring. Across the five regions where the scenarios
programme is involved, there have been seven physical engagements with organizations, with a further nine
engagements planned, 39 further opportunities identified for ongoing development and 81 possible
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opportunities and policy pathways identified to inform a policy or institutional arrangement. There are a
number of promising leads from the longest-running processes, such as the EAC and ECOWAS engagements in
East and West Africa, but all outputs detailed Section 2.2 could well produce a valuable development. It should
be noted that including quantification into the process to improve the credibility and accessibility of the
scenarios is a strong lever to achieve this outcome.
Again evidence of funds committed to investments guided by CCAFS scenarios is not yet available. However
the strongest evidence that this could occur is the engagement with FAO in South-East Asia, where discussions
have taken place regarding linking scenario work to investment proposals through a workshop in North
Vietnam.
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It would also be expected that some of the 55 organizational interactions detailed above would

result in investments guided by the scenarios intervention.
The best evidence of institutional arrangements (between actors) changing to improve adaptation and
mitigation capacity is the attendance of (now former) Executive Secretary of CCAD, Nelson Trejo, at the Costa
Rica Workshop.
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Having such a senior participant in the workshop shows the value placed on the CCFAS

scenarios programme. This can be seen in two ways: firstly the linking of CCAFS to the regional policy
integration in the field of environment and development (SICA / CCAD); and secondly the strengthening of the
contacts between the Executive Secretary of CCAD and other public and private entities in the region, leaving
the door open for closer relations between these institutions and better coordination – a new situation in the
region.
With regards to the use of scenarios internally by CCAFS, such as to target and prioritize research in the
regions for phase 2 and CCAFS theme researchers’ use, there is some evidence already. The communication
focus by the Scenario Programme on the RPLs promotes this, as it is the RPLs who guide research programmes
in their region of responsibility. By ensuring these key team members are engaged in the scenarios
programme, it vastly increases the visibility and added value of the programme in the region, where impact is
actually achieved.
There are a number of internal, cross-theme, collaborations within CCAFS already:


Collaboration with Theme 1 happens primarily with the SIA programme – close collaboration has
been established with this programme though co-supervision of a PhD candidate, Meghan Baily, and
the co-design of the scenarios methodology by SIA team members and facilitation of workshops.
Combined workshops, that test SIA findings against the regional scenarios with national policymakers, are planned for 2014 in Ghana and Nepal.



Collaboration with Theme 3 happens through reporting on the emissions impacts of the scenarios,
and collaborative funding of GLOBIOM modelling at IIASA.

15
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B. Conrad, personal communication, 30 November 2013.
Taken from an analysis by Danilo Saravia, see page 42
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There are a number of opportunities identified that could increase the number of outputs in this indicator,
but as stated earlier the focus is on creating external outputs.

17

Internal activities CCAFS scenarios Workplan 2013.
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5.0 Conclusions
5.1 Scenarios Process
The CCAFS scenarios process has developed from a traditional and rather rigid deductive method to a much
more flexible version of morphological analysis. This uses four to six change factors instead of the two axes
used in the normal, deductive scenario development approach. As well as additional change factors, the
process allows for the possibility of up to four or five driver states where qualitatively different states can be
imagined that go beyond the normal two extremes used in the deductive method. In practice the deductive
method tends towards high-level global uncertainties, such as governmental structures and sources of
leadership, which reduces the resolution of the narratives. Even when a wide range of stakeholders are
engaged, the effort to combine disparate voices and viewpoints in this method reduces the signals from the
smaller sources. The deductive method is an excellent tool for global players who operate on a regional level;
it is not so relevant for a small farmer or agricultural network. So while the deductive method produces an
excellent product from an academic, high-level view, it is weak from the view of engaging with actors
operating at the smaller scales. What the multi-axis method loses in pure logic and academic value it more
than makes up by the increase in signal from the smaller-scale actors, and thus in actual application. Scenarios
developed from a more encompassing structure offer narratives which may not be so clearly defined, but are
much more inclusive and therefore easier to gain buy-in with. The added complexity of the multi-axis method
has been admirably managed by the scenarios team, and the quality of product produced given the
compressed timescales and disparate actors involved is outstanding.

5.2 Theme 4, Impact Pathway 4.1.1
Significant progress is being made in all regions towards impact pathway 4.1.1. As can be seen in the following
table, every region is developing outputs that contribute to outcome story 4.1.1. The programme has achieved
three good examples of new institutional arrangements, particularly with ECOWAS inviting CCAFS to be part of
the ECOWAS Task force and providing an opportunity for the CCAFS scenarios to be mainlined into the decision
making process at ECOWAS. In total, 81 possible opportunities to inform policy or institutional arrangements
have been created by the scenarios interventions and these will supply ample opportunity to further inform
and engage.
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Indicator
New
institutional
arrangements resulting from
scenario champions' work

East Africa
EAFF

West Africa
ECOWAS

South Asia
-

South-East Asia
-

South America
CADD

Global total
3

Number of actors that have
requested or are supporting
the scenarios process in the
CCAFS regions

8

2

2

5

-*

17

Funds provided for scenarios
process
by
partner
organizations
in
CCAFS
regions (‘000 USD)

162.5

30

20

147

117.5

740

Number
of
partner
organizations
that
are
participating in the scenarios
process by region

70

53

32

31

54

240

Number
and
type
of
participants in each workshop

107

75

36

59

83

360

5

3

2

2

-*

12

KARI

ECOWAS

LEAD Pakistan

MAFF

-*

12

Number
emerging

of

champions

Scenario champion success
stories
Number of views, forwards
and tweets of scenarios blog

a

16 blog posts, 4,418 views, 15 tweets by 10 tweeters, 11,073 scenarios page visits, 1025 video views and 1182 flickr photo
views

*The South America interventions took place in December 2013, and 35 country specific impact pathways were identified but are yet to be developed
a
This total also includes $150,000 assigned to core team funding
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Similarly to the indicators for outcome story 4.1.1, the scenario programme is already progressing to
contributing to some of the 4.1.4 indicators and shows promising evidence of contributing to flagship 4 in
Phase 2 of CCAFS. The key challenge for fully exploiting these opportunities is continued engagement. It is
relatively easy to initiate engagement when you have a strong and topical product, however once the
workshop are complete and it comes to applying the findings it is often difficult to maintain the momentum.
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6.0 Recommendations
In general, the CCAFS Scenario Programme has developed into an excellent tool for its designed purpose.
There are a few small issues identified, however that could be improved on. Most of these improvements are
administrative in nature, and can be seen as a product of the rapid development and relatively low resourcing
levels of the programme given its broad missions and high level targets.
The CCAFS scenarios process is a strong tool and its value should be maximized. The key aspect to consider for
the scenarios programme is that of how it achieves ongoing impact. The production of the scenarios tools
themselves can be deemed promising given the number of opportunities developed, but they will only truly be
a success on application. A key lever to promote the ongoing application and engagement around the scenario
programme is communication. Consider:


Region Lead Communication – Support the move towards Regional Scenarios Officers organizing and
engaging with stakeholders. These teams are best placed to continuously engage in a variety of
formats. Invest in regionalized documentation and communication – a repeat comment from both
internal and external interviewees – to promote buy-in.



Regional Briefs - Brief documents on regions, regularly updated, can be used in a newsletter style to
serve as engagement tool focusing on benefits of the process rather than an advertorial for CCAFS.



A Scenarios brief - A concise document provided as pre-reading and sent out in response to initial
enquiries – in local languages preferably.



Universal Communication Tools - Explore the possibility of universal communication methods, e.g.
animations that can be over-dubbed in local languages to serve as accessible and attractive ‘prereading’.



Virtual Tool Kit - From a process point of view, the only tool yet to be fully leveraged would be a
virtual system. This would overcome some of the issues of ‘who is in the room’ and language barriers.
A virtual process would allow large groups of stakeholders to be engaged continuously with minimal
resourcing, though a high up front cost. There are currently three tools under development: 1) A tool
for scoping relevant factors of change from stakeholders online, 2) Making the OLDFAR Matlab tool
available online with guidance on how to use it, and 3) An on-line back-casting tool being developed
by a group of students at Wageningen University are a good initial starting points, but if CCAFs
envisages an ongoing use of the scenarios programme to guide action then more comprehensive
options should be considered.

While the workshop process itself is very polished there are shortcomings in the overall process management.


Documentation - The documentation and evidence is poorly organized and is inconsistent in content, a
product of the multiple authors and the project timeline. Draft guidelines for what data needs to be
collected at each workshop, what the deliverable documents should contain, etc., to simplify future
monitoring and evaluation reporting.
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Staffing - Continue model of regional teams to disperse workload and make the scenarios programme
more resilient to personnel changes. The challenge that the scenario programme now faces is the ongoing
‘post-workshop’ stage, keeping the actors interested in the process and its possible applications. This is
difficult to achieve by virtual means. Having scenarios focused team members in the regions is a very
attractive option.



Workshop participants – focus on including previously marginalized groups rather than the same old
voices. This ‘who is in the room’ issue is a common criticism of most scenarios interventions. Facilitators
cannot drag individuals to the event or get them to engage once there.



Evaluation and Monitoring - Consider pre- and post-evaluation of participants and re-questioning past
participants as both an engagement method and evaluation tool. This would also provide the clearest
evidence of moving towards impact indicators.



Guidance - Should resources allow, the SAG is a valuable resource to be leveraged as a methodological
evaluation body.

The issues faced by the CCAFS Scenarios Process are common to all engagement led projects in that you
cannot force people to utilize or even engage with scenarios products, nor can you completely manage those
that do involve themselves with the process.
In conclusion the CCAFS Scenarios Programme is a well-developed and though out tool kit which meets all the
criteria for supplying demanding targets. It has provided tremendous value to CCAFS by achieving outcome
story 4.1.1:
4.1.1 Regional socio-economic scenarios program outcome story: By the end of 2013, national and
regional stakeholders in the five CCAFS regions are focusing on developing more appropriate
adaptation and mitigation strategies policies using forward-looking climate change focused socioeconomic scenarios. In two of our regions, economic communities and international organizations are
collaborating to invest in this process for creating an enabling policy environment
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Annex 1 Questionnaires
Internal Questionnaire Responses
Questions
1.

What is your relationship to the scenarios program? Have you, or are you, directly involved with
the scenarios process?

2.

What is your current level of awareness of the CCAFS scenarios programme? Do you feel you
understand its aims and objectives?

3.

What, in your view, is the key functionality of the scenarios programme?

4.

Do you see the scenarios programme in its current form, as a useful tool in your role?

5.

What aspect could be altered or improved to increase the suitability of the scenarios programme
to your needs?

6.

Do you feel the aims and abilities of the scenarios programme have communicated clearly? How
do you think communication methods could be altered to be more suitable for you to utilise?

7.

Would you be available for a further conversation regarding the work of the CCAFS scenarios
programme?

Head of Research
Dr Sonja Vermeulen
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Administrative. Yes
High. Yes
To provide multi-stakeholder groups with a means to map and plan for a range of plausible
agriculture and food security futures
Yes
Nothing for my needs. For stakeholder needs in Africa, the process could be better linked to the
African Union scenarios processes (to 2064) that are currently underway
Yes. Less showing off about CCAFS, more communication of results
No

Regional Program Leaders
Dr Ana Maria Loboguerrero Rodriguez
1.

2.
3.
4.

I am the Latin American Leader for CCAFS and my working plan for the region includes the
construction and use of scenarios. I am directly involved with the scenarios process by financing part
of it and by contributing to its implementation in Latin America.
I was part of the facilitators for the first workshop (it happened last week in CIAT). After the workshop
I consider that I am very aware of the programme and also of its aims and objectives.
The scenarios are very useful to test policies, programs and strategies so that they become more
robust and effective when facing different situations.
Very useful.
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5.
6.

7.

More documentation in Spanish.
I think they have been communicated clearly but for Latin America we need documents in Spanish
that spell the methodologies and concrete examples of the use of the scenarios by other regions in
CCAFS as well as lessons learned from those experiences (all of these documents need to be in
Spanish).
Sure.

Dr Leocadio Sebastian
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.

As RPL in one of the regions implementing the program. Have you, or are you, directly involved with
the scenarios process? Yes, as one of the supervisors of Rathana.
Learning level…. Yes
To provide planners and policy makers a tool to access the possibilities in the future. It can help them
identify what are the possible key drivers that could influence future socio-economic scenarios.
It should be integrated with other planning and research tools, more data and information should be
available at hand during the process, and the those who will use it should have specific objectives of
what they want to the use the scenarios that are generated.
The process is OK. It is the selection of participants should be purposeful-making sure those key
people are involved, and the specific objectives should be clear and owned by the participants.
Facilitators should also be locals and the exercise conducted in the local language.
Nope. Use local language in building country specific scenarios. Ownership of the process and output
is very important to me
Not this year…

Dr Robert Zougmore
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.

As West Africa RPL for CCAFS, I have been since the beginning (2010) actively involved in the scenario
development process and actively contributed to the various workshops so far organized in this
regard.
I fully understand the aims and objectives of the CCAFS scenarios programme
So far, the scenatio programme has been co-organised between the scenario expert team and the
CCAFS-WA regional program and this has worked well until today.
I’ve always been supportive of the scenario development process since I’ve realized that this is a
process that allows and strengthen the engagement of CCAFS regional and national stakeholders into
CCAFS program; moreover, I see the scenario as a participatory tool to guide strategic decision making
and planning for the mainstreaming of climate change into regional and national agricultural
strategies, policies.
I think it is important to keep up the move across the various steps so that engaged partners don’t
loose motivation
In West Africa, all stakeholders engaged in the scenario programme seemed to have understood from
the beginning the aims and ability of the scenario. More can be done towards policy makers which is
planned as next steps
Yes !

Science Officers
Deissy Martinez Baron
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1.

2.

3.
4.

5.
6.

7.

In CCAFS Latin America (LAM) regional program we are developing the scenarios for Central and Latin
America. My involvement as science officer of CCAFS for LAM in the scenarios process has been
related to support the process from the regional perspective along with the Regional Program Leader
Ana María Loboguerrero. The regional program for LAM hired the Universidad para la Cooperación
Internacional (UCI) to develop this process in the region. I’ve participated in both workshops as a
Facilitator and I’ve been in charge on the process for the region.
Yes, I’m fully aware of the purpose of the scenarios program, as well as the benefits that these
process and results will bring once they are implemented in our region at national and regional level.
We are very enthusiastic to promote and support the implementation in order to provide tools like
this to strengthen the decision making process in the region and policy formulation based on a long
term vision.
As I said before, the use of the result for decision making process and policy formulation is key.
Absolutely, the use of the scenarios by our regional and national stakeholders will make visible the
needs that the regional and countries have in terms of agriculture and food security in terms of
climate change, where we can definitely contribute.
So far I don’t have any comments on this because we just started the process in the region.
I think in LAM region it is a little bit difficult the language barrier (in the workshops but it worked out
fine at the end). In terms of the communication strategy for the scenarios process, so far has been
great, because all of our stakeholders have been informed of the results of the first workshops. We
hope to continue and improve the involvement of our stakeholders with the process, there was a very
good reception during the workshops.
Yes, of course.

Dr Meryl Richards
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Not really, no. I have a general idea about the process and purpose.
Not well, no.
Helping policy makers decide how to invest based on potential outcomes (?)
I know that some of our projects use its work (e.g. IIASA), but I wish I knew more about it.
?
I think being involved a scenarios workshop or having a more direct link with the scenarios program
would help, it's just a matter of having enough time to keep up with everything.
Yes.

Dr Wiebke Foerch
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

I am the T4.2 science officer and we have funded a proportion of the scenarios work – and parts get
reported through our theme. I have also co-facilitated some of the workshops, contributed to writes
hops and hope to play a part in the future
Yes, since I work quite closely with Joost and Polly
It is an activity that is supposed to inform decision making in the regions and themes. However, it has
been a relatively separate activity which led to some problems of demonstrating value to CCAFS
management group more broadly. It should take a strong role in shaping decision making about
options – and help in visualising how CCAFS can have development impact. I do not see it's role solely
as a research function but consider the engagement function in the regions as critical
Yes, since its part of our portfolio
We need to define if/how the scenarios will be used in phase 2 for planning. But also as a key tool to
foster engagement. We need to work out a better way of how the scenarios will really influence the
program and how it will lead to outcomes. A lot of focus has been on development.
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6.
7.

There could have been more clarity on progress, on what comes after scenario development and how
the scenarios can be used to inform other parts of the program
Yes, but not really before mid-Feb

Theme Leaders
Andrew Jarvis
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

No
Yes
Partnership development. Contextual background for setting regional priorities.
Yes.
Greater integration of scenarios outputs with strategy development within CCAFS.
The complexity of the scenarios tends to make messaging a challenge. Linkage between scenarios and
policy making needs simple messages, and I think the comms can be made much more simple. Talk
less of complexity and process, and more on implications and messaging for policy makers.
Potentially, but would have to be in new Year. My agenda is totally full between now and Xmas.

Dr James W. Hansen
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

I've been only marginally involved. Since Theme 2 deals with current climate-related risk, the
relevance of future scenarios is limited. However, I'm supporting household modelling to support
adaptation interventions with a range of time horizons, and hope to draw on the scenarios to provide
evolving boundary conditions, e.g., markets, prices, institutional services.
Somewhat.
I understand that it has been to build a consensus about major drivers of change, and what they imply
for adaptation and mitigation needs and opportunities.
Possibly, if linked into modelling tools in a way that can help us evaluate and prioritize suites of
adaptation interventions.
I'm not sure yet, but again quantifiable boundary conditions for household modelling is the only need
I've identified for Theme 2.
Since I haven't followed recent communication about the scenarios program, I don't have a
perspective on this.
Yes, with some advance notice.

Dr Lini Wollenberg
1.

2.

3.

4.

Have attended one scenario meeting in W Africa and one in India in CCAFS first year as T3 leader.
Regular conversations with Joost who is always ready to try to find linkages. Have involved Joost and
Kasper in IIASA planning meeting for a T3 project involving scenarios.
Yes, think that I understand the objectives. Am aware of purpose, structure and general activities,
although am sure it is evolving and I am not aware of the details of its implementation in every
region.
(1) To support stakeholder dialog region by region, (2) to generate regionally specific scenarios
to support planning, especially scenarios that complement existing SSP and RCPs
Potentially good for informing future low emissions development pathways. It is at least as useful as
any of the other projects my colleagues are leading. Not sure the scenarios have to be useful to our
needs necessarily- have their own value.
Sees like a lot of effort for a lot of data that is not necessarily clearly going to be used--the expected
impact and impact pathway (our phrases of the year) should be articulated.
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5.
6.
7.

8.

Key findings on possible future trends shared to inform other modelling? Don't want all the date
necessarily.
Use of these stakeholders as a test group for other other CCAFS products?
Yes, although not recently. The scenario work is now embedded within a theme and led most visibly
by a very able science officer, but not one attached to a management group member or theme
leader, so does not get as much attention as it did when led by Oxford by a more visible "Scenarios
leader."
Yes thanks, after Dec 19.

Dr Philip Thornton
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

The scenarios work falls under theme 4 in CCAFS, which I co-lead. I have been quite heavily involved
in the scenarios work (although less so in 2013).
High level of awareness – and yes (given my response to question 1).
Not sure I understand the question – if you mean what is its purpose, there are two: for internal
CCAFS learning and priority setting, and to act as an external platform for policy engagement in the
regions
It’s critical for all sorts of reasons
No simple response to this – better to discuss
Nor to this, except to say as much of a focus is needed as on process
Yes, if needed.

Communications
Vanessa Meadu
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

I am not directly involved. I work for the CCAFS coordinating unit as communication and knowledge
manager so have advised from time to time on communications and KM for the scenarios program.
I know what it is about, and I have a basic understanding of the purpose
Facilitating multistakeholder discussions in CCAFS regions on crucial topics for future food security
I'm not sure I understand the question.
I'm not sure I understand the question, but I think the program could help generate insights about the
knowledge needs of different stakeholders in CCAFS regions so that we might tailor our
communications more effectively. As far as I know there is no formal mechanism for this at the
moment.
Yes but I have inside knowledge due to my position. I think overall communication about the program
could be amped up – the methods they use are fine.
I am on leave currently, so not likely until January.

External Partners Questionnaire Response
Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.

Who are you and what do you do?
Why are you involved in the CCAFS Scenario programme? What prompted your decision to link to
their process?
Prior to your involvement with the CCAFS scenarios programme, what was your experience and
knowledge of scenarios planning?
What key benefits do you see the scenarios process bringing to your organisation? Do you have
clear aims and objectives for the scenarios programme to deliver for your organisation?
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5.

Would you be interested in a further conversation regarding the work of the CCAFS scenarios
programme and its relevance to your role?

East African Farmers Federation
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

Mainza Mugoya, Policy Officer with EAFF (acronym in full in my signature above). Role is to manage
the policy function at EAFF
Was linked through EAFF’s engagements with CCAFS East Africa. Prior, I was not aware of the
Scenarios work
Minimal knowledge before that. I had explored scenario planning as a topic in school, but more as a
business planning tool, and not in the development context. Even then, it was not applied as
comprehensively as the approach applied in the CCAFS scenarios work.
It appears to be a good tool for forward-planning, although it is medium/long term tool. My
organization already has a strategic plan (2012-2020). The plan was developed after an evaluation
of the previous plan, and a discussion/ analysis of trends in the agriculture sector. The scenarios
work would be good to validate the strategic direction that EAFF is taking. ( …Clear aims and
objectives…)Not at this point. More information and discussion would be needed at the
management level, to assess whether the scenarios work would be a priority undertaking in 2014.
Yes. But given the dynamic nature of policy-making, one is more attracted to tools that are relevant
and applicable for one or two-year periods.

LEAD Pakistan
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

I look after the research, training, communication and knowledge management briefs of LEAD
Pakistan (www.lead.org.pk) that fall under its Core Services Division. I am also part of the senior
management team that deals with “public policy engagement” (we consciously avoid using the word
advocacy) which involves presenting our research to relevant policy makers through appropriate
communication tools like policy briefs, apart from face-to-face meetings and ‘policy dialogues’ that
we organize as and when required. My professional role, as will be of my organization, would that be
of a facilitator for presenting the scenarios methodology to policymakers in Pakistan.
My organization – LEAD Pakistan – was invited to the CCAFS workshops in Sri Lanka and Nepal. With
our deep interest and work in Climate Change, we considered it to be a promising and useful
approach that could be introduced in Pakistan, which had so far not been a part of this regional
initiative. LEAD Pakistan, especially through its CDKN work in Asia (http://cdkn.org/regions/asia/) has
been actively working in the region, and among other things, trying to promote regional cooperation,
more specifically under the umbrella of climate change and its impacts on the region.
My own experience of scenarios has so far been limited to its academic treatment, in some of the
business courses that I taught. I am also seriously considering introducing it to LEAD Pakistan’s
Strategic Planning exercise - for the next ten years – which is about to be undertaken.
Apart from the potential benefit it has for the country if introduced in the right quarters, I am still
trying to think through its tangible benefits to my organization. At one level it links to both of our
inchoate Climate Change and Water Programs, and secondly, it has the potential of building
partnerships around it. Now I have a question: is there a possibility of funding some research projects
on themes that fall under the domain of CCAFS? If I am allowed to be more specific, we have started a
research series on Vulnerability and Resilience in the context of Pakistan under which we have
commissioned review papers on topics like CC induced migration, CBAs, Loss and Damage, Disaster
Risk Reduction, Urban Resilience etc. Climate Compatible Agriculture was one of the areas that we are
looking into. If we commission this study – not merely as research, but to complete the research-topolicy loop, can we get some support from CCAFS?
Most certainly.
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Oxfam
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Ricardo Fuentes-Nieva, managing the policy research programme for Oxfam GB
Our desire to understand the links between a changing climate and the impacts of people's ability to
feed themselves.
Very limited, when I was at the UN I worked with consultants from Shell in 2005 mapping scenarios
for 2015 and the MDGs
We want to understand what are the key trends and challenges for the future so it can support our
programme and policy design.
Of course, we are always looking for alternative methodologies to help us understand the world and
the challenges of social justice

UNEP WCMC
1.
2.

3.
4.

5.

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

My name is Arnout van Soesbergen, I am a programme officer in the science unit at UNEP-WCMC.
We got involved in the CCAFS programme as we were planning to do regional scenario workshops to
develop socio-economic scenarios to drive a land use change model with which we want to model
trade-offs between agricultural commodities and biodiversity. Since we heard about CCAFS and its
work in the regions we are interested in we decided to team up.
Personally, before getting involved with CCAFS I had no experience of developing scenarios. However,
I have used different types of scenarios in impact related work.
The key benefit for us is that we get access to sophisticated regional socio-economic scenarios for our
regions of interest that were developed by a team of experts with considerable experience with the
process. Initially these scenarios will be applied in our modelling study described under point 2 but
potentially we can use these scenarios for other studies into i.e. trade-offs and biodiversity impacts.
We very much would like to stay involved in the CCAFS programme, discuss outcomes and future
potential use of scenarios.

Marieke Sassen of UNEP-WCMC. I work on understanding trade-offs and synergies between
agriculture, and biodiversity & ecosystem services, and how this understanding can inform land use
planning and agricultural development policy
I am running a project evaluating potential impacts of future scenarios for (agricultural) commodity
development on biodiversity and ecosystem services. The CCAFS process provides us with the
scenarios we need to feed into a land use change model (which utilises IMPACT outputs), that forms
the basis of our impacts assessment. See point 2. But more generally we work on the policy-research
interface, supporting policy makers and international processes (biodiversity-related conventions) to
take into account biodiversity concerns into decision-making. Scenarios are an important tool to
support this and we would like to develop further work with them.
Very little to none.
See point 2. But more generally we work on the policy-research interface, supporting policy makers
and international processes (biodiversity-related conventions) to take into account biodiversity
concerns into decision-making. Scenarios are an important tool to support this and we would like to
develop further work with them.
Yes.

FAO
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1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

I am a Senior Environmental Economist at the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN and I
direct a programme called EPIC (Economic and Policy Innovations for Climate Smart Agriculture)
(Leslie Lipper) Andrea Cattaneo (Senior Economist and Leader Climate Smart Agriculture Project)
Romina Cavatassi (Economist and Climate Smart Agriculture Project Coordinator) Aslihan Arslan
(Natural Resource Economist and CSA project analyst)
Under the EPIC programme we are implementing a project with 3 partner countries to build the
evidence base, policy and financing capacity to implement climate smart agriculture. We have
partnered with CCAFS to conduct participatory scenario workshops in our partner countries because
we think it is a key
tool to enhance structured and effective communication between policy-makers and researchers, and
it is very effective in building cross-sectoral communications as well. Both are essential to our project
success. The decision to utilize the process grew out of discussions and interactions with CCAFS –
particularly a co-authored paper I worked on last year with Phil Thornton about how climate change
affects the way we approach agricultural development – so I became familiar with the concept and
approach. A t the same time as the CSA project got going, it became clear we needed tools to
enhance the ability to have a conversation with policy-makers about future potential roadmaps – but
that explicitly addresses the uncertainty of climate change. The scenarios process fits our needs well.
Very limited although I had read some of the papers on the topic.
As noted above – I think the main benefit is a tool to enhance conversations between policy-makers
and researchers and this greatly assists us in targeting our work. The scenarios that are being
developed in partnership with CCAFS are in and of themselves an output that we intend to build upon
to support future policy assistance work in those countries. In addition, I think the scenario tool could
be very useful more broadly in FAO’s work to facilitate communication and target technical work –
however this is something that will take time and considerable consultation before it could be
realized as an objective for the organization.
Sure
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Annex 2 Documents
Title

Region

Date
Modified

1

Appendix: List of Participants

EA

08/01/2014

2

Arusha Feedback Forms - notes
Arusha Feedback Forms summary
Report on CCAFS Regional
Scenarios Development
for East Africa
The future of food security,
environments and livelihoods in
Eastern Africa: four socioeconomic scenarios
Proposals for working toward a
more resilient, food secure East
African future
Workshop Report: East Africa
Strategic Futures
Regional Agricultural Policy for
West Africa: ECOWAP
Regional cooperation initiatives
of the holders of the adaptation
of the West African agriculture
to climate change for the
establishment of an Alliance /
action group for coordination
and convergence of
interventions under the
implementation of ECOWAP /
CAADP
EA Workshop Participants
Draft program of September
meeting
Managing the CCAFS Theme by
Region matrix for international
public goods and development
outcomes

EA

17/10/2012

Appendix list of participants Arusha
meeting.docx
Arusha Feedback Forms – notes.doc

EA

17/10/2012

Arusha Feedback Forms – summary.docx

EA

06/09/2011

CCAFS EAf Scenarios report final
december 2010.pdf

EA

16/09/2013

CCAFS East Africa Scenarios working
report-HR edit Aug 2013.docx

EA

15/08/2013

Concept note Implementation of CCAFS
EA scenarios proposals.docx

EA

30/12/2013

East%20Africa%20Strategic%20Futures.p
df

EA

25/10/2013

ECOWAP.pdf

EA

12/11/2013

ECOWAS Meeting.docx

EA

08/01/2014

EA

16/09/2013

Participants EA workshops.docx
PROGRAM OF SEPTEMBER
MEETING.docx

Global

22/12/2013

3
4

5

6
7
8

9

10
11

12

File Name

CCAFS Review 111213.docx
ccafs_consolidated_logframe-2012-20151.pdf
Copy of 4 1 2013 outcome tracking for
annual report v4 22dec13 JV.xlsx

14

Log frame– Year 2012 – 2015

Global

06/08/2013

15

Outcome tracking

Global

06/01/2014

EA

06/08/2013

ECIInsightsforPolicy1.pdf

Global

06/01/2014

Internal activities CCAFS scenarios
workplan 2013.docx

Global

12/09/2013

Oxford contribution to 4.1 IP.pdf

06/01/2014

OXFORD-ICRAF reporting on activities 5
to 8.docx

20/04/2013

Scenarios workplan, activities, output

16
17
18
19
20

Shared action on food and
environments in East Africa
Internal and research use of the
CCAFS regional socio-economic
scenarios: 2013 work plan
Regional socio-economic
scenarios outcome story
Reporting activities 6-8 for final
payment ICRAF to Oxford for
scenarios work
Scenarios workplan, activities,

Global
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21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34

output overview for all regions
and themes 2013
Small Scenarios planning
scheme
Publication and Communication
plan
Theme 4 Monitoring and
Evaluation
SID tracking scenarios
Propuestas de seguimiento
escenarios CCAFS
Centroamerica
GRUPO 1 ESCENARIOS
Narrativa_Apiñados
Centroamerica_Narrativa_Grup
o2_14 Baktun_Chase
Grupo 3 narrativa 5 dic 13 lenin
Grupo 4 centro america - el
nuevo colapso maya description_Daniel
Ayuda memoria 6_Ecenarios
CCAFS Centroamerica_borrador
DS_060114
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 1
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 2
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 3
Vulnerabiliad ante cambio
climatico

overview for all regions and themes
2013.xlsx
Global

08/07/2013

Small scenarios planning scheme.xlsx

Global

05/09/2013

T4 1 Pubs-comms plan 5 Sept 13 JV.xlsx

Global

06/08/2013

EA

30/12/2013

Central
America

30/12/2013

Central
America
Central
America
Central
America

06/01/2014
06/012014

Propuestas de seguimiento escenarios
CCAFS Centroamerica.docx
GRUPO 1 ESCENARIOS
Narrativa_Apiñados.docx
Centroamerica_Narrativa_Grupo2_14
Baktun_Chase.docx

01/01/2014

Grupo 3 narrativa 5 dic 13 lenin.docx

Central
America

06/01/2014

Grupo 4 centro america - el nuevo
colapso maya - description_Daniel.docx

Central
America

06/01/2014

Central
America
Central
America
Central
America
Central
America

01/01/2014
01/01/2014
01/01/2014
30/12/2013

35

Workshop Presentation

SEA

11/12/2013

36

Participant list

SEA

06/01/2014

37

Participant List

Andean

08/01/2014

38

Scenario Narrative group 2

Andean

30/12/2013

39

Scenario Narrative group 3

Andean

30/12/2013

40
41

Scenario Narrative
Scenario Narrative group 1
Propuestas de uso de
escenarios_Colombia

Andean
Andean

30/12/2013
30/12/2013

Andean

30/12/2013

43

Scenario vulnerbilites

Andean

30/12/2013

44

Presentation Day 1

Andean

30/12/2013

45

Presentation Day 2

Andean

30/12/2013

46

Presentation Day 3

Andean

30/12/2013

42

Theme 4 M+E strategy draft v3 cj 5 july
13 (2).docx
Tracking Scenarios SID 3 cj 6 Dec 13.docx

Ayuda memoria 6_Ecenarios CCAFS
Centroamerica_borrador
DS_060114.docx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 1.pptx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 2.pptx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios
Centroamerica_DIA 3.pptx
Vulnerabiliad ante cambio climatico.xls
Presentation CCAFS scenarios Southeast
Asia day 2.pptx
SEA CCAFS Scenarios Workshop Final list
31 10 2013.xlsx
Lista participantes_ Taller CCAFS Centro
América 3-5 dic 2013(1).docx
Narrativa Escenario Grupo 2_Venciendo
Obstaculos.docx
Narrativa Escenario Grupo 3_Cacchando
hamburguesas.docx
Narrativa_Nuevo amanecer.docx
Narrativa_OtonoAndino_Grupo1.docx
Propuestas de uso de
escenarios_Colombia.docx
Vulnerabilid escenarios frente cambio
climático_colombia.docx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios Andes_DIA
1.pptx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios Andes_DIA
2.pptx
Presentation CCAFS scenarios Andes_DIA
3.pptx
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47

Participant Assessment

SA

14/06/2013

48

Participant Assessment
summary

SA

16/08/2013

49

Colombo Workshop Report

SA

04/01/2014

50

Nagarkot Workshop Report

SA

02/09/2013

51

Workshop Report

WA

10/12/10

52

Semi-quant results

WA

21/06/2013

53

Participant List

WA

08/01/2014

54

Next steps for CCAFS West
Africa scenarios

WA

21/06/2013

55

Dakar Workshop report

WA

15/02/2012

56

GFAR collaboration

Global

04/01/2014

57

Oxfam Job Description

Global

18/10/2013

58

FAO Letter of Agreement
UNEP WCMC letter of
agreement

Global

21/08/2013

Global

10/10/2013

GEC Paper

Global

27/12/13

59
60

CCAFS- South Asia Participants
Assesment June-13.docx
CCAFS strategic futures for food security
participant note.docx
Report CCAFS-SA-Scenarios workshop
1.docx
Workshop report CCAFS scenarios for SA
- Nagarkot meeting.pdf
1 Scenario Development Workshop Final Report by CORAF 10Dec2010
Extended semi-quant results WA.xlsx
Final list of participants CCAFS Wshop 2830sept 2010.pdf
Next steps for CCAFS West Africa
scenarios - development, use,
papers.docx
Report CCAFS scenarios workshop DAKAR
2 to 4 nov 2011.docx
Concept note collaboration GFAR
Foresight Hub and CCAFS scenarios.docx
Draft Job Description for ECI Oxfam
CCAFS Research Assistant
Letter of Agreement FAO-CCAFS.pdf
WCMC ECI
AgreementERHcomments.docx
Vervoort et al. scenarios to guide
adaptation pathways Images and
tables.docx
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Annex 3 Participants
Workshop Participants List as reported
Workshop

Name

Department/Unit

Location

EA 1

Harun Warui

Climate Change Unit, KARI

Kenya

EA 1

Hezron Mogaka

Natural Resources Management & Biodiversity

ASARECA

EA 1

Micheal Waithaka

Policy & Advocacy Program

ASARECA

EA 1

Joseph Methu

Partnership & Capacity Development Unit

ASARECA

EA 1

Information & Communications Unit

ASARECA

EA 1

Jacqueline
Nyagahima
Sarah Mubiru

Livestock & Fisheries Programme

ASARECA

EA 1

Geoffrey Onyango

Care International

Kenya

EA 1

Michael Nakalubo

Dept of Meteorology

Uganda

EA 1

Judith Chemuliti

BecAnet

Kenya

EA 1

Caroline Kilembe

National Food Security, Min. of Agric.

Tanzania

EA 1

Hurbert Lyimo

Min. of Livestock Development & Fisheries

Tanzania

EA 1

Jafari Chobo

Tanzania Meteorological Agency

Tanzania

EA 1

Charles Lyamcchai

Salien Agricultural Research Institute

EA 1

Pius Yanda

EA 1

Tilahum Amede

University of DaresSalaam, Institute of Resource
Assessment
ILRI/IWMI

Arusha
Tanzania
Tanzania

EA 1

Godfrey Bahigwa

Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture/ Min. of Agric

Uganda

EA 1

Geletu Bejiga

ICARDA

Ethiopia

EA 1

Habtamu Admassu

Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research

Ethiopia

EA 1

Tolessa Debele

Soils Research Directorate, EIAR

Ethiopia

EA 1

C.Lokoritu

ICPAC

Kenya

EA 1

Christopher Dege

USAID

Kenya

EA 1

George Wamukoya

COMESA

ZAMBIA

EA 1

Mercy Mwangi

Forest Action network

Kenya

EA 1

Karuturi Rao

ICRISAT

Kenya

EA 1

Robinson Kinuthia

Centre for Sustainable Grasslands, University of Nairobi

Kenya

EA 1

Sonja Vermeulen

CCAFS

Denmark

EA 1

Henry Neufeldt

ICRAF

Kenya

EA 1

Jan Low

CIP

Kenya

EA 1

bekele Shiferaw

CIMMYT

Kenya

EA 1

Polly Ericksen

ILRI/IWMI

Kenya

EA 1

Fostina Mani

East Africa Grain Council

Kenya

EA 1

Menghestab Haile

WFP

Addis Ababa

EA 1

Environment Conservation Trust of Uganda (ECOTRUST)

Uganda

EA 1

Pauline Nantongo
Kalunde
Anna Mwangamilo

Mechanisation Dept, Min of Agric

Tanzania

EA 1

Mponda Malonzo

Environment Unit, Min of Agric

Tanzania

EA 1

Kevin Kinusu Kinyangi

KENFAP

Kenya

Ethiopia
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EA 1

John Ingram

Environmental Change Institute

UK

EA 1

Andrew Ainslie

Environmental Change Institute

UK

EA 1

Kennedy Were Okello

EA 1

Patrick Kibet Keteim

EA 1

Eldad Tukahirwa

EA 1

Racheal N. Musisi

EA 1

Kevin Coffey

CCAFS, ILRI

USA

Arusha

Leonce Nihangaza

Burundi

Arusha
Arusha

Fabien Kibungere
Ndikumugisha
Abner K. Ingosi

Ministry of Water &
Environment, Lands & Urban Planning
Ministry of Environment

Arusha
Arusha

Kenya
Kenya Agricultural Research Institute, Mombasa

Kenya
ASARECA

Burundi

Ministry of Agriculture

Kenya

Didacus Ityeng’

Ministry of Livestock Development

Kenya

Lake Victoria Basin Commission

Kenya

Arusha

Fredrick Mhina
Mngube
Alphonse Mutabazi

REMA

Rwanda

Arusha

Wellars Furere

EAC

Rwanda

Arusha

Rajabu N. Mtunze

Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security & Cooperatives

Tanzania

Arusha

Glory G. Sindilo

Ministry of Finance

Tanzania

Arusha

Arusha

Deusdedi
t A. Kashasha
Wivine
Ntamubano
James B.
Magezi-Akiiki
Leonard
Kavundira
Amare Babu Taffese

Arusha

Tsegaye Ketema Haile

Arusha
Arusha

Elias
Awol Mohammed
Patti Kristjanson

CCAFS

Arusha

Dr. Joost Vervoort

CCAFS

Arusha

CCAFS

Arusha

Dr. Moushumi
Chaudhury
Maren Radeny
Ochere
Josephine Njoroge

Arusha

Wiebke Foerch

CCAFS

Arusha

Hailemariam Mesfin
Tadesse
Okubal Peter James
Ejokuo
Najjemba Lynn Allen
Roselyn
Odinga Kokas Roland

PANOS

Tumusiime Ben
Apollo
Deogratius Mfugale

PANOS

Arusha
Arusha
Arusha

Arusha

Arusha
Arusha
Arusha
Arusha
Arusha

Tanzania Meteorological Agency

Tanzania

Principal Environment & Natural Resources

Tanzania

Department of Meteorology

Uganda

Ministry of Tourism, Trade and Industry

Uganda

Officer

National Meteorological Agency, Ethiopia

Ethiopia

National Meteorological Agency,

Ethiopia

Ministry Of Agriculture

Ethiopia

CCAFS
CCAFS

PANOS
PANOS
PANOS

PANOS
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Arusha

Arthur

SID

Arusha

Ali Hersi

SID

Arusha

Katindi

SID

Leonard

SID

Muliro

Sivi
Arusha
Wanyama
Arusha

SID

EA 2

Irene
Omari
Wilfred Mariki

SELIAN ARI

Arusha

EA 2

Habtamu Admasssu

EIAR

Ethiopia

EA 2

Hurbert Lyimo L.N.

Min of Livestock Devt & Fisheries

Tanzania

EA 2

Caroline Kilembe

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 2

Anna Mwangamilo

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 2

Mponda Malozo

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 2

Andrew Ainslie

CCAFS

London

EA 2

Patrick K. Ketiem

KARI

Kenya

EA 2

Moushumi
Chaudhury
Hezron Mogaka

ICRAF

Kenya

NRM & B

Entebbe

ASARECA

Entebbe

EA 2

Jacqueline
Nyagahima
Joseph Methu

ASARECA

Entebbe

EA 2

Polly Ericksen

ILRI

Kenya

EA 2

John Ingram

University of Oxford GECAFS

London

EA 2

Pius Yanda

University of Dar-es-Salaam

Tanzania

EA 2

Pauline Nantongo

ECOTRUST

Burundi

EA 2

Kinyangi Kevin Kinusu

KENFAP

Kenya

EA 2

Philip Thornton

CCAFS ILRI

Kenya

EA 2

K.P.C. Rao

ICRISAT

Kenya

EA 2

Cromwel Lukorito

UON/ICPAC

Kenya

EA 2

Farai Kapfudzaruwa

EA 2

Mario Herrero

ILRI

Kenya

EA 2

James Kinyangi

CCAFS

Swaziland

EA 2

Chipo P. Mubaya

PASS/START

Tanzania

EA 2

Harun Warui

KARI

Kenya

EA 2

Patti Kristjanson

CCAFS-ICRAF

Kenya

EA 2
EA 2

Chamdimba
Chimwemwe
Getachew Tesfaye

University of Makerere

EA 2

Purvi Mehta

ILRI

Kenya

EA 2

Ms. Hermina

IRA UDSM

Tanzania

EA 2
EA 2

Kenya

Kenya
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Mkanula
EA 2

Ms. Arca Mtewele

IRA UDSM

Tanzania

EA 3

Patrick K. Ketiem

KARI

Kenya

EA 3

Mponda Malozo

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 3

Anna Mwangamilo

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 3

Caroline Kilembe

Min of Agric, Food Sec & Cooperatives

Tanzania

EA 3

Ababora Mulugeta
Taye, Dr.
Sarah Mubiru

Hawassa University

Ethiopia

ASARECA Livestock & Fisheries Programme

Uganda

EA 3

Kinyangi Kevin Kinusu

KENFAP

Kenya

EA 3

Hurbert Lyimo L.N.

Min of Livestock Devt & Fisheries

Tanzania

EA 3

Eddah Kaguthi

KARI

Nairobi

EA 3

Pius Yanda

START (PASS)/IRA

EA 3

Jane Bemigisha

IFS

Uganda

EA 3

Aldo Lupala

Ardhi University

Tanzania

EA 3

Makerere University

Uganda

Wageningen University

Kenya

EA 3

Hannington
Sengendo
Angela KronenburgGarcia
Leah Onyango

Maseno University

Kenya

EA 3

Mauvine Were

Freelancer

Kenya

EA 3

Ochieng‘ Ogodo

PANOS

Tanzania

EA 3

PANOS

Uganda

EA 3

Peter Wamboga
Mugirya
Hailemariam Mesfin

PANOS

Ethiopia

EA 3

Deodatus Mfugale

PANOS

Tanzania

EA 3

Joel Okao

PANOS

Uganda

EA 3

Amanda Palazzo

IFPRI

USA

EA 3

Sherman Robinson

IFPRI

USA

EA 3

Dolapo Enahoro

ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

Mario Herrero

ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

John Ingram

CCAFS ECI

UK

EA 3

Wiebke Foerch

CCAFS ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

Polly Ericksen

CCAFS ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

Joost Vervoort

CCAFS ECI

UK

EA 3

Philip Thornton

CCAFS ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

James Kinyangi

CCAFS ILRI

Kenya

EA 3

Arca Mtewele

IRA

Tanzania

EA 3

Ms. Jacqueline
Senywagwa
ANGE Alain Louis

IRA

Tanzania

FARA

Ghana

EA 3
EA 3

EA 3

WA 2
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WA 2

AUBEE Ernest

Principal Programme Officer , Agriculture-

Nigeria

WA 2

BAYALA Jules

ECOWAS Commission

Mali

WA 2

BEND Pauline

ICRAF WAC - Sahel Node

Senegal

WA 2

PANOS INSTITUTE

Kenya

WA 2

CHAUDHURY
Moushumi
COLY Adrien

CGIAR

Senegal

WA 2

DAN Vincent

CLUVA

Senegal

WA 2

DIAGNE Serigne

Conference interpreter

Senegal

WA 2

Conference interpreter

Mali

WA 2

DIARRA Niambelé
Aminata
DIOP Helène Diouf

Senegal

WA 2

DIOP Mamadou

Direction Nationale de l'Agriculture du Mali (Afrique de
l'Ouest)
ASFED

WA 2

PROGEBE

Senegal

WA 2

Ekpé Kodjo AFESEY
Delight
ERICKSEN Polly

Conference interpreter

Kenya

WA 2

FAYE Abdourahmane

ILRI

Senegal

WA 2

FAYE Mbène Dièye

Chef du BFPA du Ministère de l'Agriculture

Senegal

WA 2

FAYE Ndèye Fatou

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 2

Enda Energy

The Gambia

WA 2

FAYINKEH
Mahamadou
HANE Libasse

(NACOFAG)

Senegal

WA 2

INGRAM John

PANOS INSTITUTE

UK

WA 2

KADI KADI Hame
Abdou
KARBO Naaminong

NERC

Niger

INRAN

Ghana

KOURESSY
Mamoutou
LO Ndeye Khady

CSIR-ARI

Mali

l'IER/Sotuba

Senegal

CORAF/WECARD

Niger

WA 2

MOUDY MAMANE
Sani
MULLER Bertrand

Senegal

WA 2

MWIKYA John

Conseiller Technique du Ministre de l'Agriculture du
Niger
CIRAD - AfricaRice-ISRA-CERAAS

WA 2

NDIAYE Cécile Edith

ACMAD

Senegal

WA 2

NDIAYE Ousmane

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 2

NUTSUKPO Delali Kofi

ANAMS

Senegal

WA 2

Ministry of Food and Agriculture

Ghana

General Agricultural Workers' Union

Senegal

Conference interpreter

Burkina Faso

WA 2

OFEI-NKANSAH
Kingsley
OUALBIOGO Vie
Hermann
PARKOUDA Sibri
Dominique Vincent
SAWADOGO Alfred

SP/CPSA

Burkina Faso

WA 2

SECK Emmanuel

SOS

Senegal

WA 2

SEGDA Zenabou

ENDA

Burkina Faso

WA 2

SENGHOR Abdoulaye

Independent Consultant

Burkina Faso

WA 2

SOGOBA Bougouna

CEPAPE

Mali

WA 2
WA 2
WA 2
WA 2

WA 2
WA 2

Senegal

Niger
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WA 2

SOME Léopold

ONG AMEDD

Burkina Faso

WA 2

INERA

Mali

WA 2

TRAORE Pierre C.
Sibiry
VERVOORT Joost

GIS ICRISAT

Facilitation

WA 2

SECK Marianne

CCAFS

Senegal

WA 2

ZOUGMORE Robert

CORAF/WECARD

Mali

WA 1

INRAN

Niger

WA 1

ADAMOU BAYE
Issoufa
AGALYOU Alkassoum

Mali

WA 1

AINSLIE Andrew

Institutionnel de la Gestion des Questions
Environnementales
UoO

WA 1

ANGE Alain Louis

FARA

Ghana

WA 1

WorldFish Centre

Malaysia

WA 1

BADJECK Marie
Caroline
BAYALA Jules

ICRAF WAC - Sahel Node

Mali

WA 1

BENINATI Noel

ICRISAT

Niger

WA 1

CIAT

Columbia

WA 1

BONILLA-FINDJI
Osana
COULIBALY Mamadou

SAHEL ECO/CNOP

Mali

WA 1

CRAUFURD Peter

ICRISAT

India

WA 1

DIA Alassane

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 1

DIAO BA Maty

AGRHYMET

Niger

WA 1

DIARRA Daouda Zan

Nationale de la Météorologie

Mali

WA 1

DIOP Chérif

Nationale de la Météorologie

Senegal

WA 1

DIOP Mamadou

PROGEBE

Senegal

WA 1

ERICKSEN Polly

ILRI

Kenya

WA 1

GAYE Amadou
Thierno
HANSEN James

LPAOSF/ESP

Senegal

International Research Institute for climate and Society

Facilitation

Mercy Corsp

Niger

WA 1

HAROUNA NIANDOU
AbdelHASSANE Yaye

Agroeconomist indépendant

Niger

WA 1

INGRAM John

UoO

Facilitation

WA 1

JALLOH Abdulai

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 1

INRAN

Niger

WA 1

KADI KADI Hame
Abdou
KAGONE Hamade

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 1

KARBO Naaminong

CSIR-ARI

Ghana

WA 1

KONE Anatole
Yekeminan
KOUAME Nama Justin

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

l'Unité Agroclimatologie de l'IER/Sotuba

Mali

WA 1

KOURESSY
Mamoutou
KRISTJANSON Patti

ICRAF

Kenya

WA 1

KUISEU Julienne

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 1

MARIKO Dramane

USAID

Senegal

WA 1

MBOUP Papa

Interprète de conférences

Senegal

WA 1
WA 1

WA 1
WA 1

Facilitation
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WA 1

MULLER Bertrand

CIRAD

Senegal

WA 1

MWIKCHA John

ACMAD

Niger

WA 1

NDIAYE Cécile Edith

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

WA 1

NDIAYE Ousmane

IRI Columbia University

USA

WA 1

NDOUR Ndeye Yacine

ISRA

Senegal

WA 1

NUTSUKPO Delali Kofi

Ministry of Food and Agriculture

Ghana

WA 1

PRA/SA-LCD-Pop Dev

Burkina Faso

CORAF/WECARD

Senegal

Process Facilitator

Germany

WA 1

OUEDRAOGO Sibiri
Jean
ROY-MACAULEY
Harold
SCHWEDERSKY
Thomas
SISSOKO Keffing

INSAH

Mali

WA 1

SOGOBA Bougouma

ONG AMEDD

Mali

WA 1

SOME Leopold

INERA

Burkina Faso

WA 1

SOUMARE Mamy

ICRISAT

Mali

WA 1

THIAM Ibrahima

Interprète de conférences

Senegal

WA 1

TRAORE Famouke

TOURE

Mali

WA 1

VERMEULEN Sonja

CCAFS

Denmark

WA 1

WOLLENBERG Lini

University of VERMONT

Facilitation

WA 1

ZOUGMORE Robert

Sahara & Sahel obervatory

Facilitation

SEA

Dr. Le Quoc Doanh

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Francois
Gemenne

University of Science Politique

Asia- Pacific

SEA

Kouang DOUANGSILA

MAFF

Laos

SEA

Assoc. Prof. Dr.
Duong Van Kham

Institute of Meteorology, Hydrology and Environment
under MONRE

Vietnam

SEA

Bui Mỹ Bình

International Cooperation Dept.

Vietnam

SEA

Dr. Pascal Lienhard

Conservation agriculture network for the SouthEast Asia

SEA

SEA

Assoc.Prof.Dr.
Khamfeuane Sioudom

Faculty of Engineering, National University of Laos

SEA

SEA

Dr Lor Bunna

Cambodian Agricultural Research & Development
Institute

Cambodia

SEA

Men Sarom

Agriculture University

Cambodia

SEA

Chou Chamroeun

MAAF

Cambodia

SEA

Dr. Ty Sokhun

The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

Cambodia

SEA

Mr. Geoff Morris

Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research

Viet Nam

WA 1
WA 1
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SEA

Van David

Bower Group Asia / ARPEC (Alliance of Rice Producers &
Exporters of Cambodia)

Cambodia

SEA

Dr. Le Huy Ham

Agricultural Genetics Institute (AGI)

SEA

Dr. Le Hung Linh

Agricultural Genetics Institute (AGI)

Viet Nam
and Mekong
regions
Vietnam

SEA

Prof. Peter Stamp

Emritus ETH, Zurich, Switzerland

SEA

Mrs. Nguyen Ngoc
Mai

Centre for Agrarian Systems Research and Development

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Mai Van Trinh

Institute for Agricultural Environment, VAAS

Viet Nam

SEA

Nguyen Thi Yen

Disaster Risk Reduction
and Climate Change Department

Viet Nam

SEA

Mr. Luu Ngoc Quyen

Northern Mountainous Agriculture and Forestry Science
Institute

Viet Nam

SEA

Mrs. Pham Thi Sen

Northern Mountainous Agriculture and Forestry Science
Institute

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Tran Duc Toan

Soil and Fertilizer Research Institute (SFRI), VAAS

Viet Nam

SEA

Assoc.Prof. Nguyen
Minh Chau

Southern Fruit Research Institute / Southern
Horticultural Research Institute

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Nguyen Van Tuat

Vietnam Academy of Agricultural Science (VAAS)

Viet Nam

SEA

Prof. Dao Chau Thu

Hanoi University of Agricultural

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Truong Tan Khanh

Tay Nguyen University

Viet Nam

SEA

Truong Quoc Can

Centre for Sustainable Rural Development (SRD)

Viet Nam

SEA

Ms. Hoang Thi Lua

World Agroforestry Centre, Vietnam

Viet Nam

SEA

PhD. Elisabeth
Simelton

World Agroforestry Centre, Vietnam

Viet Nam

SEA

Dr. Rod Lefroy

CIAT Asia

SEA

SEA

Dr. Ha Quyet Nghi

Department of Agriculture and Rural Development, Sla
Prov

Vietnam

SEA

Phạm Đức Hiển

Department of Agriculture and Rural Development, ĐB
Prov

Vietnam

SEA

Dr. Le Van Minh

Support Program to Respond to Climate Change

Vietnam
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SEA

Ms. Le Hoang Anh

Department of Science, Technology and Environment

Vietnam

SEA

Nguyễn Quốc Mạnh

Crop production Dept.

Vietnam

SEA

Dr. Nguyen Van Viet

SEA

Leslie Lipper

FAO-HQ

SEA

Aslihan Arslan

FAO-HQ

SEA

Nguyễn Văn Linh

FAO-VN

Vietnam

SEA

Soojin Kim

FAO-VN

Vietnam

SEA

UNEP

SEA

Arnout Van
Soesbergen
Marieke Sassen

SEA

Benjamin Stuch

Kassel University

Facilitation

SEA

Polly Erickson

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Vasileiou, Ioannis

CCAFS IFPRI

Facilitation

SEA

CCAFS IRRI

Facilitation

SEA

Dr. Leocadio
Sebastian
Steven Lord

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Chris Jost

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Amanda Palazzo

IFPRI

SEA

Shahnila Islam

IFPRI

SEA

Keith Wiebe

IFPRI

SEA

Margaret Ann

IRRI

SEA

Rebekkah Sparrow

SEA

Nguyen Thanh Thuy

FAO

Vietnam

SEA

Le Đại Nghĩa

FAO-VN

Vietnam

SEA

Le Diệu Hương

FAO

Vietnam

SEA

Dr. Rathana Peou

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Marieke Veeger

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Dr. Joost Vervvot

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Dr. Ariella Helfgott

CCAFS

Facilitation

SEA

Anna Simpson

CCAFS - University of Oxford

Facilitation

SEA

elisabeth van degrifth

SEA

georgina Smith

CIAT Asia

SA 1

Dwijen Mallick

Bangladesh Center for Advance Studies (BCAS)

Bangladesh

SA 1

Enamul Haque

Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies

Bangladesh

SA 1

Nasir Uddin

ActionAid Bangladesh

Bangladesh

SA 1

Rasul Golam

Bangladesh

SA 1

C. Valatheeswaran,

International Centre for Integrated Mountain
Development (ICIMOD)
CDS/IOM/MOIA

SA 1

Aditi Kapoor

Alternative Futures

India

SA 1

Dhrupad Choudhury

India

SA 1

GG Sohani

International Centre for Integrated Mountain
Development (ICIMOD)
Bharatiya Agro Industries Foundation (BAIF)

SA 1

Niti Mehta

Sardar Patel Institute of Economics & Social Science,
Ahmedabad

India

Vietnam

UNEP - WCMC

Facilitation

India

India
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SA 1

Partha P Chaudhuri

First Climate

India

SA 1

Rasheed V. Sulaiman

India

SA 1

Tushar Pandey

Centre for Research on Innovation and Science Policy
(CRISP)
YES BANK Limited

SA 1

Vijay Paul

Indian Institute of Management

India

SA 1

Dil Bahadur Gurung

Nepal Agricultural Research Council

Nepal

SA 1

Dinesh Buju

Academy of Science and Technology

Nepal

SA 1

Nepal Development Research Institute

Nepal

SA 1

Divas Bahadur
Basnyat
Janmejai Tripathi

National Wheat Research Program

Nepal

SA 1

Pradip Maharjan

(AEC/FNCCI)

Nepal

SA 1

Warrier Gopikrishna

PANOS

Nepal

SA 1

Hasan Akhar Rizvi

Climate and Development Knowledge Network (CDKN)

Pakistan

SA 1

Saboor Abdul

Department of Agri. Economics & Economics- PMAS

Pakistan

SA 1

Asoka Jayakodi

Board of Investment

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Buddhi Marambe

Agriculture Unit, University of Paradeniya

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Darshani De Silva

World Bank

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Handunnetti Dilrukshi

Ceylon Today

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Jeevika Weerahewa

University of Peradeniya

Sri Lanka

SA 1

MAK Munasinghe

Natural Resources ManagementCentre/DOA

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Nimal F.C.Ranaweera

Policy Development Consultants(Pvt)Ltd

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Prasad senadheera

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Suranga Kahandawa

CIC Agri Businesses towards A Nutritious & Healthy
Nation
World Bank

SA 1

Tanuja Ariyananda

Lanka Rain Water Harvesting Forum

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Zeenas Yahiya

Foundation for Environment, Climate and Technology

Sri Lanka

SA 1

Abrar Chaudhury

Oxford University

Facilitation

SA 1

Rathana Peou

CCAFS

Facilitation

SA 2

Hasan Risvi

Lead Pakistan

Pakistan

Latin

Richard Trujillo

ANAPO)

Bolivia

Latin

Dirk Hoffmann

Instituto Boliviano de Montaña

Bolivia

Latin

Lucio Tito

Ministerio de Desarrollo Rural y Tierras

Bolivia

Latin

Milton Zurita

Ministerio de Desarrollo Rural y Tierras

Bolivia

Latin

Monica Moraes

Universidad Mayor de San Andrés (UMSA)

Bolivia

Latin

Andrew Jarvis

CIAT - Director of Decision and Policy Analysis

Colombia

Latin

Osana Bonilla

CIAT - Science Officer Theme 1 Progressive Adaptation

Colombia

Latin

Anton Eitzinger

CIAT

Colombia

Latin

CORPOICA

Colombia

Latin

Gonzalo Alfredo
Rodriguez Borray
Diego Mora D

Departamento nacional de Planeación

Colombia

Latin

Carlos Julio Sierra

Ministerio de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural - MADR

Colombia

Latin

Ministerio de Ambiente y Desarrollo Sostenible

Colombia

Latin

María Fernanda
Ordóñez
Juliana Rodriguez

Ministerio de Hacienda

Colombia

Latin

Patricio López

Consorcio de Gobiernos Autónomos Provinciales

Ecuador

India

Sri Lanka
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Latin

Iván Narváez

FLACSO (Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales)

Ecuador

Latin

Rodrigo Sierra

GEO-IS

Ecuador

Latin

Luis Mendoza

Ecuador

Latin

Dagguin Aguilar

Latin

Ana Lucía Murillo

Instituto Nacional Autónomo de Investigaciones
Agropecuarias-INIAP
Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganadería, Acuacultura Y
Pesca
Secretaría Nacional de Planificación y Desarrollo

Latin

Jorge Raul Acosta

Secretaría Nacional de Planificación y Desarrollo

Ecuador

Latin

Secretaría Nacional de Planificación y Desarrollo

Ecuador

Latin

Leonardo Javier
Espinosa
Miguel Saravia

CONDESAN

Peru

Latin

Fernando Prada

Foro Nacional Internacional

Peru

Latin

Instituto Nacional de Innovación Agraria (INIA)

Peru

Latin

Enrique Raúl La Hoz
Brito
Luis Quintanilla

Instituto Nacional de Innovación Agraria (INIA)

Peru

Latin

Ramzi Tubbeh

Libélula

Peru

Latin

Yveth Villanueva
Reyes
Benjamín Quijandría

Ministerio de Ambiente

Peru

Ministerio de Agricultura y Riego

Peru

Rosario Gómez
Gamarra
Laura Meza

Universidad del Pacífico

Peru

FAO

Chile

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Ana María
Loboguerrero
Ariela Helfgot

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Chase Sova

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Daniel Mason D’Croz

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Deissy Martínez
Barón
Joost Vervoort

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Amanda Palazzo

IIASA

Facilitation

Latin

UNEP WCMC

Facilitation

Latin

Arnout van
Soesbergen
Jan Gopel

CESR Kassel

Facilitation

Latin

Marieke Sassen

UNEP WCMC

Facilitation

Latin

Danilo Saravia

UCI

Facilitation

Latin

Eduard Muller

UCI

Facilitation

Latin

Lenin Corrales

UCI

Facilitation

Latin

Marieke Vegger

UCI

Facilitation

Latin

José Luis Urrea

CCAFS

Facilitation

Latin

Adeyemi Ademiluyi

Media

Facilitation

Latin

Manon Koningsstein

CIAT

Facilitation

Latin

Elisabeth van de Grift

Media

Facilitation

Andean

López René

CC ANAM

Andean

Sánchez Yerania

FAO para Mesoamérica

Andean

Barzev Rado

Consultor

Andean

Fuentes Denis

MARENA Nicaragua

Latin
Latin
Latin
Latin

Ecuador
Ecuador
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Andean

Baumeinster Eduardo

Consultor

Andean

Consultor

Andean

López Herrera
Marcial
Catzim Nellie

Andean

Argüello Jerry

Prog. Regional Seg. Alimentaria PRESANCA

Andean

Castellanos Edwin

Univ. del Valle

Andean

Rojas Edwin

CC MARN Guatemala

Andean

Yax Pablo

Instituto de Investigación sobre Cambio Climático

Andean

Guerra Alex

ICC Guatemala

Andean

Trejo Nelson

CCAD

Andean

Ortega Irene

CC SERNA

Andean

Martínez Deissy

CIAT - CCFAS

Andean

Girot Pascal

CARE

Andean

Sucre Levi

Alianza Mesoamericana de Pueblos y comunidades

Andean

Brenes Carlos

Consultor

Andean

Salas Alberto

UICN

Andean

Pérez Martha

UICN ORMA

Andean

Valverde Allan

UCI

Andean

Brenes Alfonso

Consultor

Andean

Didonna Ferdinando

Agroconsulting Europe S.A.

Andean

Chinchilla Alberto

ACICAFOC

Andean

Cañet Félix

Consultor

Andean

López Lee Tania

Ministerio Agricultura y Ganadería Costa Rica

Andean

Flores Roberto

Ministerio Agricultura y Ganadería, Costa Rica

Andean

Valverde Giovanna

Ministerio Agricultura y Ganadería Costa Rica

Andean

Müller Eduard

UCI

Andean

Saravia Danilo

UCI

Andean

Veeger Marieke

UCI

Andean

Corrales Lenin

UCI

Andean

Marin Oscar

UCI

Andean

Van Grift Elisabeth

Consultora

Andean

Vervoot Joost

CCAFS / OXFORD

Andean

Mason-D´Croz Daniel

IFPRI

Andean

Islam Shahnila

IFPRI

Andean

Sova Chase

CGIAR

SA 2

Dwijen Mallick

Bangladesh Center for Advance Studies (BCAS)

Bangladesh

SA 2

Enamul Haque

Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies

Bangladesh

SA 2

Nasir Uddin

ActionAid Bangladesh

Bangladesh

SA 2

Rasul Golam

Bangladesh

SA 2

C. Valatheeswaran,

International Centre for Integrated Mountain
Development (ICIMOD)
CDS/IOM/MOIA

SA 2

Aditi Kapoor

Alternative Futures

India

SA 2

Dhrupad Choudhury

International Centre for Integrated Mountain
Development (ICIMOD)

India

Caribbean Community Climate Change Center

India
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SA 2

GG Sohani

Bharatiya Agro Industries Foundation (BAIF)

India

SA 2

Niti Mehta

India

SA 2

Partha P Chaudhuri

Sardar Patel Institute of Economics & Social Science,
Ahmedabad
First Climate

SA 2

Rasheed V. Sulaiman

India

SA 2

Tushar Pandey

Centre for Research on Innovation and Science Policy
(CRISP)
YES BANK Limited

SA 2

Vijay Paul

Indian Institute of Management

India

SA 2

Dil Bahadur Gurung

Nepal Agricultural Research Council

Nepal

SA 2

Dinesh Buju

Academy of Science and Technology

Nepal

SA 2

Nepal Development Research Institute

Nepal

SA 2

Divas Bahadur
Basnyat
Janmejai Tripathi

National Wheat Research Program

Nepal

SA 2

Pradip Maharjan

(AEC/FNCCI)

Nepal

SA 2

Warrier Gopikrishna

PANOS

Nepal

SA 2

Hasan Akhar Rizvi

Climate and Development Knowledge Network (CDKN)

Pakistan

SA 2

Saboor Abdul

Department of Agri. Economics & Economics- PMAS

Pakistan

SA 2

Asoka Jayakodi

Board of Investment

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Buddhi Marambe

Agriculture Unit, University of Paradeniya

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Darshani De Silva

World Bank

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Handunnetti Dilrukshi

Ceylon Today

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Jeevika Weerahewa

University of Peradeniya

Sri Lanka

SA 2

MAK Munasinghe

Natural Resources ManagementCentre/DOA

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Nimal F.C.Ranaweera

Policy Development Consultants(Pvt)Ltd

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Prasad senadheera

Sri Lanka

SA 2

Abrar Chaudhury

CIC Agri Businesses towards A Nutritious & Healthy
Nation
Oxford University

SA 2

Rathana Peou

CCAFS

Facilitation

SA 2

Hasan Risvi

Lead Pakistan

Pakistan

India

India

Facilitation

81

