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Process

	
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor


	Total

	· Design of workshop programme
	25 (52%)
	20 (42%)
	3 (6%)
	0
	48

	· Contact made with organisers prior to the workshop
	19 (40%)
	21 (43%)
	8 (17%)
	0
	48

	· Registration, reception and administration
	27 (55%)
	20 (41%)
	2 (4%)
	0
	49

	· Facilitator’s handling of the workshop
	18 (38%)
	23 (49%)
	5 (11%)
	1 (2%)
	47

	· Logistics’ Staff handling of the workshop
	19 (39%)
	24 (49%)
	5 (10%)
	1 (2%)
	49

	· How would you rate the workshop
	18 (38%)
	26 (54%)
	3 (6%)
	1 (2%)
	48

	· Accommodation Facilities
	22 (47%)


	16 (34%)
	8 (17%)
	1 (2%)
	48

	· Conference
	23 (48%)
	20 (42%)
	5 (10%)
	0
	48

	· Food


	10 (21%)
	19 (40%)
	15 (31%)
	4 (8%)
	48

	· Group sessions


	18 (37%)
	28 (57%)
	2 (4%)
	1 (2%)
	49

	· Plenary presentations


	12 (24%) 
	32 (65%)
	4 (9%)
	1 (2%)
	49


	Outputs


	Yes
	No
	Total

	· Did the workshop meet your expectations ?
	45 (92%)


	4 (8%)
	49

	· Were the objectives clear ?
	46 (94%)


	3 (6%)
	49

	· Did the workshop meet its objectives ?
	44 (90%)


	5 (10%)
	49

	· In your opinion was the participation and involvement balanced ?
	45 (92%)
	4 (8%)
	49

	· Were you able to hear the speakers clearly ?
	48 (98%)


	1 (2%)
	48

	· Did the workshop benefit you ?
	48 (100%)


	0
	48


What suggestions do you have to improve future stakeholder workshops? 

· I think an overview of the policy process in member countries should be a part of stakeholder workshops in order to highlight lessons learn and enhance further harmonisation.

· Keep going in the same direction.  Having a number of themes is much better than a single issued. 

· Just keep rotating from country to country

· Cover fewer topics, but more depth

· Prepare a realistic workshop programme.  Topics and new issues, e.g contract farming should be covered in plenary session so that everybody can benefit.  Dividing session 5 was good.

· Improve the process of setting the agenda to focus on more important issues identified as “burning issues” by policy makers including private sector and farmer organizations.

· Facilitators familiarity with conference debate could have been better.

· Parallel sessions should have been staggered to allow participation in more than one pillar.

· More Permanent Secretaries should be encouraged to attend.

· More information about workshop must be sent in advance to would be participants.

· Notification about the workshop should be directed to heads of parent organizations in good time rather than direct to participants.

· Circulation of documents prior to the workshop.  Narrative explaining programme contact.

· Try to gain participant of governments from all countries.  Some countries did not have Government representatives e.g. Lesotho.

· Promote / encourage government participation in such workshops.

· I think it would be good if you invite organizations from other parts of Africa not in SADC to share their experiences,

· Some presentations should be sent to participants in advance for them to go through  and comment effectively in the workshop.

· Participants to have a choice on where and what to eat for dinner.

· Stricter time indication before hand to presenters.

· Government officials should be involved when discussion when discussing issues regarding policy.

· None.

· More dialogue between Regional office and country nodes and between nodes and stakeholders on objectives, studies to be discussed.

· No balance of stakeholders for public representation (government).   Need for more private sector participation from the region and NGOs.

· Information prior to the workshop should be improved.

· Communications / notifications prior to conference.

· Too many papers, too many objectives.  Next time try to focus on fewer areas to get the best out of it.

· Allow participants to get dinner where they want.

· Fewer clear objectives and sessions.

· Send invitations early so that stakeholders are able to attend meetings.

· The conference format was excellent.  I think we should keep it just like that.

· Need to minimize on workshop objectives and house cleaning issues at the beginning of workshop is necessary.

· Clear and timely communication to participants.

· Group sessions to be clearly focused in terms of expected output.

· Too many presentations on Day 1 with no discussions.

· Programme should be adhered to and not changed frequently e.g chairpersons, speakers, rapporteurs etc.

· Travel arrangements to be made at least one month before the workshop and conference materials to be sent at least two weeks before the workshop.  

· Focus on specific issues not to try and do everything at once.

· It should not engage hand lifting for participation.  Country representatives must be alternatively called upon to ask, answer, comment, suggest and recommend solutions.  

Which presentations were most useful to you? 

· Contract farming, SWOT of agricultural organizations, maize marketing.

· Markets.
· Trade marketing, and contract farming.
· Contract farming builds the future of the farmers.

· All.

· Mrs Nduli welcome, Dr Sibanda highlights.

· HIV/AIDS studies, farmer organizations, issues on marketing and trade.

· Impact of HIV/AIDS on agriculture and food security country reports, FANRPAN country nodes, contract farming.

· All of them.  Gained more knowledge on Biosafety and GMOs.  

· HIV/AIDS presentations.

· HIV/AIDS

· All plenary presentations.

· Strengthening institutional capacity and the role of civil society on regional FANR.

· Biosafety and intellectual property rights.

· Strengthening of farmer organizations, contract farming.

· Marketing and contract farming and civil society.

· HIV/AIDS Session 7 and marketing session 3.

· HIV/AIDS.

· Manager of SADC-EU HIV/AIDS project.

· Contract farming.
· Group 3 discussions and plenary reports.
· IPR and contract farming.

· Contract farming and capacity building.

· IP / Biotechnology.

· All but HIV/AIDS should have been cross cutting in all themes and not be a theme on its own.

· Contract farming, trade issues, HIV/AIDS issues.

· Capacity building and strengthening of FOS, markets and trade and HIV/AIDS.

· Trade and marketing.

· Farmer organizations and FANRPAN country nodes.

· The experience of Mozambique on opening borders to free trade to handle the 2002/3 crisis.

· Strengthening farmer organizations.

· Biosafety and IPR.

· Contract farming by Kurt Sartorious, generating evidence on the impact of HIV/AIDS by South Africa.

· Session 2 presentations.

· All presentation were important and useful.

· Markets and trade.

· Contract farming.

· HIV/AIDS sessions.

· Contract farming.

· HIV/AIDS.

· HIVD/AIDS.

· Contract farming, GM technology, marketing and trade of Mozambique.

· All presentations.

· All.

· The food security farmer groups and mitigation of the impact of HIV & AIDS.

Which session did you enjoy the most?  Why?

· Maize marketing – useful information and new dimensions generated.

· Dealing with the current food crisis.  First breakaway session.  Governments were able to receive strategies to deal with the crisis
· Contract farming, it is a topical issue.
· SWOT Analysis on farmer organizations, contract farming.  Both topics were of direct relevance and useful experiences were shared.  Discussion on GMO’s and Biotechnology.
· Strengthening of institutional capacity for support.
· Session 11.  Discussion revolved on necessity to develop targeted mechanism. This is critical in area of food security. 
· HIV/AIDS was mostly understood as I attended all session and presentations.  The introduction session helped to know what other groups were all about.  The feedback from all the groups enabled input from all the participants.

· The plenary session because the discussion was multi disciplinary.

· Both plenary and group sessions.  Plenary was for common sharing while groups were fore specific sharing of knowledge.

· I was in the HIV/AIDS and general session.  I enjoyed all.

· Getting the study (project) presentations, it was enlightening on what people were doing in the region.

· Session 14, very participatory.

· Maize, marketing and trade.

· Impact of HIV/AIDS on agriculture and food security because this is my area.

· Impact of HIV/AIDS on agriculture and food security.  It showed for Lesotho how agriculture and food security are affected.

· Farmer issues.

· Plenary on Friday.

· Session 2, because it raised many issues of interest and the presentation was clear.

· Session 4, contract farming because of its potential to have impact on food security.

· Session 6 was a lively debate on GMOs.

· Report backs.  More participation of stakeholders, we need more of this.

· All of them.

· Contract farming – area of interest.

· Trade and marketing.

· Characteristics of farmer organisations.

· First day session.

· IPRs and biosafety because of direct relevance to my work.

· Session 14, there was a lot of explanation about FANRPAN, its mission, objectives and way forward.

· Institutional building of FOs, this is my area of interest.

· None.

· Plenary session on Friday morning was active, to the point and participatory.

· Session 9.

· HIV/AIDS.

· Marketing and trade of Mozambique.

· All.

· Markets and trade.

· Contract farming and its challenges.  It brought out factual issues that prevail on the ground i.e. suspicions, exploitation, defaulting written agreements and shifting focus, etc.

Which session did you not quite like?  Why?

· Not sure

· HIV/AIDS there was no direct link wit Agriculture and most of the variables could apply to any industry.

· None

· Characteristics of current and potential SACAU members. Incomplete data and not well articulated.

· None

· None

· None

· None

· None 

· None

· Session 15, it was a little exclusive as it dealt with farmer organizations.

· None

· None

· None

· None

· None

· None

· None 

· None

· HIV/AIDS, the results seemed superficial and methods used to collect data are open to questions.

· The plenary presentations were too long, there was no interaction, people just listened.

· None

· None

· HIV/AIDS not really focused.

· None

· Report back session.

· Impact of HIV/AIDS on Agriculture was not focused.

· None

· They were all okay.

· All last day sessions, programme went slowly and languishly.

· Contract farming, because there were not case studies for Malawi and Zambia.

· Nil

· Nil
· The HIV & AIDS session.  The data was not accurate bringing issues of indigenous knowledge was diluted or just browsed over.
What do you think was left out and should be covered in future?  

· Not sure

· How to strengthen and sustain FANRPAN in the very important work they are doing.

· Private sector participation and livestock production. 

· Need to reflect on other sections affected by HIV/AIDS that will directly or indirectly affect agriculture.

· The review of country nodes is necessary.

· Need to dwell more on vulnerability index.  Need to discuss it further by all FANRPAN nodes.

· Everything that I expected was covered.

· Increasing content will tire participants.  The content were enough for people with busy schedules.  

· I think those organizations who are doing similar work must be part of a similar workshop.

· None.

· How would country node facilitators be supported.

· Other staple crops in SADC.  

· Livestock contribution to food security.

· Generation and procurement of seeds, fertilizers and pesticides.  

· Should have had more sessions to explore alternative solutions to key problems being discussed.

· The linkage of land reformation to agricultural growth and non crop resource opportunities.

· None

· Livestock issues.

· Nothing.

· Covering institutional capacity at ministerial – governmental level.

· Commodity on price crop guarantees.

· Policies that affect agricultural production in general in the region.  Maize is not the staple food across the region.  Be more inclusive here.

· Next time try to be more focused.

· Almost nothing was said about generating an HIV/AIDS policy in the SADC region.

· Clear recommendations.

· An introduction to FANRPAN’s activities programme and structure.  

· National resource issues such as land management, water, etc. and implications on food security.

· None

· It was a loaded programme and may need to split conferences.  We all wanted to hear all three breakaway.

· There was need to review the mandate of FANRPAN.  The mandate should be in line with the resources available.

· Key burning issues to be identified in closer relationship with policy makers.

· The crucial aspect of lack of resources.

What do you think was covered but was unnecessary?

· Not sure 

· Under the design of the three pillars everything was necessary.

· None.

· None.

· Not applicable.

· None

· None

· Nothing

· None

· None

· Nothing

· All subject matters were necessary.

· Too much talk on HIV & AIDS.  Yes it is a problem but we have other quick killers in the region – Malaria and Malnutrition.  Need policy coverage on these.

· None

· Nothing

· None

· None

· First session was too long.  Papers should have been evenly distributed.

· Nil

· Excessive focus on GMO and Biotechnology which missed the point of whether and how it is useful and adoptable to small-scale farming.

· Everything was very necessary.

Other comments that you feel may assist us in organising future workshops?

· Office facilities should operate better.

· More time is needed for dialogue, discussion and stakeholder contributions. Presenters should not take up most of the time. 
· Always provide mineral water.  Provide breakfast and lunch but pay allowances for supper to allow for variety of food as the food was monotonous and the same everyday.
· More time for discussion, the time was rather limited.
· There is necessity to strengthen the country nodes first so that they become the contact in each country .. involvement of countries in the work of FANRPAN.

· Would be nice if money for dinner can be given to participants in order to facilitate choice.  Hotel food is not always nice.

· Follow up of recommendations and policies that transpired during the workshop.  More dialoging is necessary.

· More dialogue with Ministries of Agriculture as the main stakeholder to improve their Participation, Involvement and Implementation of Policies.

· Keep it up the workshop was well organized.

· Food served on 6 October was not fresh.  Per diem needs to be revised and given early.

· Stakeholders should be encouraged to share with the forum other research projects undertaken that did not originate and were not funded by FANRPAN.

· Emphasis to invite policy makers e.g. Principal Secretaries of SADC member countries.  Invitations should be processed or sent through Ministers of Agricultural Ministries.  This will ensure participation of government officials.

· Participants should be encouraged to display their products in a poster or book section.  

· Please revise your incidental allowance.  In future think of allowing participants to choose were to have their dinner.  For example food served on the 6th dinner was not fresh and people had to eat because they had no alternative.

· The participants should have a chance to choose where and what to have for dinner.  So the per diem should include dinner and be given to the participants at the beginning.

· Encourage government officials to participate by allowing them to bring their own allowance other than what you did they would rather get per diems from their organizations then FANRPAN can provide food and accommodation.

· Produce a book of abstract of  the conference presentations.

· Time allowed for group discussions is limited.  Perhaps too many subject matters for a single workshop.  Role and activities of country nodes should be presented as a form of progress report against planned milestones.

· When we talk about agricultural policy we think about food security.  Food security is broad.  There is also a health element involved.  Include ministries of health here especially when we talk about biotechnology and biosafety in foods.  Nutritionists need to be included. 

· Keep up the good work.

· I believe we should have been given dinner money so that we would have a choice where to eat.  The food was recycled and affected some of us badly.  Most sessions did not start on time and as such resulted in them extending into other activities time e.g. lunch.

· Putting people in different hotels without clear transport arrangements.

· Node representative present from all countries. Permanent Secretaries in those countries to assist in meetings.  Run shorter sessions and more focus.

· Wider coverage of the studies to include other countries.  

· None

· Excellent work, keep it up.

· May skip giving full dinner and instead allow participants to opt .  It becomes too much to eat food from the same hotel 3 times a day.

· Reduce number of workshops what we need is more Action.  More money should be given to nodes to implement activities and not  spend money on workshops.

· Nil

· Research studies should have reached a more final stage before they are presented e.g. HIV & AIDS and Contract Farming.  Avoid the same generalistic recommendations and recommend practical processes.  Remind participants at the beginning of the workshop of the recommendations of the previous dialogue.

· I suggest that future workshops involving food security and natural resources should  be convened in a conducive environment i.e. out in the country not in the buzzing noisy airport.  Thank you very much, well done.  
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