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Summary:

The Challenge Program for Water and Food Capacity Building Needs Assessment for the Limpopo Basin
was conducted over the period 25 January — 31 January 2006. A total of 49 people from three countries
(South Africa, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe) participated, representing 22 institutions from government,
non governmental, international, and academic organizations. The needs assessment was conducted
primarily through a set of consultative workshops, where groups of practitioners representing diverse
fields of expertise and professional experience came together to discuss three main topics:

1) therole of research institutions and integrated water and food research;

2) knowledge pathways, through which research based information is disseminated across various
institutions/actors in society; and

3) targets for capacity building for integrated research in institutions in each country.

The main (collective) findings of the seminars were:

1. Communication and impact lacking, farmers excluded from the process driving research

2. Extension services important target stakeholders

3. Multiple stakeholders are in need of communication skills and field (farmer) based training
4. Different countries have different needs

This report are grouped into six sections; 1) background and motivation for the assessment; 2) needs
assessment goals and methodology; 3) scope of group discussions and participation; 4) similarities and

differencesin findings among seminars; 5) needs assessment evaluation; and 6) implications of the
assessment for the CPWF.
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Section 1: Background and motivation
The goal of the CPWF Capacity Building isto:

“Increase the ability of scientiststo carry out integrated research on Water
and Food with abasin perspective”

The underlined words in the above quote indicate the components of the CPWF capacity building
program which distinguish it from other types of capacity building that takes place in the context of
international development and water resources management. The CPWF defines its niche through a focus
on the needs of scientists, conducts activities which promote integrated understanding, and takes an
agricultural production (food) perspective at the scale of ariver basin.

Our goal isto develop capacity in INTEGRATIVE science within our benchmark basins, developing skill
sets which are adjusted to multiobjective decision making, weighing options and trade offs, and framing
guestions along one line of specialization which are informed by multidimensionality of issues related to
food production, water management, environmental resilience, livelihoods and communities.

For thisreason, our needs assessments for capacity building have been devel oped with the aim to ask
where and how organizational and cross-sectoral integration already occurs, and to find out how the
CPWEF can contribute to supporting and strengthening that integration, while at the same time, address
fundamental human resources skill gaps in each of the countries, basins, and regions we work in.

Section 2: Needs Assessment Goals and M ethodology

Stakeholder consultations were conducted in the Limpopo basin through three one-day seminars held at
agriculture and water related institutionsin three countriesin the basin: the University of Pretoria,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Extension, and Rural Development in South Africa; the Instituto
Naciona de Investigacio Agrondémicain Mozambique; and Waternet' Coordination Office at the
University of Zimbabwe's Department of Civil Engineering.

The goal of the seminars was to ask diverse stakeholder groups? to collectively identify capacity building

targetsfor training in integrated water and food research: the potential participants; institutions (that can

offer and/or are in need of capacity building); and the training formats most applicable to the needs of the
target groups.

In addition, the seminars attempted to provide aforum for promoting interdisciplinary and intersectoral
dialogue among water resource and agricultural research stakeholdersin each country, and to increase
awareness of CPWF programs and goals. In each country, seminars were organized by a representative of
the host institution and the CPWF' s Limpopo Basin Coordinator, working together to identify and invite
participants from arange of specializations and professions.

! WaterNet is a Southern African capacity building network for integrated water resources management

2 “Stakeholders’ are defined as representatives from national research institutes, ministries; universities; and non-
governmental or other organizations which generate research or potentially use and benefit from agriculture and
water related research — although farmers are beneficiaries, they were not included as participants in this seminar



Section 3: Scope of group discussions and participation

At each seminar, participants were given introductory information on the CPWF program, its research
projectsin the basin, and an overview of the capacity building strategy, activities, and goals. The rest of
the day was spent in group discussions. Groups consisted of 5-8 people representing a mixture of
institutions and specializations. Groups were given an “assignment” to discuss three general topic areas
(listed in Table 1). The topics allowed group participants to introduce themselves to each other, to
explain the role played by their institution in research, and to map out relationships among institutions
which generated and utilized research related to water and food. From their institutional maps
(knowledge pathways) the group collectively decided on appropriate targets (according to institutional
needs and overall impact to farmers and communities) for CPWF capacity building.

A set of guiding questions was provided to each participant (see Table 1 and Appendix 2, Limpopo
Seminar Agenda), and facilitators were appointed to keep the group conversation on track so that the
discussions would result in meeting the seminar objectives.

Compilations of each group discussion for each seminar are compiled in Appendix 3. Synthesized results
for the three seminars are provided below, highlighting the similarities and differences among discussions
across the three countries. It should be noted that this report does not attempt to provide a comprehensive
analysis on capacity building needsin the three countries, as the three seminars did not necessarily
capture al view points. For example, seminars were held in mgjor cities of each country (some of which
were outside the basin itself), and therefore did not necessarily include views of stakeholders outside of
large urban centers. The seminars are meant as afirst step to gauge the opinions of the parties present in
order to inform theinitial development of the CPWF capacity building strategy.

The discussion-group format was chosen to promote dial ogue amongst people who play arolein
understanding water and food issues and innovations in the Limpopo, but may not normally sit together at
atable. The group discussion format meant however, that it was hard to standardize what was discussed;
some groups focused on content other groups focused on process, some groups identified key constraints,
some groups came to no concrete conclusions. Also, the composition of professional representation
differed from seminar to seminar. For example, the South Africa and Mozambique groups contained
dlightly more representation from the agricultural research community, and the Zimbabwe meeting
contained slightly more representation from the water research community (Table 2). This report
attempts to synthesize commonalities and differences among the group discussions held in each country —
and not necessarily between group discussions within the different countries.

1. Integrated water and

T e What is your institution's relationship

to integrated water and food research

2. Knowledge pathways What are the pathways linking research institutes to
higher education; policy making and managers

(for water management, within national, regional, or local governments?

agricultural production,

poverty alleviation, and How is that information used by other

environmental protection) stakeholders including farmers and civil society?

To meet the challenges of water management,
food production, and poverty alleviation in your
country/basin in the coming years,

where would your group place resources

to improve integrative research skills

3. CPWF Capacity Building
Targets

Table 1. Small — group discussion topics for Limpopo consultative capacity building needs assessment seminars



Government :
Academia OTHER
Research Policy Extension
Agricultural Research Water Faculty of Natural and NGO: CEO NovAfrica,
Council (ARC): Plant Research Agricultural Sciences Dept. of | Centre for Innovation in
Protection Research Commission Plant Production Development
Institute
Department of School for Agriculture & Rural | NGO: Water for Food
ARC: Soil Microbiologist | Agriculture Development; Faculty of Movement?
Natural and Agricultural
.8 Sciences
S
ko) ARC: Institute for Department of Department of Agricultural CGIAR: ICRISAT
a Agricultural Engineering | Water Affairs Economics, Extension & Rural
Development
ARC: Institute for Soil, Center for Environmental CGIAR: IFPRI
Climate and Water Economics and Policy
Department of Food Science
Zimbabwe National Department of WaterNet NGO: IUCN Regional
Water Authority Agricultural Office for Southern
Department of Research Research and Africa
and Data Extension
Services
o Department of Geography and
g Environmental Science
T
Scientific and Industrial Department of Civil NGO: Global Water
Research and Engineering Partnership Southern
Development Centre® Africa
Department of Geology
Instituto Nacional de Ministry of Department of University of Eduardo VOCATIONAL:
& Investigacao Agriculture, Agriculture; Mondlane, Hydrology Agricultural College
5 Agronémica IIAM Department of | Extension
Q Agricultural
g Engineering
University of Eduardo VOCATIONAL:
Mondlane, Agronomy Polytechnic

Table 2. Institutional composition of Limpopo Basin consultative seminars by country

Seminar Participation

Of the three seminars held in the Limpopo basin, the Pretoria seminar hosted the largest number of
participants (26), and the most diverse. The discussion groups included representation from academic,
government (research institutes, policy/ministry departments, and extension services), and non-
governmental organizations (Table 2). The research community from both academia and government
represented over 50% of those present, and most researchers fell within the agricultural research category.

The seminar held in Harare included 15 participants. Though smaller in number, the Harare seminar also
contained diverse representation, and a predominance of research professionals, though the majority of
participants were oriented toward the water sector.

The seminar held in Maputo had the least number of attendees (9), largely due to flooding which occurred
on the day of the seminar and restricted travel. Despite low turnout, participation was diverse and
represented an important group not represented in the other two seminars, vocational colleges.

A list of participantsis provided in Appendix 1.

3 |sthis agovernment institution??



Section 4: Findings: Similarities and differences among thethree seminars

As stated above, the guiding questions of the first two discussion topics “ Integrated water and food
research”, and “Knowledge Pathways’ invited each participant to introduce themselves and explain the
research done by their institution, and how their institution was linked to others in the group and in the
country. The findings of the discussions for each topic are compiled in Appendix 3. Participants jointly
produced institutional maps (knowledge pathways) which showed the actors in water and food research
and allowed them to identify communication gaps among different groups.

Finding 1: Communication and impact lacking, farmers excluded from the process driving research
agendas

In al three seminars, knowledge pathway institutional maps reflected connections among stakeholdersin
research, policy, and service delivery (NGO’ s and Extension) sectors, through collaborations, supervision,
and through the transfer of individuals from student to staff member in various institutions (see example
from one Zimbabwe discussion group in Figure 1). In both the Pretoria and the Harare seminars however,
participants identified a significant communication gap between “those who do research” which included
universities and national research institutions and “those who use it” which included policy makers,
extension services, district governments, and farmers.

The most vital communication gap expressed was that between researchers, extension services, and
farmers. They independently concluded that research was driven by those who funded it, resulting in a
“top down approach”. Thislack of communication, particularly with farmers and extension services
(those responsible for its dissemination and uptake) were largely excluded from the formulation process.
The assertion was therefore that water and food research was not effective in meeting the needs of
farmers, and therefore had limited impact.

Finding 2: Extension services important target
stakeholders

In al three seminars, participants emphasized
the important role of extension services. In
Maputo, participants saw extension as an
integrator of important stakeholders, with staff
closely linked to universities and vocational
colleges through their education, and to
research institutes through their common home
inaministry. All three seminarsidentified
them as important in their unique ability to
make an impact due to their close connection
with farmers.

Finding 3: Multiple stakeholders are in need of
communication skills and field (farmer) based

training

In al three seminars, participantsidentified

~ extension as important, but came up with
recommendations for several stakeholders,

: “ dependlng on the needs of each country, and

Figure 1. Knowledge pathways in Zimbabwe



that both formal education and short term training
should be employed. In Pretoriaand

Harare, participants felt that both researchers and
extension staff needed to learn communication
techniques to facilitate the uptake of research
results and the identification of research
priorities. Researcherswere identified as atarget
group specifically for better training in social
sciences, communication skills and teamwork
training, to facilitate better understanding of the
social environments within which agricultural and
water related decisions are made, and to facilitate
collaboration with one another and with policy
makers and farmers. Researchers were also
identified as being in need of more field-based,
applied research. Extension staff were identified
astargets for participatory methodologies—to
help them with knowledge transfer.

Separate groups in the Pretoria seminar
independently identified the need for specialized
roles from within the water and food stakeholder
community to conduct distinct supervisory
activities to bolster existing capacity building and
research initiativesin the country. , . o
These included “research mentors” Figure 2. A pathway for br|d_g| ng communication gaps
and “research liaison officers’ (Figure 2). among stakeholders (Pretoria Seminar)

Research mentors should be taught skills to supervise postgraduate students, to ensure the quality of their
research learning; and research liaisons should be responsible for coordinating research across stakeholder
groups to open lines of communication and improve efficiency of effort.

Finding 4: Different countries have different needs, Resources and capacity in South Africavs Zimbabwe
and M ozambigque

In Pretoria participants explained that demand, particularly for scientists and engineersisvery highin
South Africa, while the number of adequately trained professionals to meet the demand islow. Because
of the high demand for trained researchers, those who are trained can advance quickly, leaving human
resource gaps at entry and mid levels.

This contrasts with the other two countries where seminars were held. Lack of resources, not manpower
per say, limits effectiveness of agricultural and water related research programs. For example, in
Zimbabwe, universities lack faculty to supervise the research PhD students, as salaries are low, athough
potential candidates abound. In addition, agricultural extension agents tend to be well trained, but have
no resources (petrol) to reach rural communities. In fact many well trained Zimbabweans move to South
Africawhere the job market is more favorable.

Of the three countriesin the Limpopo that were included in this needs assessment, Zimbabwe and
Mozambique have relatively fewer well trained research staff. For example, at the University of Pretoria,
al research faculty have PhD’s, where in Mozambique departments often only have one or two PhD
lecturers. In Zimbabwe, groups identified communication skills as well (over and above others) but also



included the need for more capacity better training in the initiation, supervision, formulation of research
ideas.

Section 5: Evaluation of the Consultative Seminars
During the last portion of each seminar, participants were asked to complete and evaluation which

included the questions listed in Table 3, and an open comments box (comments contained in Appendix 3.
Due to an unfortunate oversight, no evaluation results for the Maputo seminar were recorded.

Table 3: Evaluation results of Pretoria and Harare seminars
(Evaluation not conducted in M aputo)

UP (agree/total) UZ (agreel/total)
This seminar was interesting 100% 100%
This seminar was well organized 94% 90%
The goals of the seminar were straightforward 88% 70%
The objectives of the small group discussions were clear 82% 80%
The objectives of the seminar were obtainable within the timeframe allotted 65% 60%
This seminar encouraged me to think in new ways 88% 80%
Prior to my attendance at this seminar, | had not known about the Challenge
Program for Water and Food (CPWF) 35% 10%
This seminar has helped me to understand the CPWF better 82% 90%
This seminar brought me into contact with people | would not normally meet or
interact professionally with 88% 90%
As a result of this seminar | have made a professional contact that | believe will
result in future collaboration with someone outside my field 94% 90%
17 submitted 10 submitted
(68% of (67% of
participants) participants

The seminar met its objectives. Targets for capacity building were identified; intersectoral and
interdisciplinary dialogue occurred; and people learned more about the CPWF than what they had known
before coming to the seminar. In general, seminar participants were enthusiastic and actively undertook
their roles to identify capacity building targets for the CPWF. People felt that the ideas of the workshop
were good, that the activity was enjoyable, and that they were able to come away with something that
they learned in the process.

A major criticism was the lack of time available to discuss and understand each topic, and conclusions
were often drawn together rapidly in order to stay on track. This made some people feel frustrated and
critical of the organization of the seminar, and many felt that this time limitation also limited their
understanding of what they were trying to accomplish. In addition, people felt that facilitation was not
always good (this reaction often depended on which group a person was assigned to, some people
commented that facilitation was good). Another comment regarding the organizational aspects was the
poor attendance. Inadequate planning resulted in alarge number of invited guests not attending.

Recording of the seminar results was poor in some cases. In South Africa, important flip charts
containing group results were lost in transit, and in Mozambique, the participant list was misplaced and
the evaluation was not recorded.



One notable omission from the seminar findings was their lack of specific focus on where gaps for
integrating water and food research were. Due to time constraints and perhaps the structure of the
assignment questions themselves, the results were more directed toward communication gaps rather than
knowledge gaps. These lessons learned in this first CPWF consultative seminar on capacity building for a
bench mark basin are all important and have made an impact on the planning and conducting of
subsequent seminars in the Volta and Nile Basins.

Section 6: Implications of the assessment for the CPWF

The series of seminars held in the Limpopo basin were very important to the CPWF as they were the first
attempt at standardizing methodol ogies for a consultative process to inform the Capacity Building
Strategy, (for al basins) and because they provided an opportunity to identify potential partners for
capacity building activities.

The findings of the seminars confirmed the utility of a capacity building strategy which emphasized field
based activities where research questions are tackled by avariety of stakeholders. These types of
activities were already under consideration for the CPWF, and the independent findings of the seminars
were validation for that approach, which was not an expectation of the seminars.

In addition, the seminars provided clarity regarding the mechanisms for capacity building that the CPWF
should employ. Rather that choosing either formal education or informal short-term training the seminar
participants made it clear that once mechanism was not appropriate, that there was need for both. A clear
message rang through regarding the importance of incorporating participatory approachesin what ever
training was offered.

By holding the seminars at a variety of locations within the basin, the CPWF was able to capitalize on the
presence of multiple “ capacity building actors’ present at the seminars, and will take advantage of
regional synergies and opportunities to utilize and combine expertise and institutions from around the
basin, and to link with other capacity building programs and learn from other needs assessments that have
already been conducted.

Given the good feedback from participants, the CPWF, though it may not necessarily be able to add time
for theseinitial stakeholder consultations, will do better with invitations, participant preparation, and
group facilitation. Another lesson learned was that the seminar/group discussion format, though good for
promoting dialogue, islacking in terms of reaching depth of understanding issues specific to individual
ingtitutions. Asaresult, the CPWF will combine the seminar format with key informant interviews for
the assessments conducted the next basins (Volta and Nile), and will follow up with these interviews
when the Capacity building officer returnsto the Limpopo in 2007. These subsequent activities will also
be scheduled within alonger time frame (the Limpopo Activities covered three countriesin ten days,
which did not leave much time for interviews and excluded Botswana from the seminar process.

Alternatively, if the cost is not prohibitive, when in the Limpopo again for capacity building
consultations, the CPWF will invite representatives from different countries to attend the same seminar



