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CHAPTER 1: I�TRODUCTIO� A�D BACKGROU�D 

 
1.1 Role of Agriculture 

Agriculture is the engine of most economies in Africa. About 20% of the gross domestic product 
(GDP) in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) comes from agriculture. At household level, agricultural 
productivity leads to an increase in incomes on both small and large farms. It employs over two-
thirds of the SSA labour force. The provision of employment takes place in its food production 
(cereals, grain legumes and roots), livestock, fisheries, and cash crop production enterprises, agro-
industries and input and output markets. Its contribution to employment is also evident as it is a 
market destination for inputs, machinery and processing equipment and in the supply of raw 
materials for various industries.  Besides, agriculture has been observed to play a vital role in the 
supply of food to various population groups and generation of foreign exchange used to purchase 
capital equipment and secondary goods that in turn support the agriculture sector. 

In Malawi, as a single most important sector, agriculture contributes about 39% to the 
country’s GDP, employs 85% of its workforce, and contributes 90% to its foreign exchange 
earnings, and acts as a source of savings and investible funds for the country. It is, therefore, 
very apparent that good performance of the economy is directly linked to performance of 
agriculture.  

1.2 Agricultural Policies in Malawi 

(a) Pre-market Liberalisation Agricultural Policies  

The development of policies to stimulate agricultural development dates back to pre-
independence era in Malawi. The colonial government policies promoted small scale and 
large scale commercial agriculture. Unlike small scale farming, the pre-independence 
policies favoured large scale agriculture to promote their access to quality land, improved 
inputs, improved agricultural practices and production of lucrative export commodities 
creating disparities between the sub sectors. Absence of any linkages between them widened 
the disparities.  Although there were no price policies in the period, export boards bought 
smallholder crops. The export boards included Native Tobacco Board, Maize Control Board 
and Cotton Marketing Control Board which in 1962 amalgamated to form the Farmer’s 
Marketing Board. Implementation of the pre-independence policies barely benefited the 
small-scale farmers. For example, the Farmers’ Marketing Board (FMB) was used to 
suppress the smallholder farmers against the foreign estate owners (Kambewa, 2009).  

In the post colonial era, the government implemented policies that concentrated on large 
scale integrated rural development to provide investments in production as well as 
infrastructure. Subsequent policies shifted emphasis mostly to increasing production for 
quick results in the economy. In order to support agricultural production, credit was 
provided to farmers during implementation of both pre-independence and post colonial 
policies. The large scale integrated rural development and national rural development 
programmes (NRDP) hardly achieved poverty reduction objectives due to many factors. 
Both programmes had low coverage coupled with poor targeting. While the large scale 
integrated rural development programme targeted 10% of the population of Malawi the 
NRDP covered 30% of the same population. Most of the programmes’ beneficiaries were 
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better off farmers. The overall impact of the programmes had been low achievements in 
agricultural growth, agricultural incomes and food security. 

Later in 1971 the Agricultural Development and Marketing Cooperation (ADMARC) was 
formed from the FMB to develop smallholder input and output markets by providing social 
services. In the years that followed, ADMARC got involved in the profit-making business. It 
made huge profits from sales of the smallholder commodities at the international markets. 
These profits did not accrue to the smallholders but instead they supported bank growth 
which in turn supported large scale investments in estates perpetuating dismal performance 
of the small scale sector. The post colonial agricultural policies also favoured estate 
development at the expense of smallholder sector.   

(b) Market Liberalisation Agricultural Policies 

These policies were formulated following the World Bank and International Monetary Fund led 
structural adjustment programmes (SAPs) in around 1980s (Malawi Government, 2001). The 
emphasis was mostly on liberalisation of burley tobacco growing to include smallholder farmers 
with a view of increasing incomes, reducing poverty and improving food security status. To facilitate 
liberalisation of burley growing, government repealed the Special Crops Act to deregulate the sector. 
SAPs also called for privatisation of input and crop marketing. 

They also led to government phasing out all forms of subsidies for fertilizer and seed for smallholder 
farmers (Malawi Government, 2002). Thus the agricultural and livestock act was repealed, the 
Fertilizer, Farm Feeds and Remedies Act was repealed.  Although the Remedies part was repealed it 
paved way for the Pesticides Act (2000) . The Seed Act was also amended The Control of Land 
Order (Agricultural Land Leases) act was amended and later the new land policy was introduced 
(Nakhumwa et al., 1996; MASIP, Malawi Government, 2001, 2002).  

They also led to abolition of the monopoly powers of ADMARC in the smallholder farmer input and 
output markets where ADMARC retailed fertilizer, pesticides, maize, groundnuts, beans and soya 
beans to smallholder farmers and bought their crop produce close to farms. Pricing and marketing of 
smallholder farmer crops and livestock were also liberalised except for maize in which a price band 
was operated. Pan-territorial and pan-seasonal producer prices were abolished and locally market 
clearing prices promoted.    

The state owned companies such as Tea, Coffee and Sugar Smallholder Authorities and Livestock 
Farms were privatised to abolish export crop parastatals. Government involvement in the productive 
sectors was reduced and that of the private sector increased to increase efficiency in market 
operations to promote productivity and food security. 

Nyekanyeka and Daudi (2009) reported that the Agriculture and Livestock Development Strategy 
and Action (ALDSAP), Maize Productivity Task Force (MPTF), Agriculture Productivity 
Investment Programme (APIP), One Village One Product and Free Inputs Programme as some of the 
frameworks and initiatives that were further implemented in the sector.  

The Malawi Government (2002) reported positive developments from market liberalisation policies. 
Income levels associated with burley tobacco production increased. Growth in trading, transport and 
other service sectors were observed. The benefits, however, were quickly offset by input prices that 
increased faster than produce prices. These reversals in economic performance were mostly linked to 
price liberalisation of agricultural produce and removal of fertilizer and seed subsidies.  
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(c.) Current Agricultural Policies in Malawi 

Realizing the importance of agriculture, the Malawi Government’s main policy document 
the “Malawi Growth and Development Strategy, 2006-11- (MGDS) recognizes the fact that 
‘the prospects for economic growth in the medium- term will continue to be driven by the 
agriculture sector in Malawi. The agriculture and food security sector has been identified as 
one of the nine key priority areas of the strategy. Its implementation is expected to 
accelerate the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and sustainable 
economic growth in the country.  

The MGDS replaced the Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy (MPRS) developed for 
implementation from 2004 to 2006 to achieve sustainable poverty reduction through 
empowerment of the poor. Both the MPRS and MGDS are based on Vision 2020 (a record 
of aspirations of Malawians and their development prospects for a twenty year period up to 
2020). Prior to Vision 2020, all national policies, strategies, programmes and projects were 
documented in the Government of Malawi Statement of Development Policy. 

Further, the MGDS is aligned to the NEPAD’s Comprehensive African Agriculture 
Development Programme (CAADP) developed in 2003 to increase investments in African 
agriculture. Since they are aligned to the MGDS, agricultural policies are CAADP 
compliant. CAADP demands that African Governments allocate at least 10% of their 
national budgets to agriculture to bring about 6% annual growths in the sector. The 
Agricultural Development Programme (ADP) now called Agriculture Sector Wide 
Approach (ASWAp) is the Malawi’s CAADP that has increased the country’s budgetary 
allocation to agriculture to an average of 14%. The ASWAp overall objective is to improve 
food security and generate agricultural growth through increased productivity of food and 
cash crops, while ensuring sustainable use of natural resources, contributing to the MDG 1 
and harmonizing government and donor procedures based on the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness.  

Food Security and Risk Management (FSRM), Sustainable Land and Water Management 
and Commercial Agriculture, Agro-processing and Market Development are the main pillars 
of ASWAp for achieving food security and agricultural growth objectives. Implementation 
of these pillars is supported by Technology Generation and Dissemination and Institutional 
Development and Capacity Building Pillars. Strategies, programmes and projects of all the 
pillars are mainstreamed with cross cutting issues of HIV and AIDS and gender. The 
sectoral policies implemented include Contract Farming Policy and Strategy, Food Security, 
Nutrition Security and Agricultural Policies. 

At sub-sectoral level, implementation of agriculture activities are supported by Agricultural 
Marketing System Development Strategy Plans and Policy; Cotton Development Policy, 
Strategy and Bill/Act; Tobacco Policy and Bill/Act; Tea Policy and Bill/Act and Fertilizer 
Policy, Strategy and Bill/Act among others. In addition to ASWAp, the Dairy Development 
Project, Irrigation and Rural Livelihoods Development Project; Farm Income Diversification 
Project; the Greenbelt Initiative (aimed at increasing production through irrigation), FISP 
and the Agricultural Development Programme Support Project (ADP-SP) among others are 
implemented.       

Among other strategies, the FSRM Pillar promotes implementation of the Fertilizer Policy, 
Strategy and FISP with a view of increasing fertilizer adoption to increase productivity in 
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the short to medium term in Malawi. The Fertilizer Strategy recommends 5 to 10 year period 
of FISP implementation with regular reviews to give the programme a periodic momentum.  

Although both the ASWAp through the FSRM Pillar and Fertilizer Strategy recognize the 
role of FISP among other strategies in contributing to high agricultural and economic 
growths, the government has not provided a detailed short to medium term plan for it to 
guide the mobilisation of its annual inputs, implementation of its activities, generation of 
outputs, outcomes and impacts. It is for these reasons that the medium term plan is 
developed that will guide policy makers and donors to the programme to have prior 
informed information for planning purposes.  

1.3 Farm Input Subsidies and Other Input Supports 

Agricultural production in Malawi is rainfall dependent. Due to changes in weather, 
agricultural production fluctuates between surpluses and deficits. Deficits have arisen 
mainly due to droughts. Low production in drought periods is made worse due to farmers’ 
low access to improved inputs. On the other hand, surpluses have been achieved due to 
government intervention in the input markets and also due to good weather. In the pre-
market liberalisation period, government provided credit to farmers to increase access to 
inputs. In years of good weather, government intervention in the input markets stimulated 
production. In the post colonial period, government has also intervened through the Malawi 
Free Inputs Programme and FISP.  

(a) Malawi Free Inputs Programme (MFIP)    

In order to compensate for the effect of higher prices of inputs following the removal of subsidies 
and liberalisation of markets and production, the Malawi Government introduced the MFIP in 
1998/99 to provide free fertilizer and improved seed to the smallholder farmers unable to afford 
them (Levy and Barahona, 2003).  Mainstreamed in the MPRS, the MFIP was intended to reverse 
some of the negative effects of liberalisation and abolition of subsidies.  

The main aim of MFIP called the Starter Pack Initiative Scheme (SPIS) was to increase household 
food security among rural smallholder farmers in Malawi. This objective concurs well with 
Maxwell’s (2001) asserting that a food security strategy should first seek to improve the ability of 
the poor people to acquire food by production, among other strategies. The other objectives were to 
promote crop diversification, improve soil fertility and enhance the adoption of improved 
technologies in maize production while stabilising incomes for smallholder farmers.  This is in line 
with what Maxwell (2001) observed on the distributional consequences of cash cropping involving 
the poor and women in a situation where the agricultural policy supplies inputs to them. It imparts 
positive effects on economic growth particularly if the cash crop policy takes into account food 
policy issues.     

The SPIS’s objectives were to be achieved by issuing each beneficiary household with a starter pack. 
Levy and Barahona, (2003), report that, these starter-packs each contained 0.1 ha worth of fertilizer, 
maize seed and legume seed. In essence 5 kg of basal fertilizer, 5 kg of top dressing fertilizer, 2 kg of 
maize seed and 1 kg of legume seed were provided for the summer programme. The winter 
programme issued 2 kg of maize seed, some bean seed and 5 kg of urea.   

In 1998/99 to 2000, the starter pack campaigns covered all the smallholder households and provided 
them with a total of 2.86 million packs. Due to high operational costs the SPIS was scaled down, 
renamed the Targeted Inputs Programme (TIP) and distributed free agricultural inputs to 1.5 million 
targeted households in 2000/01. In order to further minimise its administrative and operational costs, 
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the TIP was further scaled down to target about 1 million households in the 2001/02 agriculture 
season. In the TIP, the targeted households were those that looked after orphans, the elderly, 
disabled, widows, widowers and other vulnerable members of the society.  

Despite implementing the TIP, Malawi experienced a critical food shortage in the 2001/02 
agricultural season because of lower maize output than was expected. Apart from drought, the TIP 
evaluation indicated that inadequate use of fertilizer, hybrid and composite maize seed associated 
with a reduction in the size and late distribution of the TIP might have brought about poor maize 
production. The perpetual shortage of credit facilities, low farmer incomes, low producer prices and 
low adoption rates aggravated the situation (Nyirongo et al., 2002). In order to minimise the 
continued impact of food insecurity during 2002, the government implemented the 2002 winter TIP 
and an extended TIP (ETIP) in the 2002/03 summer season. The 2002/03 program was more or less a 
universal free inputs programme like the initial SPIS. The ETIP was reinforced by the 2003 winter 
TIP (Nyirongo et al., 2003).  Implementation of the SPIS was followed with annual evaluations to 
assess its effects on the beneficiary’s food security status (Levy and Barahona, 2003). Appendix 1 
shows MFIP contributions to food security as a proportion of total production and national food 
requirement. The highest contribution of MFIP to food security was in 1999/00. Production from the 
programme accounted for about 13% of the total national maize production and also of the national 
maize requirement. In 2002/03, the programme’s contribution to total maize production has been 
estimated at 10%. In the same year, the programme accounted for 9% of the national food 
requirements. The programme’s lowest contribution was in 1998/99 and 2000/01. In these years, the 
programme’s contribution was put at 6%. These contributions helped Malawi to save foreign 
currency as these reduced the amounts of food maize imports. In the same vein, the 1998/99 and 
1999/00 surpluses associated with the programme contributed to foreign currency generation.   

(b) Farm Input Subsidy Programme 

The Farm Inputs Subsidy Programme (FISP) that the Government of Malawi currently 
implements aims at increasing food security at household and national levels. Specifically, 
the programme aims at increasing the smallholder farmer access to improved farm inputs 
and adoption of improved technologies in maize production systems.  Natural disasters, high 
input prices due to high transport costs, high levels of poverty and low output prices among 
other factors often times limit the smallholder farmer’s capacity to access inputs for 
increasing production. Before the introduction of FISP in 2005/06, this situation led to 
persistent severe food insecurity in the country. The country depended on food imports to 
sustain its food requirements. Due to this, food import used to have negative impacts on the 
availability of foreign currency.  

Targeting full time smallholder Malawian farmers, the programme subsidises fertilizer and 
seed for maize and tobacco (not currently done) for smallholder farmers. In maize, a 
beneficiary farmer buys one 50 kg bag of 23:21:0+4S as a basal dresser and one 50 kg bag 
of urea fertiliser as a top dresser. The subsidy price of maize fertilizers has varied since 
2005/06. The price for maize fertilizers has ranged from MK950 in 2005/06 for each of the 
50 kg bag to MK500 in 2009/10. In tobacco, the beneficiary bought one 50 kg bag of D-
Compound fertilizer as a basal dresser and one 50 kg bag of CAN as a top dresser. The 
tobacco subsidized fertilizer prices have also varied since 2005/06. In that season, the 
subsidy price of tobacco fertilizers was MK1450 for each of the 50kg bag while in 2008/09 
the price went down to MK 950 for each of the 50kg bag. The subsidy price, levels of 
inputs, number of beneficiaries, types and quantities of inputs involved in the subsidy 
programme have also been changing between one year and another. Appendix 2 provides 
principal changes in the design and implementation of FISP since 2005/06 as observed by 
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Chirwa (2009). The changes involved the subsidized inputs and their prices, voucher 
distribution systems, voucher redemption systems and coupon systems.    

Other inputs subsidised include groundnuts, beans, soya beans and cotton seed.  Storage and 
cotton pesticides are also subsidised. In 2008/09, due to rising fertilizer prices at the World 
Market, subsidies were extended to tea and coffee estates. The number of beneficiaries 
targeted for the programme has ranged from 1.3 million in 2005/06 to over 1.7 million 
farming households in subsequent seasons.   Details of inputs and beneficiaries for the 
programme since 2005/06 are provided in Appendix 3.  The number of farming households 
serviced by the programme has varied over the years. The programme serviced the lowest 
number in 2005/06. In that year, about 4% of the targeted farm families were not serviced. 
The highest number of beneficiaries serviced by the programme was recorded in 2007/08. 
About 48% of the target was served in 2007/08. Unlike in 2005/06, large volumes of inputs 
were also procured and distributed by the programme. About 128% of the targeted inputs 
were bought and distributed.      

Identification and registration of the targeted beneficiaries are conducted in a participatory 
manner in an open forum in each targeted village. The programme uses coupons that are 
issued to the registered farm family beneficiaries for redeeming inputs at the retail shops. 
Issues of coupons to beneficiaries are also conducted at an open place. The open fora are 
used to promote transparency and accountability in the programme. Evolution of coupon 
systems and forms of registration are given in Appendix 2  

1.4 Impact of Input Supports in Malawi 

Malawi has had a number of input support programmes implemented with a view of 
supporting the smallholder farmers. In 1992/93 season, Chirwa (2007), reported that a large 
free fertilizer distribution was conducted in Malawi. Nyekanyeka and Daudi (2009) also 
reported that expanded credit facilities under the Smallholder Agricultural Credit 
Administration (SACA) from 1980 to 1994 increased input availability and accessibility to 
smallholder farmers. SACA was one of the market reform programmes implemented under 
the WB and IMF led structural adjustment programmes. In early 2000, the Agricultural 
Productivity Input Programme (APIP) was also implemented. Further, between 1998 and 
2005, Malawi’s Free Inputs Programme was implemented followed by the current FISP. 

Holding other factors constant, empirical evidence shows that there has been positive 
response of the agriculture sector each time an input support programme is undertaken in 
Malawi. The large free input distribution of 1992/93 saw total maize production accelerate 
from around 0.7 million mt to around 2 million mt representing an increase of 186% 
(Chirwa, 2007). SACA that expanded burley tobacco production, use of hybrid maize seed 
and diversification programmes also brought about yield and production increases among 
various agricultural commodities including maize though problems associated with weather 
caused some variations in productivity (Nyekanyeka and Daudi, 2009). Production surpluses 
and yield increases have also been recorded under the Malawi Free Inputs Programme 
(Starter Pack Scheme Initiative and Targeted Inputs Programme), credit provision under the 
Malawi Rural Finance Company and APIP. Similar production and yield increase patterns 
have also been registered in the current FISP. In 2006/07 Malawi registered the highest 
maize production of 3.44 mt that is largely associated with FISP and good weather. This 
production represented almost 40% increase over 2005/06 production and 50% over the 
food national requirements. Appendix 4 (a) and (b) show how maize production supported 
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by the MFIP and FISP has responded in Malawi. Figure 4 (b) shows that although MFIP 
productions between 2000/01 and 2004/05 were below national maize requirement for 
Malawi, the response from the subsidy programme has been far above the country’s maize 
requirements. The TIP evaluations were associated the programme’s dismal performance 
due to bad weather that prevailed over the period and the small sized packs. We would, 
however, blame bad weather for much of the programme’s dismal performance in the 
period. In 1998/99 and 1999/2000, the programme was able to produce above the national 
requirements.  

Due to increase in availability of maize and other supported food commodities, input 
supports appear to have improved food security and livelihoods of beneficiaries. In 2003 
Levy observed an improvement in the welfare of beneficiaries under TIP through increased 
access to maize and shortened lean period. In the case of FISP, Chirwa (2007) observed an 
improvement in food security of the beneficiaries. Low maize prices on the market in 
2006/07 growing season increased their access to maize. The behaviour of maize prices in 
2008 is, however, not tantamount to this observation. Due to traders’ speculation of food 
prices that were continuously going up on the border markets among other factors, maize 
prices on the Malawi markets were galloping.   Appendix 5 shows how food commodity 
prices have performed in presence of input supports. Both peak pre-harvest and minimum 
post-harvest maize prices positively correspond to movements in maize production which in 
turn respond to the effects of input supports. These prices have been highest in the periods of 
the lowest maize production levels probably due to inadequate use of improved inputs or 
bad weather that affected full exploitation of the potential of inputs support programme. 
Since 2005/06 the price trends show a continuous decline.       

There is also a positive relationship on the fact that input supports that increase maize 
systems productivity have had a positive impact on overall agricultural growth. For instance 
implementation of FISP in 2006/07 made agriculture growth to accelerate from around 4% 
in 2004/05 to around 14% in that year. Its growth hovered around 13% in 2008/09. The 
overall outcome of the sound performance of the agriculture sector since 2006 among other 
factors has seen Malawi’s economy registering positive growths. In 2007, the economy’s 
growth was estimated at 8.6%. Its growth shot to 9.7% in 2008 and was projected to grow 
by 6.1% in 2009. Due to high weighting of maize in the country’s price index, inflation and 
interest rates significantly declined creating a good macroeconomic environment for 
sustaining growth. 

The main challenge for farm input support programmes is, the cost of implementing the 
programme.  Chirwa (2009) observed a FISP budget of close to MK 40 billion due to high 
fertilizer prices at the world market and increase in the size of the programme. For a land 
locked Malawi, it is, however, necessary to compare high costs of the programme with those 
of importing food assuming FISP were not implemented to keep out high costs. Levy (2002) 
under the TIP observed that investing money in food production through input supports was 
less costly than importing food.  Nyekanyeka and Daudi (2009) reported that input supports 
should not be looked at as expenditure drivers of government budgets but also as key foreign 
exchange spinners. In the case of Malawi, the 2005/06 and 2006/07 maize production 
associated with the effect of FISP generated close to MK 20 billion from about 480,000 mt 
of maize exports. This represents a return of around 53% over its investment capital.  It 
should also be emphasised that the programme targets vulnerable members of the 
community who would in many instances require food aid.  It is more respectable to provide 
production capacities to such people than food aid. 
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1.5  Fertilizer Markets 

Before agricultural trade was liberalized in Malawi in the 1980s, procurement and 
distribution of inputs in the smallholder farmer sub-sector was a monopoly of the two 
Government controlled companies, Agricultural Development and Marketing Cooperation 
(ADMARC) and Smallholder Farmer Fertiliser Revolving Fund of Malawi (SFFRFM). 
There existed no private sector entities to link the main suppliers of fertiliser and the 
smallholder farmers.  

This Government intervention was defended on the grounds of promoting national food 
security and ensuring that all smallholder farmers, including those in remote areas, had 
access to markets for their products, and protection from exploitation by intermediaries.  
Government announced the prices of inputs and outputs at the beginning of the season. 
Farmers were able to plan for the season as to which crops to grow. ADMARC was the main 
buyer and seller of inputs and output and developed an extensive network and infrastructures 
of markets across all sections of the country to facilitate this process. These policies may 
have induced a maize supply response, as evidenced by the national maize surplus enjoyed 
by Malawi until the 1980s.  

Currently all the fertilizers are imported by the private sector following market 
liberalization.  The private sector therefore supplies the fertilizer used in the implementation 
of the subsidy programme on contract.  Retailing of this fertilizer to programme 
beneficiaries is by ADMARC and SFFRFM across the country. 

1.6  Seed Markets  

Just like fertilizer markets, seed markets are liberalised and there are several seed houses 
providing both hybrids and composite maize seed.  Uptake of these varieties by the 
smallholder farmers is however, low due to the high prices offered on the markets.  
Distribution of the improved seeds is also limited to urban and peri-urban trading centres 
rendering those smallholder farmers in the remote areas unable to access seed of the 
improved varieties.  

At present, the only seed market is for maize hybrids and Open Pollinated Varieties (OPV) 
and there are serious challenges in availability of seed for other crops.  In recognition of the 
serious seed supply constraint, there is seed multiplication programme for legumes with 
support from the European Union.  In seasons where there is no certified seed available, 
beneficiaries will be given tested (approved) seed. 

Both maize and legume seed is largely distributed through agro-dealers in addition to 
ADMARC markets.  Most of the agro-dealers are concentrated in trading centres depriving 
the remotest smallholder farmers from accessing the seed. 

1.7  Pesticide Markets  

Sell of all agro-pesticides is done by the private sector whose distribution to the rural areas 
is limited because of the poor distribution networks.  These pesticides are to be following 
the same agro-dealers and ADMARC retail markets.  
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Table 1: Potential fertilizer demand in Malawi based on recommended rates of 

application and area cultivated  

 

Input 

Type 

   Crops 

Recommended 

application 

rate. (kg/ha) 

Estimated 

Area 

cultivated (ha) 

Estimated 

required 

amounts (Mt) 

Basal application      

23:21:0+4s Hybrid Maize 200 354,921 70,984 

DAP Local Maize 22 912,751 20,081 

UREA 46%N Local Maize 44 912,751 40,161 

23:21:0+4s Sorghum 200 67,937 13,587 

23:21:0+4s Finger millet 200 35,165 7,033 

23:21:0+4s Wheat 100 2,483 248 

23:21:0+4s Phaseolus beans 200 171,663 34,333 

DAP Soyabeans 100 40,829 4,083 

compound s Soyabeans 200 40,829 8,166 

23:21:0+4s Sunflower 200 3,898 780 

DAP Cotton 100 45,023 4,502 

D Compound Tobacco 600 105,000 63,000 

DAP Sorghum 300 67,937 20,381 

DAP Rice 50 41,770 2,089 

UREA 46%N Rice 65 41,770 2,715 

MOP 60%K2o Sugarcane 300 15,000 4,500 

DAP Sugarcane 300 15,000 4,500 

Top dressing      

UREA 46%N Hybrid Maize 150 354,921 53,238 
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CAN   27%N Local  Maize 150 912,751 136,913 

UREA 46%N Sorghum 50 67,937 3,397 

UREA 46%N Finger millet 50 35,165 1,758 

CAN   27%N Wheat 100 2,483 248 

CAN   27%N Sunflower 90 3,898 351 

AS 21%N24%S Cotton 100 45,023 4,502 

CAN   27%N Tobacco 400 105,000 42,000 

AS 21%N24%S Rice 45 41,770 1,880 

AS 21%N24%S Sugarcane 100 15,000 1,500 

TOTAL (MT)      546,929 

Source: IFDC - the Malawi Agricultural Input Markets Development Project (AIMS) 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY 

2.1  Goal  

The main goal of FISPMP is to guide a coordinated mobilisation of resources for its implementation. 
The plan also enhances coordination in the implementation of the programme. A Ministerial Task 
Force was formed to work on the document. 

2.2   Rationale  

Malawi is characterized by low-income levels, low productivity, high dependency ratio, 
high malnutrition rates, and high mortality rates among other development variables. In 
2000, Malawi’s gross national income per capita was estimated at U$ 170. The gross 
domestic product growth was 1.7% compared to a population annual growth rate of 2.1% in 
the same year. These indicators imply existence of high poverty levels in Malawi. This 
poverty ultimately denies the Malawian smallholder farmer opportunities to access and 
afford farm inputs that would promote production. A number of these farmers are not able to 
afford improved inputs such as fertilizer, seed pesticides at a market price. And yet, 
empirical evidence shows that use of improved inputs such as improved seed, inorganic 
fertilizers and pesticides increases agricultural productivity.  

Poor and inadequate infrastructure aggravates the problem of fertilizer access and 
affordability by farmers in Malawi. For example, Malawi has inadequate and poor road 
network and poor and inadequate warehouses for storing fertilizers and timely distributing 
them.  18.5% of the Malawi’s road network was in a paved state in 2000 implying that a 
greater proportion of the existing road network in Malawi is impassable in the rainy season 
when the mono-rainfall dependent agriculture is at its peak. Because of this transport service 
supply is usually lower than demand particularly in rainy season. This pushes transport 
service costs up for fertilizer and other input dealers. Subsequently, fertilizer prices increase 
beyond the reach of poor Malawian farmers.  The land locked nature of Malawi prevents the 
fertilizer retail prices to come down suggesting that even if the fertilizer market were very 
competitive, the transport element would still make the fertilizer prices high and difficult for 
most farmers to afford. 

By the year 2020, Malawi envisions a high level of agricultural productivity that will ensure 
equity in household food security, income and employment and sustainable utilization of 
natural resources. This is in line with the mission of the Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
Security of promoting the country’s economic growth by raising farm incomes, employment 
and household food security through the development of public-private sector partnership 
and promotion of private sector investment for increased agricultural productivity, 
diversification, commercialization and sustainable use of natural resources.  Malawi’s 
agriculture, however, is characterized by low productivity (Appendix 8), a major obstacle to 
attainment of food and income securities at household and national levels as envisioned. 

Malawi realises that growth in agriculture production would reduce the frequency of food 
crises that the country experienced over the years.  However, this would be impossible if the 
low level of fertiliser and improved seed use persists. The fertiliser uptake has been very low 
compared to the potential that the country has, based on available arable land. Fertiliser 
consumption studies indicate that the sector has potential to consume over 547,000Mt of 
fertiliser per year (Kamchacha, 2003). Fertilizer consumption has varied between 83,000 Mt 
and 215,000 Mt per year before introduction of fertilizer subsidies. 
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Agricultural Production estimate figures show that maize production has been static, 
stagnating at between 1.3 and 1.8 million Mt before 2004/05 (Table 2). This scenario 
resulted in people being increasingly food insecure with high rates of malnutrition.  
Increasing the productivity of smallholder maize production depends critically on increased 
use of improved seed and fertilizer and good agricultural practices.  However, given the 
increase in the price of fertilizer, effective demand for fertilizer substantially falls. 

It is, therefore, for the objective of attaining household and national food security that the 
Government of Malawi introduced subsidies on fertilizers for the smallholder farmers.  With 
the introduction of the targeted farm input subsidies, Malawi has managed to produce more 
maize, which has led to maize surpluses of over 400,000 metric tones (MT) in 2005/2006, 
over 1.2 million metric tones during the second season 2006/2007, over 400,000 metric 
tonnes in 2007/2008 season and 1.3 million metric tones during the 2008/2009 season.  Fig 
1 shows details of food requirement, rainfall pattern and maize production which shows an 
increase in maize production following the introduction of FISP.  Malawi experiences  
cyclic disasters including floods and drought due to climate change.  Poverty is endemic. 
There is increasing number of vulnerable persons each year due to the HIV and AIDS 
pandemic.  The government will continue implementing the programme which is designed 
to benefit the rural poor.  The emphasis in programme delivery will be better targeted at the 
beneficiaries and efficiency in programme delivery and technology utilisation.  
 

 

Table 2: Smallholder Crop Production from 1999 to 2005 in Metric Tones 

 

Source: MoAFS APES Figures 

CROP 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 

Maize 2245824 2211859 1899185 1983440 1733125 

Paddy Rice 92859 67084 93200 88184 49722 

G/�uts 124604 116363 155200 190112 161162 

Tobacco 84555 98675 82500 94312 106186 

Cotton 50589 34907 37600 40446 53581 

Sorghum 41401 36799 36900 45438 40905 

Millet 20224 19508 20400 24515 17349 

Pulses 233811 248243 303800 323488 247242 

Cassava 895420 2757186 3362400 1735065 2559319 

Sweet Potatoes 1680313 1634268 2586900 1535137 1784749 
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Fig. 1 Maize Production Trends Versus �ational Maize Requirement and Pattern of 

Rainfall for Malawi from 1980 to 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security and Department of 

Meteorology Services. Year 1 is 1980 and Year 29 is 2008. 

 2.2 Type and Sources of Data 

Data on commodity prices, crop estimate statistics, input use statistics, budgetary data particularly 
for the FISP and socio-economic statistics for FISP were collected by the team. The MoAFS 
implements, among other surveys market information data and annual crop estimates sample 
surveys. These provided some of the data used to conduct analyses for the plan.  

More data and information used in the development of the FISPMP came from various policy and 
operational documents. Other documents studied include study reports from government, university, 
and private sector. Reports and programme documents produced by donors on agricultural 
development in Malawi were also used. 

Some data particularly the primary ones also came from a series of meetings by the team with some 
key individuals in various sub sectors. Results from these meetings were shared and discussed before 
incorporating them into the plan. In reality, results from consultative meetings complemented those 
from literature.  Policy makers, policy implementers, policy enforcers, to policy funding agency 
agencies, policy beneficiaries and policy advocacies were visited.  
 
2.3 Data Analysis and FISPMP Production 

The data collected were entered and analysed on Microsoft Excel to produce trends and descriptive 
statistics. Graphs and charts were also generated from these data to provide visual explanation of 
circumstances surrounding the data. The descriptive statistics generated were used to facilitate 
comparison in the performance of various parameters in the period that Malawi implemented input 
subsidies and other input support programmes.  

The data collected are meant to show that food security indicators appear to be buoyant during FISP 
and other input support programmes in Malawi.   
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After data analysis each member of the Task Force drafted a chapter (s) which were merged, 
reviewed by the members. This was followed by editorial work by the team members. The 
plan was then circulated to Management Team of the ministry. The team then made initial 
presentation of the plan to the Management before subjecting it to the Agriculture Sector 
Working Group (ASWG). ASWG incorporates the donor community, civil society 
organisation, private sector and public sector. This gave chance to members of ASWG to 
input their opinions into the plan so that it has the aspirations of everyone. Thereafter, the 
plan was subjected for assessment to the wider stakeholder at a national stakeholder 
workshop. It was then submitted to Cabinet for approval.  
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CHAPTER THREE: FISP MEDIUM-TERM IMPLEME�TATIO� PLA�  

3.1  Programme Objective 

The defining feature of smallholder agricultural production in Malawi is the dominance of 
maize in the cropping pattern (approximately 80%) at very low levels of productivity and 
yet over 80% of Malawi’s food production is by smallholder farmers with the estate sector 
contributing only 20%.  Realising the challenges the country faces due to food insecurity, 
the programme’s main objective is to achieve household food security and nutritional self 
sufficiency and increased income through increased food crop production.  The purpose of 
FISP is therefore to increase smallholder farmers’ access to improved agricultural farm 
inputs. The beneficiaries will be vulnerable members of the community only. 

3.2  Programme beneficiary identification and targeting 

The programme will aim to identify the resource poor Malawian farmers who own a piece of 
land and are prepared to farm in the implementation year.  Identification of beneficiaries will 
be conducted in an open forum to ensure transparency.  Specifically the programme 
beneficiary identification criteria will be as follows: 

• The household should own land which will be cultivated  
• The community shall identify the bonafide residents of the village as beneficiaries 
• The following vulnerable groups shall be given special consideration during 

identification 
o Elderly resource poor household head 
o HIV positive resource poor household head 
o Resource poor female headed household head 
o Resource poor child headed household 
o Resource poor orphan headed household 
o Resource poor physically challenged headed household head 
o Resource poor household heads looking after the elderly or physically 

challenged 

 

Each programme beneficiary will get coupons for each NPK and Urea fertilizer, maize seed, 
legume and pesticides. 

3.3  Agro-enterprise targeting 

 

After the trade liberalization and withdrawal of farm inputs subsides the country 
experienced recurrent food shortages and a dwindling export base.  The price of farm inputs 
became exorbitant and farmers realized low yields because they could not use improved 
seeds and fertilizers.  Suddenly there was a flood of agricultural imports which severely 
depressed local production. 
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On this account, the Ministry of Agriculture has put maize at the core of its agenda with the 
primary aim of turning the country from a net importer of the staple food to self sufficient 
one and even exporting to the region and beyond and targeted maize production first.  

Leguminous crops such as common beans, soya beans, pigeon peas, cowpeas and 
groundnuts are also targeted.  These legumes improve soil fertility which declined due to 
due to excessive soil mining.  Legumes are also important in addressing human nutrition 
where animal protein cannot easily be accessed.  This is also very important in addressing 
the HIV/AIDS pandemic. 

Damage by insect pests can also lead to loss of the hard earned maize crop and consequently 
food insecurity.  Damage by the larger Grain Borer (LGB)  Protephenus truncatus is 
estimated to be between 15-30 percent. Recognizing this extent of damage, the programme 
aims at protecting the harvest by providing storage pesticides at affordable price to protect 
maize grain. 

3.4  Fertilizer use efficiency 

Improving the efficiency of fertilizer use on maize is a key to increasing maize productivity.  
Previous survey data revealed that the majority of smallholder farmers apply fertilizer too 
late and very thinly.  Area specific fertilizer rates were developed in the 1990s so that 
farmers get maximum benefit from the fertilizer.  Best bet organic matter practices are being 
promoted by the programme beneficiaries.  There are a number of practices which farmers 
employ to improve the soil organic matter which include intercropping of grain legumes 
such as pigeon peas, beans, groundnuts with maize.  Soil incorporation of crop residues and 
contour planting are also practised.  Production of organic manure (compost) towards the 
end of the rainy season is encouraged as an option of improving soil organic matter use of 
agro-forestry trees have proved successful. 

3.5  Seed use efficiency 

 

The use of more of the maize seed hybrids and open pollinated varieties that are high 
yielding and some early maturing varieties will reduce the persistent hunger problem.  In 
order to realize maximum benefits from the fertilizer package given to the beneficiary, there 
is need to provide the corresponding improved seed amount.  When the programme was just 
introduced in 2005/2006 season it provided only 2kg of hybrid seed.  However, this seed 
quantity is only enough for 0.1 ha compared to 0.4ha for fertilizer. 

The programme will gradually therefore increase the amount of seed per beneficiary.  
During 2009/2010 season for example the seed package was 5kg for hybrids or 10kgs of 
OPV maize seed for a seed voucher.  With increase seed production by the seed sector and 
increased adoption of hybrid maize seed, in two years time the beneficiary will be getting 
10kg of hybrid maize seed to correspond with the amount of fertilizer. There will also be a 
corresponding increase in legume seed. 
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3.6  Specific Objectives, Impacts, Outputs and Activities 

 

(a) The main objective of the FISP is to improve food security and incomes at 
household and national levels of the country. Its specific objectives are to  

 

1) Increase resource poor smallholder farmers’ access to improved farm inputs  
(fertilizers, seeds and pesticides).  

2) Improve farmer access to complementary services such as irrigation and extension 
services. 

3) Improve adoption of improved technologies in the maize production systems 

4) Improve farm input markets in the agriculture sector 

 

(b) Expected Programme Impacts 

 

At the end of five years, the programme is expected to generate the following impacts  

 

1) Increased household agricultural incomes  

2) Improved household food security  

3) Improved national food security  

4) Reduced food maize imports 

5) Increased agricultural exports 

6) Improved rural livelihoods 

7)  Reduced poverty levels 

8) Consolidate the gains of FISP on the past 9-10 years 

9) Improve efficiency in programme delivery and input or technology utilisation 

 

 

(c) Outputs and Activities 

  

I. Increase resource poor smallholder farmers’ access to improved farm 
inputs. 

 

� Increased average level of fertilizer and improved seed uses 
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Activities: The output “Increased average level of fertilizer and improved seed uses” will be 
achieved by undertaking the following activities: Procure the programme fertilizer, 
pesticides and seed; distribute the programme fertilizers, pesticides and seed to retail shops; 
design coupons for fertilizers, seed and pesticides; undertake printing of coupons; undertake 
programme sensitisation [train staff on the security of coupons; train staff and local leaders 
on targeting of the programme beneficiaries]; identify and pre-register programme 
beneficiaries; undertake coupon distribution to the programme beneficiaries; provide 
security to coupons at all levels; facilitate the purchase of the programme inputs from retail 
shops by beneficiaries using certified coupons and facilitate use of the programme inputs by 
beneficiaries    

  

� Increased productivity of maize production /incremental crop 
production 

 

Activities: Incremental crop production will be achieved when the programme implements 
the following activities: Promote the use of ecological zone oriented fertilizers and seed;  
sensitize seed companies to multiply seed varieties preferred by farmers in their respect 
ADP-SP experimental and try out plots; sensitize seed supplier companies to stock seed 
varieties preferred by farmers and verified under ADP-SP trial and try out plots or any other 
similar public or private sector driven initiatives; conduct campaigns for smallholder farmers 
on the use of preferred seed varieties; promote efficient fertilizer application methods 
amongst smallholder farmers; promote conservation agriculture amongst FISP beneficiaries;  
intensify the use of organic fertilizers amongst FISP beneficiaries; reduce post harvest 
losses; and facilitate the use of recommended agronomic and cultural practices amongst 
FISP       

 

� Promoted crop diversification 

Activities: In FISP “Promoted crop diversification,” will be achieved by strengthening the 
breeding of preferred legume crops; enhancing seed multiplication of legume crops 
(groundnuts, soya beans, beans, cowpeas, pigeon peas) amongst smallholder farmers; 
contract out legume seed multiplication to seed distributors to produce legume seed for FISP 
and improve marketing of legume crops produced under FISP. 

 

II. Improve farmer access to complementary services such as irrigation, 
administrative, programme planning, monitoring and evaluation and 
extension services. 

� Increased irrigation services in maize production systems 
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Activities: “Increased irrigation services in maize production systems’” could be achieved 
by improving coordination between MoAFS and MoIWD; operationalising the Agriculture 
Sector Working Group in ASWAp; building farmers capacity in irrigation systems; facilitate 
rehabilitation of irrigation infrastructure amongst smallholder farmers; strengthen 
cooperatives amongst FISP beneficiaries, build staff capacities in irrigation development and 
implement irrigated FISP particularly in districts that are heavily affected by drought 
annually      

� Increased agricultural extension services  

Activities: As for “Increased agricultural extension services in the maize production 
systems,” there is need to expand the lead and peer farmer extension approaches; build 
capacities of lead and peer farmers and strengthen coordination between the Department of 
Agricultural Extension Services and all other players in the sector   

� Enhanced administrative services 

Activities: As an output, “Enhanced administrative services,” is very instrumental in the 
success of FISP. Administrative services are responsible for ensuring that inputs, materials 
and services are timely provided to the programme.  Essentially, the services include 
organising the purchase and utilisation of the programme inputs, materials and services, 
procure the programme inputs, materials and services and provide security to the 
programme.  

� Enhanced programme planning, monitoring and evaluation 

Activities: This output is intended for achievement by undertaking FISP joint planning, 
quarterly and annual reviews at all levels, undertaking supervisory visits at all stages of the 
programme implementation and undertake mid-term and end of programme reviews to 
measure the programme impact. 

 

III. Improve adoption of improved technologies in the maize production 
systems 

 

� Increased awareness of smallholder farmers on improved 
technologies in the maize production systems 

 

Activities: “Increased awareness of smallholder farmers on improved technologies in the 
maize production systems,” will be achieved by undertaking the following activities: stock-
take all the technologies rated successful under FISP and ADP-SP; conduct try out and 
experimental demonstrations on the successful technologies in various farmer gardens under 
FISP and ADP-SP; disseminate successful technologies to FISP beneficiaries through radio, 
TV and leaflets/flyer  

 

IV. Improve farm input markets in the agriculture sector  

 

� Increased participation of agro dealers in FISP 
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Activities: Under “Increased participation of agro dealers in FISP, the following activities 
shall be implemented: assess the capacity of agro dealers in handling FISP inputs; develop a 
MoU to be signed between government and agro dealers; develop a FISP implementation 
manual for agro dealers; facilitate the development of FISP implementation manual, train 
agro dealers in the principles of FISP and monitor agro dealer activities. 

� Strengthened smallholder farmer credit systems in the 
agriculture sector  

Activities: As for strengthened smallholder farmer credit systems in the agriculture sector, 
the following activities are targeted: strengthen farm gate markets for smallholder farmers; 
mainstream commercialisation principles in the smallholder farmer agriculture practices; re-
orient Malawi Rural Finance Company (MRFC) towards smallholder agriculture credit 
facilities. 

 

� Increased input market information services in the maize 
production systems  

 

Activities: Under the output, “Increased input market information services in the maize 
production systems,” the following activities are also targeted: facilitate the formation of 
farm input market information groups (FAMIGs); expand agriculture market information 
centres to cover FAMIGs; collect input market data and analyse to generate information for 
FAMIGs to make informed decisions on the position of inputs.  

3.7  Farm Input Market Efficiency 

Improvement of the impact for the Agricultural Input Subsidy Programme will be dependent 
on the market efficiency. Currently there are market issues that impinge on market 
efficiency and consequently implementation of the programme. Such issues include delays 
in planning for procurement by stakeholders, limited distribution channels for various farm 
inputs, limited capacity in warehouses, limited outlets for the various inputs and poor market 
information management and delays in dissemination of market information to the general 
public. The medium term strategy is designed to address issues raised in the foregoing. 
Priority areas of focus to improve markets efficiency for the Agricultural Input Subsidy 
Programme should include the following:-   

• Advance planning including floatation of tenders for the supply of inputs to be done 
three years. 

• Provision for wholesale services by the commercial sector for fertilisers and seeds in 
addition to the parastatals. 

• Provision for retail services on fertilizers, seeds and chemicals by agro-dealers in 
addition to the retailers in different parts of country. In addition, a fertilizer company 
can also enter into contract agreement with government to be retailing its own stocks 
at a subsidized rate. 

• Preposition of fertilizers, seeds and chemicals should be in all parts of the country 
before onset of the rains each year.  
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• In the case of grain storage pesticides and all the seeds namely: maize and legumes, 
government continued and increased involvement of the private sector especially 
members of the Seed Traders Association of Malawi (STAM) in procurement, 
distribution and selling of these inputs should be increased and sustained. It is 
necessary and important that all the participation by the private sector companies, 
fertilizers and seed dealers should be preceded by contractual agreements and prior 
assessment of their capacities to render specific services. Government should also 
have the discretion to choose which private company to participate in the programme 
based on past performance.  
 

3.8  Extension Programme Effectiveness 

Success of this programme is dependent on a number of factors among which is 
effectiveness of extension programme. Lessons from the current experiences should be 
drawn up. It has been shown that decision making at various levels is influenced by 
availability of information. Timeliness in provision of information to all the stakeholders 
will be vital for a successful input subsidy programme. In order to improve information 
generation, packaging and dissemination it is imperative that a communication strategy be 
put in place. Improving capacity in the communications branch will go a long way in 
increasing effectiveness in the packaging, dissemination and feedback system on the 
programme.  There are a number of strategic areas that should be improved in the 
agricultural sector for improved provision of extension services under the Agricultural Input 
Subsidy Programme The following should be prioritised:    

• Development of a communication strategy to guide and improve the flow of 
information on each and every aspect of the programme will be vital. A 
communication strategy will provide for improved interaction among various players 
in the programme and also feedback mechanisms to programme beneficiaries 
stakeholders, implementers and policy makers. 

• Type of messages to be prioritized and packaged shall include marketing, 
production, processing on commodities under the programme. 

• Use of multi-media approach is recommended. The range of channels will include 
print and electronic specifically the radio, mobile van, leaflets, posters ,flyers, web  
internet will be employed in the dissemination of messages. Multi-media campaigns 
have to be institutionalized in the programme for effective extension services. 

• Capacity Building, Information, Education and Communication 
Improved delivery of extension services will be determined by the amount of 
capacity in the areas of development and dissemination of information/messages. 
The current capacity levels therefore will have to be improved. Specific areas of 
focus include Printing equipment and professionalism in the use of communication 
equipment. Government will therefore intensify information, education and 
communication (IEC) activities for the success of the Agricultural Inputs Subsidy 
Programme for a number of seasons in succession. 

• Special technology promotion campaigns on commodities under the programme 
need to be undertaken in a bid to improve interaction between farmers and 
stakeholders on use of inputs. The campaigns will also be important as vehicles for 
disseminating messages on specific technologies.  
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• Development of guidelines for the production, dissemination and distribution of 
Information Education Communication (IEC) materials. This will ensure rational use 
of resources and efficiency in provision of information to farmers and stakeholders in 
the programme.  

• Development of Agricultural Inputs Subsidy Programme information packs and 
demonstration materials will go a long way in improving availability of information 
on various aspects of the programme and this has to be instituted and sustained.  

• Continuous lobbying  with the media to intensify publicity on the Agricultural Inputs 
Subsidy Programme will assist in widening opportunities for getting information 
across a wider spectrum of the population.  

• Lobbying with the community leaders to support promotion of recommended agricultural 
practices and technologies is an important area of focus for the Agricultural Inputs Subsidy 
Programme. This has the potential to improve effectiveness of extension services and impact 
the programme has on food security in the country owing to the influence local leaders have 
shown to have on the Farm Inputs Subsidy Programme. 

• Train farmers and community leaders, on recommended agricultural practices and 
technologies. This is recognition of the experience in the agricultural sector, that limited 
knowledge is one of the impeding factors for progress in development and the agricultural 
sector in particular. 
 

3.9   Implementation Approach 

The Agricultural Inputs Subsidy Programme will be implemented through the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food Security in conjunction with Ministry of Local Government through 
District Assembly structures and Ministry of Home Affairs particularly Malawi Police 
Service.  The success of this programme has depended on a number of factors such as 
commitment, collaboration and coordination among all stakeholders. Participation by all 
stakeholders in the planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation will   improve 
efficiency in its implementation at all levels.  

In the medium and long term, the following improvements should be made to 
implementation process: 

Beneficiaries should be ably represented in the planning processes in order that their 
observations and suggestions are taken into account. 

The Ministry of Agriculture will take lead owing to its strategic positioning in the sector, 
experiences under FISP, institutional memory on similar programmes before and for 
continuity of various efforts.  

An Agricultural Input Subsidy Programme Coordinating Unit needs to be maintained for 
concentration and efficiency on the programme implementation. Coordinating Unit to 
facilitate planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of various activities. 
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Participation by other stakeholders on all activities regarding the programme should be 
enhanced through structures that have been instituted under FISP at all levels. Improvements 
should be made on levels of commitment by all stakeholders through joint planning, 
monitoring and evaluation. An important aspect of this would be mainstreaming of activities 
into normal work plans of various institutions especially those concerned with provision of 
extension services such as technical departments and Non Governmental Organisations 
(NGOs).  

FISP Co-ordinating Unit will merge with Lofistics Unit. 

Roles of various Stakeholders 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security will take a leading role in the 
implementation of the programme. It will use its existing structure in the planning, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of various activities under the programme. The 
following are specific roles to be played by various stakeholders in the programme:  

 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security Headquarters 

The Ministry’s management will provide overall policy and technical guidance to the 
implementation of the programme while the FISP Coordinating Unit (together in the 
Logistics Unit) will be responsible for the overall coordination of this programme. In 
addition, the Coordinating Unit will ensure that stakeholders, District Assemblies and staff 
within the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security have workplans and budgets to guide 
and support implementation of various activities under the programme. Furthermore, the 
Coordinating Unit will employ a communication strategy targeting all stakeholders to ensure 
that information about Agricultural Input Subsidy Programme is accessible by all 
stakeholders. The Ministry will also be responsible for monitoring and evaluating FISP. 

 

The Role of the Agricultural Development Divisions (ADDs) 

The Agricultural Development Divisions (ADDs) will provide technical backstopping and 
oversee implementation of the programme in the districts. 

 

The role of the District Assemblies 

The role of the DC will include: 
• Take lead in planning, monitoring and evaluating the programme impact at 

Assembly level. 
• In liaison with DADO address irregularities that may arise during the programme 

implementation over the number of years. 
• Publicity on the programme using local structures at different levels of the 

Assembly. 
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The role of the District Agriculture Development Offices  

Through District Assemblies, the District Agriculture Development Offices will be 
responsible for the implementation of the Agricultural Inputs Subsidy Programme (e.g. Pre-
registration and coupon distribution to the beneficiaries) in the district including:  

• Ensuring that a record of beneficiaries by gender category for each village is well 
documented and certified at each level before submission to the Ministry through the 
Programme Manager of the ADD.  

• Keeping copies of the village register/list of beneficiaries for the district for 
reference. 

• Reporting of irregularities timely. 
• Producing periodic reports on the progress of the programme. 
• Ensure proper utilization of FISP inputs in the district. 
• Monitor implementation of FISP activities in the district. 

The Role of the Extension Planning Areas (EPA’s) 

The role of Extension Planning Areas will be as follows: 
• Backstopping frontline staff in the sections on community sensitization and 

mobilization. 
• Monitoring and supervising identification of beneficiaries and pre-registration during 

the first year of the medium term. 
• Monitoring and supervising distribution of coupons to beneficiaries. 
• Documenting and managing registers of beneficiaries for each village in the EPA. ·

  
• Submitting to DADO registers of beneficiaries for each village in the EPA. 
• Keeping copies of the record of beneficiaries within the EPA for reference. 
• Publicizing the markets for purchase of inputs. 
• Producing periodic reports on the progress of the programme. 
• Keeping a record of quantities of IEC materials distributed by type. 
• Ensuring proper utilization of FISP inputs in the EPA 
• Monitoring implementation of FISP activities in the EPA. 

Role of Traditional Authorities (TA) and Village Headmen (VH) 

The role of TAs and VH is to support implementation of FISP which include: 
• Providing support during farmer sensitization and beneficiary identification exercise. 
• Checking irregularities and resolving conflicts. 
• Publicity on various issues regarding the programme such as inputs availability in 

selling points, programme implementation modalities for each year. 
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The Role of the Agriculture Extension Development Officer  

The AEDO and Enumerator shall perform the following roles: 
• Undertake sensitization campaigns on the Agricultural Inputs Subsidy Programme. 
• Pre-register the beneficiaries at the open forum. 
• Ensure that only one beneficiary per household is identified and issued with coupons. 
• Keep a copy of the register/list of beneficiaries for the section and update on a yearly 

basis.  
• Produce periodic reports on the progress of the programme.  

Village Development Committees and Community Policing  

The Village Development Committees (VDC), Area Stakeholder Panels and Community 
Policing Members (CPM) with the help of the AEDO will: 

• Facilitate the identification of beneficiaries and pre-registration. 
• Publicize the markets for purchase of inputs 

The Role of the Logistics Section within the FISP Co-ordinating Unit  

The Logistics Section will be responsible for consolidation of the registers at national level 
and managing the database. Other roles include: 

• Reporting to the Ministry on progress of FISP through FISP Co-ordinating Unit. 
• Ensure that inputs are distributed to selling points on time. 
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CHAPTER 4: FISP MA�AGEME�T, MO�ITORI�G, EVALUATIO� A�D 

BUDGET 

 4.1 Monitoring and Evaluation 

The Ministry will intensify monitoring of the programme at all levels. At national level, the 
Ministry will maintain a working committee composed of all stakeholders at national level 
which will be meeting on a regular basis weekly. Membership to the working committee 
should include Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Finance, Cooperating Partners, Fertilizer 
Association, Seed Traders Association of Malawi (STAM) and other UN Agencies.  

Monitoring and Evaluation will follow the ASWAP monitoring and evaluation frame work. 
It will also be done through visits by all stakeholders at different levels countrywide. The 
usefulness of these visits will be made through sharing of observations made by each player 
through organised fora such as meetings, workshops and using the internets using discussion 
groups. 

Documentation of reports and experiences will be an important aspect of monitoring. In 
addition to this, documentaries on experiences will add value to the programme. These 
should be video documentaries from which lessons could be drawn up for further 
improvements in the programme. 

Monitoring and Evaluation component has to be strengthened in the Coordinating Unit and 
this has to be linked up to the Agricultural Communication Branch of the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food security.  

4.2  Programme Management  

The current programme management system had some shortfalls the most important being 
the delays experienced in accessing goods and services necessary for implementation of 
various activities and services under the programme. Such delays include processing 
payments for various services and goods. 

Management of the programme will be undertaken by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
Security owing to its strategic position in the agricultural sector, capacity to manage a 
programme of a big magnitude and its interest in the issue of food security as a government 
institution.   

The Ministry’s management (comprising Directors and the PS) will provide overall policy 
and technical guidance to the implementation of the programme while the FISP 
Coordinating Unit will be responsible for the overall coordination of this programme.  The 
FISP Coordinator Unit will be a subset of the ASWAP Secretariat.  In addition, the 
Coordinating Unit will ensure that stakeholders, District Assemblies and staff within the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Food security have five year work plans and budgets to guide 
and support implementation of various activities under the programme. Furthermore, the 
Coordinating Unit will employ a communication strategy targeting all stakeholders to ensure 
that information about FISP is accessible by all stakeholders. The Ministry will also be 
responsible for monitoring and evaluating FISP. 
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An important aspect of management will be development of a database that facilitates 
decision making at different stages in the implementation of the programme. Development 
and maintenance of a web site will also facilitate data management and access on the 
programme by stakeholders. 

  

4.3  Programme Indicators 

Chirwa (2009) identified incremental crop production, household food security, household incomes, 
export earnings/import savings, effects on the Malawian input supply industry and wider macro-
economic effects as some of the programme output and impact indicators that defined its progress 
between 2005/06 and 2008/09 implementation period. There was incremental fertilizer sales and use 
in the period that translated into an overall rise in the incremental maize production across the four 
year period. Quoting National Crop Production Estimates Nyekanyeka and Daudi (2009) observed 
that overall maize production increase over the national consumption requirements ranged from 
400,000 mt in 2007/08 to 1.2 million mt in 2006/07.  In 2007/08, an overall increase of 44% was 
recorded in tobacco.   

It has been recorded that due to increase in production associated with input subsidies, 
approximately 480, 000 mt of maize were exported to Zimbabwe generating close to MK 20 billion 
export earnings. This has led to reclassification of maize as a food and export crop (Nyekanyeka and 
Daudi, 2009). Chirwa (2009) also reports that increase in maize production in 2005/06 led to fall in 
market prices of maize that led to improved food security.   In the FISPMP, some of these indicators 
have been included. These are expected to help with tracking progress of the programme. Appendix 
6 defines the programme indicators namely output, outcome and impact indicators in a 
results framework.   

Appendix 6 outlines a number of impact indicators that shall be monitored in the next six 
years. Among them include share of maize and legume sales income from FISP maize and 
legume crops in the total household agricultural incomes; share of the FISP maize produced 
in the total household maize production and falling real market maize prices making market 
maize affordable by most vulnerable households. Tracking these types of information in the 
programme shall help to monitor reclassification of maize as a cash as well as food crop and 
legumes as food and cash crops. Impact indicators shall also help trace FISP contribution to 
food security and foreign currency. The programme is also expected to generate several 
outcomes. Some of the indicators that shall be used to trace progress in the achievement of 
outcomes include fertilizer use per ha of arable land. This is expected to increase from the 
current levels of 59 kg/ha to 100 kg/ha. The outcome indicators to be monitored are 
improved seed uptake by the FISP beneficiaries (expected to increase from the current levels 
of 60% to 100%) by the end of five years, ecological zone oriented fertilizers and seed 
uptake also expected to increase and maize yield increases. The programme targets to push 
maize yields of averagely 2500 kg/ha currently to around 6000 kg/ha. 

At output level, among others the following indicators shall be used to monitor progress in 
the FISPMedium Term Plan: percentage of FISP farmers using ecological oriented inputs, 
amount of fertilizer and seed procured as a proportion of the total programme input tonnages 
and the number of private sector organisations participating in the programme input 
procurements.   
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4.4  Programme Costs 

The FISP overall costs have not been static since its inception. The general observation is that the 
overall costs have been increasing and over the budget. Chirwa, (2009), reports that the overall cost 
of the programme was MK 5.1 billion in 2005/06. It rose to the highest levels of around MK 40 
billion in 2008/09 and dropped to around MK 25 billion in 2009/10. According to Chirwa, the 
following have been the reasons for the increasing costs and over budget of the programme: one of 
the reasons has been due to increasing subsidy volumes as a result of increase in demand for inputs. 
At the on set of the programme in 2005/06, about 1.3 million households were targeted and by 
2009/10, the number of beneficiaries shot to over 1.6 million. The second reason has been increasing 
prices of fertilizers at the world market. Table 3 below summarises number of beneficiaries and cost 
targeted and achieved annually for the programme.       

Table 3: Targeted programme beneficiaries and cost 

Year Beneficiaries 

(FF) 

Planned Cost 

(MK) 

Cost Achieved 

(MK) 

% over planned 

budget 

2005/06 1.5 million 5.1 billion 7.2 billion 41.2 

2006/07 1.5 million 7.5 billion 12.729 billion 69.7 

2007/08 1.5 million 11.5 billion 16.346 billion 42.1 

2008/09 1.7 million 19.48 billion 39.848 billion 104.6 

2009/10 1.6million 25 Billion   
Source: Chirwa (2009), Farm Inputs Evaluations 

Chirwa (2009) has reported that the cost overruns in the implementation of the programme in 
2005/06 were estimated at 41% above the budget provisions which increased to 70% in the 2006/07 
and declined to 42% in the 2007/08. It was very substantial in 2008/09 when it was estimated at over 
100%. Chirwa further observes that some cost overruns particularly in 2006/07 were partly due to 
poor budget provisions. The budget provision in the year did not cover increases in the volumes of 
the inputs due to increasing demand for inputs. There was an underestimation.  

The other indicator of the programme costs reported by Chirwa is its levels as a proportion of the 
total government expenditure. Chirwa observed that the subsidy expenditure increased from 5.6% in 
2005/06 to 8.4% in 2006/07 and 8.9% in 2007/08. About 17% of the total government expenditure in 
2008/09 was the highest.  

As for FISPMP estimated costs, Appendix 7 provides details as an activity based budget. The 
Appendix 7 details cover activities under three focus area of the plan. These are Farmer Access to 
Farm Inputs, Farm Input Markets and Farmer Access to Complementary Services. The focus area, 
“Farmer’s Access to Improved Inputs,” is the core of FISPMP and the budget covers almost all its 
key activities. For the other foci thus Farmers’ Access to Complementary Services and Improvement 
in Farm Input Markets, few activities have been budgeted for in the plan.  Although activities under 
the Adoption of Improved Technologies and those under the other foci have been identified and 
outlined in the plan, the actual cost for undertaking them has deliberately been omitted. These 
activities are already mainstreamed in the ASWAp, ADP-SP and ORT Budgets. Including them 
would only double the cost for implementing the activities. The ORT and ADP-SP adequately cover 
costs under these foci. The FISPMP will, however, track progress in the implementation of activities 
under these focus areas. It is for this reason that indicators from the other three foci have been 
included in the Results Framework of FISPMP.  
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The main assumption in the FISPMP budget estimates is that the country’s macroeconomic 
environment will remain stable and even do better between 2010/11 and 2015/16. The 
inflationary pressures have been assumed to assume a declining trend particularly if the past 
five year performance of the agriculture sector continues. The 2009/10 first production 
estimates have, however, been projected to decrease within its surplus compared to general 
performance in the 2008/09 fiscal year. Food production in the first round of the 2009/10 
season has been estimated to go down by 30% below last year due to late start of rains and 
intermittent dry spells. This could affect the validity of these assumptions. But the current 
improvement in the rainfall performance could improve the situation. Overall food 
production may, therefore, go down by less than 30%. Due to this, the FISPMP costs have 
been estimated to rise but at decreasing rate (Table 4).  By the end of six years in 2016, FISP 
is expected to spend close to MK 203 billion on farm inputs, FISP operations, farm input 
markets and farmer access to complementary services. The overall estimate is about 36% 
increase over the 2009/10 FISP budget.  The highest estimate falls in 2015/16 estimated at 
around MK37 billion. This is around 49% above the 2009/10 FISP budget. The 2015/16 
budget, however, falls far below the 2008/09 whose actual expenditure has been estimated to be MK 
40 billion. The 2015/16 FISPMP budget is 8% below the 2008/09 budget expenditure.  

 

If the 2010/11-2015/16 budget is properly implemented, the estimates could be in a position to 
minimise the budgetary over runs due to underestimates in the previous annual FISP budgets.  

 

Table 4: FISPMP Annual Budget Estimates 

Year 
FISPMP Budget 
 Estimate (MK) 

FISP 2009/10 
 Budget Estimate (MK) 

% Increase over  
2009/10 Budget 

2010/11 29,221,990,000 25,000,000,000 16.89 

2011/12 31,285,816,400 25,000,000,000 25.14 

2012/13 33,162,965,384 25,000,000,000 32.65 

2013/14 34,922,423,653 25,000,000,000 39.69 

2014/15 36,744,999,010 25,000,000,000 46.98 

2015/16 37,214,817,567 25,000,000,000 48.86 

Total 203,553,012,014 150,000,000,000 35.70 
Source: FISPMP, 2010. 

By the end of six years, the main output FISPMP intends to achieve is increased average 
level of fertilizer and improved seed use. The current key issue observed in most African 
countries including Malawi is the low fertilizer use per unit area by smallholder farmers. 
The Malawi Government (2009) observes that Malawi’s fertiliser use rate is put at 59 kg per 
hectare of arable land currently. Although the achievement is above its 2006 average 
fertilizer consumption of 43kg/ha by approximately 37%, it still falls below the averages 
recorded in the developed world and East Asian countries that experienced the green 
revolutions. The level of achievement is too low when compared with the world average of 
about 100 kg/ha or that of several developing countries like China (>300 kg), Egypt (>300 
kg), Bangladesh (>110 kg), Pakistan (>110 kg).   The meagre success story of 37% over the 
2006 average is attributed to the farm input subsidy programme which the government has  



 31 

been implementing through the MoAFS since 2005. The 2006 Abuja Declaration of Heads 
of African countries recommends the granting of targeted fertilizer subsidies, with special 
attention to poor farmers as a main strategy for moving towards increased fertilizer use in 
Africa. It, therefore, makes sense for the Government of Malawi to continue implementing 
farm input subsidy programme. Between the year 2010/11 and 2015/16, increase in fertilizer 
use in Malawi shall be through implementation of the FISPMP. The available evidence 
clearly shows that this is likely to ensure increased use of fertilizer and other related inputs 
in Malawi.  Although the FISP annual budget will increase in 5 years the number of 
beneficiaries remains constant, in effect it is reducing considering that, every year the 
number of farm families is increasing.  In 5 years to come, the number could go beyond 3.51 
million farm families.  The percentage of the beneficiaries consequently reduces overtime. 

 

 

The FISPMP will achieve increase in fertilizer use by concentrating on three focus areas 
namely Farmer Access to Farm Inputs, Farm Input Markets and Farmer Access to 
Complementary Services. Table 5 below shows how much has been estimated for these foci:  
 

 

Table 5: FISPMP Budget Estimate by Component: 

 

Component 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/2016 

Farmer Access 

to Farm Inputs 

29,013,490,000 31,062,721,400 32,926,484,684 34,572,808,918 35,264,265,097 35,616,907,748 

Farm Inputs 

Markets 

0 0 0 101,310,000 1,272,564,800 1,321,695,632 

Farmer Access 

to 

Complementary 

Services 

208,500,000 220,095,000 244,280,700 248,304,755 268,169,114 285,214,187 

TOTALS 29,221,990,000 31,847,309,000 33,170,765,384 37,806,885,645 36,804,999,011 37,223,817,567 

Source, MoAFS (2010) 

 

In Table 6, the FISPMP Budget shows the major outcomes that shall be achieved when the 
budget is fully implemented. Increased average level of fertilizer and improved seed uses 
under Farmer access to Farm Input Component seems to have the highest allocation 
seconded by Strengthened Smallholder Farmer Credit Systems under the Farm Input Market 
Component. Enhanced programme planning, monitoring and evaluation to be implemented 
under the Farmer Access to Complementary Services has the lowest allocation. 
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 Table 6: FISPMP Budget Estimate by Main Outcomes: 

Component 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/2016 

Increased 
Average level of 
fertilizer and 
improved seed 
uses 

29,013,490,000 31,062,721,400 32,926,484,684 34,572,808,918 35,264,265,097 35,616,907,748 

Strengthened 
smallholder 
farmer credit 
systems 

0 0 0 101,310,000 1,272,564,800 1,321,695,632 

Enhanced 
programme 
planning, 
monitoring and 
evaluation 

208,500,000 220,095,000 244,280,700 248,304,755 268,169,114 285,214,187 

 

Source, MoAFS (2010) 

 

Of the overall estimated FISPMP budget put around MK 203 billion, about 61% of it shall 
be put to procurement of the programme inputs. The targeted inputs include fertilizer (NPK 
and Urea), improved maize seed (hybrid and OPV), legume seeds and pesticides. Pesticides 
shall play the role of reducing post harvest losses. The other activity that has been allocated 
a larger budget in the plan is coupon management that encompasses coupon design, printing, 
security and distribution.  Around MK42 billion has been estimated to facilitate coupon 
management in the next six years of FISP implementation. This could be reduced drastically 
with proper planning and huge savings could be realised.  This represents about 33% of the 
total six year FISPMP Budget. Relatively, a smaller budget has been allocated to programme 
sensitization and ensuring that the targeted beneficiaries access and use the programme 
inputs for the intended purpose. 
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In order to achieve this, around 4% of the six year estimated budget will be used to mobilise 
beneficiaries and other stakeholders to increase their understanding of the programme.  

The main sources of funding for the Medium Term Plan are the Malawi Government and 
budgetary support by its cooperating partners. The programme also depends on the good 
gesture of some development donor organisations with interest to fund specific components 
of the plan. In the current FISP, for example, DFID funds the seed sub-component of FISP. 
FISPMP has such provisions so that it will be based on ASWAp funding. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: FISPMP Main Activities (2010/11-2015/16 
Activity Estimated Annual Costs 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Procure programme 
fertilizer, improved  
seed and pesticides 

18,368,515,000 19,654,311,050 20,833,569,713 21,875,248,199 22,750,258,127 23,432,765,870 

Distribute programme 
fertilizers, pesticides and 
 seed to retail shops 

914,355,000 996,646,950 1,056,445,767 1,109,268,055 1,153,638,778 1,188,247,941 

Design coupons for 
fertilizers, seed 
 and pesticides 

1,428,000,000 1,577,960,000 1,619,637,600 1,700,619,480 1,768,644,259 1,821,703,587 

Undertake printing of 
coupons for fertilizer, seed 
and pesticides 

1,326,000,000 1,418,820,000 1,503,949,200 1,579,146,660 1,642,312,526 1,691,581,902 

Undertake programme 
sensitization 

251,500,000 269,105,000 285,251,300 299,513,865 311,494,420 320,839,252 

Identify and pre-register  
programme  
Beneficiaries 

2,496,000,000 2,670,720,000 2,830,963,200 2,972,511,360 3,121,136,928 3,214,771,036 

Undertake coupon 
distribution to programme 
 Beneficiaries 

3,136,000,000 3,355,520,000 3,556,851,200 3,734,693,760 3,884,081,510 4,000,603,956 

Provide security to 
coupons 

248,150,000 265,520,500 281,451,730 2,955,243,165 307,345,289 316,565,648 

Facilitate the purchase of 
programme  
Inputs from retail shops 

302,220,000 323,375,400 342,777,524 359,916,820 374,313,493 385,542,898 

Facilitate use of 
programme inputs 

542,750,000 580,742,500 615,587,050 646,366,403 672,221,059 692,387,690 

Reorient  MRFC towards 
smallholder credit facilities 

0 0 0 101,310,000 109,414,800 119,262,132 

Establish an agriculture 
bank to provide credit 
facilities to the smallholder 

0 0 0 0 1,103,150,000 1,202,433,500 

Undertake quarterly and 
 annual reviews 

58,500,000 62,595,000 66,350,700 69,668,235 75,241,694 77,498,945 

Undertake supervisory  
Visits 

150,000,000 160,500,000 170,130,000 178,636,500 192,927,420 198,715,243 

Conduct mid-term and  
end of programme reviews 

0 0 7,800,000 0 0 9,000,000 
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CHAPTER 5: FARM I�PUT SUBSIDY PROGRAM EFFICIE�CY STRATEGY 

The Medium Term Plan is for budget purposes just like any other Government budgets that 
are produced every three to five years. This will avoid ad hoc requests for huge sums of 
money without proper budgeting.  The Government Policy is to continue with the Farm 
Input Subsidy Programme for the nation’s food security initiatives. Several strategies will be 
put in place in support of the FISP including:   

 
1. Linking FISP to the Green Belt initiative. There will be intensified extension  

programmes for beneficiaries of FISP in order for them to maximise yield under 
irrigation. 

 
    

2. Promotion of Farmer Cooperatives and Clubs.  This will be encouraged as a means 
of improving outreach programmes. Creation of Cooperatives would be encouraged.    
Capacity building in farming as a business would also be promoted including crop 
diversification for generation of income.  Models of Cooperatives for rice or milk 
would be emulated where rice farmers and dairy farmers also grow maize.  
Integrated farming to constitute livestock, fisheries and horticulture; high value crops 
in general would also be encouraged to become a source of funding for farm inputs 
for food security crops such as maize.  Cooperatives would be empowered to engage 
in value addition including agro-processing for export markets for crops such as 
cotton, rice, fruits, and vegetables which would shift farmers out of poverty and 
make them capable of buying fertilizer.  Such initiatives would interface with efforts 
under the Green Belt Initiative.  

 
3. Promotion of use of organic manure and agro-forestry technologies such as use of 

Agro-forestry trees need to be scaled up.  Capacity building activities would be made 
to train farmers in production of organic manure to be used as basal dressing and 
reduce demand for fertilizer on farm.  Adoption of Technologies on green manure 
would also be strengthened. 

 
4. Improve efficiency in Nitrogen/ phosphate use and good agricultural practices in 

general.  Appropriate technologies for more efficient use of N and P, including 
sources and rates of N and P, resulting in reduced cost of fertilizer applied per ha 
would be strengthened.  This strategy would be best addressed under ADP through 
demonstrations and efficient extension services to have an impact in increasing 
yields per ha and thus more income for farmers to be used in purchase of fertilizers 
independently. 

 
5. Fertilizer facility.  Reduction of fertilizer cost would automatically make it 

affordable to poverty stricken farm families.  Regional organizations such as SADC 
need to put in mechanisms for member states to access cheaper fertilizers at regional 
level particularly Phosphate fertilizers some of which could be sourced within SADC 
region and within Malawi.  Capacity to produce fertilizer at national and regional 
levels needs to be promoted. 
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Appendix 1: Contribution of MFIP to Food Maize   
Year Mean Household 

 Contribution (Kg) 
Mean National  
Contribution (mt) 

% total food 
 Production 

% National 
Requirement 

1998/99 50 140260 6 6 

1999/00 105 302,562 13 13 

2000/01 140 210,000 9 9 

2001/02 129 129,000 6 5 

2002/03 150 225,000 10 9 

2003/04 163 163,000 7 7 

Source, Starter Pack and Targeted Inputs Evaluations 
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Appendix 2: FISP Principle Design and Implementation Changes, 2005/6 to 2008/9 

  2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 

                  

Subsidised inputs Maize & tobacco fertilisers, 
Maize seed (OPV)  

Maize & tobacco fertilisers, Maize 
seed (hybrid & OPV)  

Maize & tobacco fertilisers, 
Maize seed (hybrid & OPV); 
legume seed (limited); cotton 

seed & chemicals 

Coffee, Tea,Maize & tobacco 
fertilisers, Maize seed (hybrid 
& OPV); legume seed, cotton 

seed & chemicals, maize 
storage chemicals 

Voucher distribution system 
District allocation by maize 
areas, distribution through 

TAs 

District allocation by maize areas, 
distribution varied, through local 
government, TAs, VDCs, MoAFS 

District allocation by farm hh & 
areas, distribution through 

MoAFS and VDCs 

District allocation by farm hh & 
areas; use of farm household 
register, open meetings for 

allocation & disbursement led 
by MoAFS 

Voucher redemption systems Only through SFFRFM & 
ADMARC 

Fertilisers also through major 
retailers; flexible maize seed 

vouchers through wide range of 
seed retailers  

Fertilisers also through major 
retailers; flexible maize & 

legume seed vouchers through 
wide range of seed retailers; 
cotton inputs through ADDs  

Fertilisers only through 
ADMARC & SFFRFM; flexible 

maize & seed vouchers 
through wide range of seed 

retailers; cotton inputs through 
ADDs   

Other system innovations   
Coupons specific to fertiliser type. 

Fertiliser buy back system. 
Involvement of logistics unit 

Reduced copies of coupons. 
Remote EPA premium. 

Fertiliser buy back system 

Extra coupon security features 
& market monitoring. No 
remote EPA premium. 

ADMARC computers for 
voucher processing 

Source, Chirwa (2009) 

 

 

 



 37

      Appendix 3: FISP Inputs, Beneficiaries and Costs 
Year Input Targeted 

Farming  
Household
s 

Farming  
Household
s Achieved 

% FHs 
 
targeted 

Targete
d 
Amount 
(mt) 

Amount  
Achieve
d (mt) 

%Amoun
t  
Achieved 

Targeted 
Programme  
Cost (MK) 

Targeted 
Programme  
Cost (MK) 

% 
targeted 
cost 

Overall  
Productio
n (mt) 

2005/06 Fertilizer 1,300,000  100 137,000 131,388 -4.1 5,100,000,000 7,200,000,000 41 2,480, 000 
2005/06 Seed  1,300,000 Included 

above 
Include
d above 

6,000 Data not Data not Included above included above Included 
above 

2006/07 Fertilizer 1,500,000  100 150,000 174,688 16.5 7,500,000,000 12,729,000,00
0 

70 3,440,000 

2006/07 Seed  1,500,000 Included 
above 

Include
d above 

6,000 4524 -24.6 Included above included above Include
d above 

Included 
above 

2007/08 Fertilizer 1,700,000  100 170,000 216553 27.4 11,500,000,00
0 

16,346,000,00
0 

42 2,780,000 

2007/08 Seed  1,700,000 Included 
above 

Include
d above 

8,000 5541 -30.7 Included above included above Include
d above 

Included 
above 

2008/09 Fertilizer 1,700,000  100 170,000 202278 19.0 19,480,000,00
0 

39,848,000,00
0 

105 3,086,083 

2008/09 Seed  1,700,000 Included 
above 

Include
d above 

8,000 5,369 -32.9 Included above included above Include
d above 

Included 
above 

2009/10 Fertilizer 1,600,000 1,600,000 0 160,000 160,000 0 25,000,000,00
0 

25,000,000,00
0 

0 2,365,907 

2009/10 Seed  1,600,000 Included 
above 

Include
d above 

8,500 8,500 0 Included above included above Include
d above 

included 
above 

Source, Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security (2005/06-10) 

 

 Appendix 4 (a) Maize Response to Input Support in Malawi in Comparison with National Food 
Requirement 

   

Year 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 
Maize 
production 
 (mt) 

2,480,000 2,500,000 1,710,000 1,560,000 1,983,000 1,733,000 1,259,000 2,480,000 3,440,000 2,780,000 3,086,083 2,365,907 

Maize National  
Requirement 
(mt) 

1,760,000 2,428,000 1,894,000 1,928,000 2,036,000 2,059,000 2,115,000 2,408,000 2,240,000 2,280,000 2,240,000 2,240,000 

             
Source, Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security 



 38

Appendix 4b: Maize Response to Input Supports compared to National Food Requirement in 
Malawi
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Year  
Appendix 5 (a) Maize Price Response to Maize Production in Input Support Programmes 

1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

Peak pre-harvest maize price, Mk/kg 11.55 6.27 7.50 32.50 19.03 19.10 51.00 30.00 10.00 

Minimum post-harvest maize price (Mk/kg) 8.84 5.15 7.16 14.10 9.47 12.96 18.00 10.00 0.07 

Maize Production (mt) 2,480,000 2,500,000 1,710,000 1,560,000 1,983,000 1,733,000 1,259,000 2,480,000 3,440,000 

Source, Chirwa (2009) using MoA  et average prices for sampled markets and deflated by retail price index at 1990 prices. 
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Appendix 5 (b) Maize Price Response to Maize Production in Input Support Programmes
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Appendix 6: Programme Indicators in a Results Framework 

 

Project Objective To improve food security and incomes at household and national levels of Malawi 

Project Impacts Outcome Indicators Use of impact Information  

Increased household agricultural incomes  Share of maize and legume crop sales income of the 
total agricultural household incomes 

To monitor reclassification of maize as an income 
generating crop. To monitor legumes as both cash and 
food crops 

Improved household food security  Share of household FISP maize production in the 
total household maize production.  

Falling market maize prices making maize affordable 
for poor households 

To monitor the contribution of FISP to food security 

Improved national food security  Falling market maize prices making Malawi maize 
competitive at the border markets  

Falling mortality rates amongst children in Malawi 

To monitor maize contribution to foreign currency 

To monitor contribution of FISP to malnutrition in Malawi 

Reduced food maize imports Volume of maize imports moving towards zero To monitor import substitution effects of maize self-
sufficiency programmes Malawi has embarked on 

Increased agricultural exports Volume of maize and other subsidy programme 
crops exports increasing at an increasing rate  

To monitor contribution of FISP to the country’s foreign 
currency 

Improved rural livelihoods Increased availability of affordable maize 

Private sector services increases including credit 
services 

 

To assess the sustainability of FISP 
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 Reduced poverty levels Number of farmers below the poverty line decreases 

Number of malnutrition cases decreases 

Effective demand for agricultural inputs grows 

 

To assess programme sustainability 

Intermediate Results  

PDO Outcomes Outcome Indicators Use of impact Information 
Increased average level of fertilizer and improved seed uses 

Fertilizer use per hectare of arable land increased from 59 
kg to 100 kg by the end of five years 

Improved seed uptake by smallholder farmers increases 
from 60% to 100% by the end of five years 

Ecological zone oriented fertilizer and seed uptake 
increases 

To monitor the effect of fertilizer and 
improved seed uptake on food self-
sufficiency 

Increased productivity of maize production 
systems/incremental crop production Maize yields increases from 2500 kg/ha to 6000 kg/ha by 

end of five years 

Legume seed yields increase by 180% by the end of five 
years 

Persistent legume shortages for the FISP and other 
legume based programmes reduced  

Food maize lean periods reduced to 1.5 months for most 
vulnerable smallholder farmer households  

To monitor the effect of fertilizer and 
improved seed uptake on food self-
sufficiency 

To monitor how FISP promotes crop 
diversification 

Enhanced programme planning, monitoring and evaluation 
At least 15 joint planning and review sessions undertaken To promote coordination and joint 
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At least 5 annual reviews and 1 end of cycle evaluation 
conducted. 

implementation of the programme 

Strengthened smallholder farmer credit systems in the 
agriculture sector  

Credit coverage in the smallholder sub sector increases 
by 150% by end of 5 years 

Amount of credit per unit output of enterprise increases by 
140% 

Default rates decreases by 120% by end of five years  

To demonstrate how the capacity 
FISP builds could be sustained  

   

PDO Outputs Out Indicators  
Promote the use of ecological zone oriented fertilizers and 
seed % of farmers using ecological zone oriented fertilizer and 

seed increases 

Hectarage grown to ecological zone oriented fertilizer and 
seed increases by 130% 

% of distributors stocking ecological zone oriented 
fertilizer and seed increases 

% of farmers and seed companies engaged in ecological 
oriented fertilizers and seed deals increases 

To monitor the fertilizer and seed 
use efficiencies in the maize 
production systems 

Sensitize seed companies to multiply seed varieties 
preferred by farmers in their respect ADP-SP experimental 
and try out plots; 

Hectarage grown to ecological oriented seed varieties 
increases  

% of seed companies engaged in ecological oriented seed 
deals increases 

% of farmers using ecological oriented seed deals 

To monitor seed use efficiency in 
maize production systems 
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increases 
Sensitize seed supplier companies to stock seed varieties 
preferred by farmers and verified under ADP-SP trial and 
try out plots or any other similar public or private sector 
driven initiatives 

% of seed companies engaged in ecological oriented seed 
deals increases 

% of farmers using ecological oriented seed deals 
increases 

Hectarage grown to ecological oriented seed varieties 
increases 

To monitor seed use efficiency in 
maize production systems 

Conduct campaigns for smallholder farmers on the use of 
preferred seed varieties Number of farmers using preferred seed varieties 

Number of campaigns conducted 

Number of farmers attending the campaigns 

To monitor seed use efficiency in 
maize production systems 

Promote efficient fertilizer application methods amongst 
smallholder farmers Number of farmers using efficient fertilizer application 

methods 

Hectarage applied with fertilizer using efficient methods 
increases 

To monitor the productivity of 
efficient fertilizer application 
methods 

Promote conservation agriculture amongst FISP 
beneficiaries Hectarage under conservation agriculture increases by 

140% 

Number of FISP farmers practising conservation 
agriculture increases 

 

To monitor environmental 
degradation in FISP farmers 

Intensify the use of organic fertilizers amongst FISP 
beneficiaries Number of FISP farmers applying organic fertilizers to 

their gardens 

Hectarage applied with organic fertilizers increases by 

To monitor the effects of organic 
matter on moisture conservation and 
drought on maize production 
systems 
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110%  
Reduce post harvest losses 

Amount of post harvest loss in maize reduced to less than 
40% 

Amount of pesticides applied to storage maize 

Number of farmers using pesticides 

To monitor the effect of FISP in 
enhancing food security by reducing 
losses of maize after harvest 

Facilitate the use of recommended agronomic and cultural 
practices amongst FISP Number of farmers using recommended agronomic 

practices 

Hectarage under recommended agronomic practices 

To monitor the rate adoption modern 
agricultural technologies by FISP 
farmers 

 
  

Undertaking FISP joint planning and review meetings at all 
levels, Number of reviews conducted 

Number of civil, private sector and public institutions 
attending the reviews 

To improve programme planning, 
monitoring and evaluation 

Undertaking supervisory visits at all stages of the 
programme  Number of supervisory visits 

Recommendations issued during supervisory visits 

 

 

Undertake annual reviews to measure programme impact 
programme implementation 5 annual reviews conducted 

Recommendations made 

To improve programme planning, 
implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation. 

 
  

Procure the programme fertilizer, pesticides and seed 
Tonnage of fertilizer, pesticides and seed procured To monitor the budgetary 

implications of the programme 
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Amount procured as a proportion of the programme 
tonnage requirement 

Number of private sector organisations participating in 
fertilizer, pesticides and seed procurements 

Distribute the programme fertilizers, pesticides and seed to 
retail shops Amount of fertilizer distributed as a proportion of the 

tonnage procured  

Tonnage actually distributed 

Number of retail points in receipt of the programme inputs  

To monitor coverage of the 
programme 

Design coupons for fertilizers, seed and pesticides 
Number of fertilizer, seed and pesticide coupons 

Number of fake coupons reduced 

Conflicts associated with use of coupons reduced 

To promote the use of programme 
inputs by the rightful beneficiaries 

Undertake printing of coupons 
Number of coupons printed as a proportion of the total 
coupons of the programme 

Number of coupons actually printed 

To facilitate input distribution to the 
targeted beneficiaries 

Undertake programme sensitisation [train staff on the 
security of coupons Number of sensitizations conducted 

Number of staff sensitized  

Cases of staff involvement in coupon mismanagement 
reduced to zero by end of five years 

To enhance the process of coupon 
distribution to the rightful owners 

Train staff and local leaders on targeting of the programme 
beneficiaries] Number of complaints about poor beneficiary targeting 

approaches zero 
To smoothen the process of 
beneficiary identification 
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Number of staff trained 

Number of local leaders trained 
Identify and pre-register programme beneficiaries; 

Number of beneficiaries identified 

Number of beneficiaries pre-registered 

To smoothen the process of coupon 
distribution  

Undertake coupon distribution to the programme 
beneficiaries Amount distributed as a proportion of the coupons 

targeted for issues 

Number of beneficiaries in receipt of the coupons  

To smoothen programme targeting 

Provide security to coupons at all levels 
Cases of coupon theft reduced to zero by the end of the 
year. 

Number of people apprehended for coupon 
mismanagement 

 

To enhance the fact that FISP 
beneficiaries receive the intended 
benefits of the programme. 

Facilitate the purchase of the programme inputs from retail 
shops by beneficiaries using certified coupons Tonnage of inputs purchased by the programme 

beneficiaries 

Number of cases by beneficiaries unable to know the 
retail Shops reduced to 0 

To ensure the coupons service the 
programme demands 

Facilitate use of the programme inputs by beneficiaries Number of programme beneficiaries using the inputs 

Yields of crops improved 

 

Te entice the farmer to move 
towards food self suffiency 

  

   Strengthen farm gate markets for smallholder farmers; Levels of price variations reduced To sustain the capacity built by FISP 
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Number of farmers exiting the markets due to poor market 
performance reduced 

Volume of trade transacted through output markets 
growing 

 Number of buyers in farm gate markets increases 

To increase cash crop diversification 

Mainstream commercialisation principles in the smallholder 
farmer agriculture practices; 

Number of farmers treating agriculture as a business 

Volume of crops sold by FISP farmers increases 

Number of business related decisions made by FISP 
farmers increases 

To monitor how FISP is building 
income elements of food security 

 

Re-orient Malawi Rural Finance Company (MRFC) 
towards smallholder agriculture credit facilities  Number of FISP farmers serviced by MRFC increases by 

130% by the end of five years 

Defaults by FISP farmers approaching zero by the end of 
five years  

To sustain input use capacity of 
FISP farmers 

Establish an agriculture bank to assist smallholder farmers 
in accessing credit facilities 

Number of farmers serviced by the bank 

Credit issued as a proportion of the total agricultural credit 

To sustain the capacity built FISP in 
input use and food security 

Strengthen farmer organisations to be used as social 
collateral in credit banks. 

Defaults reduced in inputs credits 

Number of cooperatives linking members to credit facilities 

Number of farmers accessing credit through social 
collateral 

To promote self reliance amongst 
farmers and farmer organisations 
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Appendix 7: A Farm Input Subsidy Programme Medium-term Plan Budget 

 
   MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY      
    FARM INPUT MEDIUM TERM DETAILED ACTIVITY BASED BUDGET     

FOCUS AREA OUTPUT ACTIVITY INPUTS AMOUN
T 

PRICE/
UNIT 
 (MK) 
 

2011 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITU
RE (MK)  

2012 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITUR
E (MK)  

2013 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITUR
E (MK)  

2014 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITUR
E (MK)  

2015 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITUR
E (MK)  

2016 
EXPECTED 
 
EXPENDITU
RE (MK)  

TOTAL 
ESTIMATED 
EXPENDITUR
E (MK) 

Farmer's 
access to 
 improved 
farm inputs 

Increased  
average level 
 of fertilize 
r and 
improved 
 seed uses 

Procure 
programme 
 fertilizer, 
improved  
seed and 
pesticides 

NPK (mt) 80,000 89880 7190400000 7693728000 8155351680 8563119264 8734381649 8821725466 49158706059 

   Urea (mt) 80,000 110,103 8808240000 9424816800 9990305808 10489821098 10699617520 10806613696 60219414922 
   Hybrid seed 

(mt) 
2,000 325,000 650000000 695500000 737230000 774091500 789573330 797469063 4443863893 

   OPV (mt) 2,500 325,000 812500000 869375000 921537500 967614375 986966663 996836329 5554829867 
   Pesticides (mt) 425 2,135,0

00 
907375000 970891250 1029144725 1080601961 1102214000 1113236140 6203463077 

Subtotal      18368515000 19654311050 20833569713 21875248199 22312753163 22535880694 125580277819 
             
  Distribute 

programme 
 fertilizers,  
pesticides and 
 seed to retail 
shops 

Fertilizers (mt) 160,000 5,500 880000000 959200000 1016752000 1067589600 1088941392 1099830806 6112313798 

   Seed (mt) 4,500 7,200 32400000 35316000 37434960 39306708 40092842 40493771 225044281 
   Pesticides (mt) 425 4,600 1955000 2130950 2258807 2371747 2419182 2443374 13579061 

Subtotal      914355000 996646950 1056445767 1109268055 1131453416 1142767951 6350937139 
             
  Design 

coupons  
for fertilizers, 
seed 
 and pesticides 

Fertilizers (No) 1,700,00
0 

280 476000000 509320000 539879200 566873160 578210623 583992729 3254275713 

   Seed (No) 1,700,00 280 476000000 509320000 539879200 566873160 578210623 583992729 3254275713 
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0 
   Pesticides (No) 1,700,00

0 
280 476000000 509320000 539879200 566873160 578210623 583992729 3254275713 

Subtotal      1428000000 1527960000 1619637600 1700619480 1734631870 1751978188 9762827138 
             
  Undertake 

printing 
 of coupons for  
fertilizer, seed 
 and pesticides 

Fertilizers (No) 1,700,00
0 

260 442000000 472940000 501316400 526382220 536909864 542278963 3021827447 

   Seed (No) 1,700,00
0 

260 442000000 472940000 501316400 526382220 536909864 542278963 3021827447 

   Pesticides (No) 1,700,00
0 

260 442000000 472940000 501316400 526382220 536909864 542278963 3021827447 

Subtotal      1326000000 1418820000 1503949200 1579146660 1610729593 1626836889 9065482342 
  Undertake  

programme 
 sensitization 

Meetings (No) 25 3,500,0
00 

87500000 93625000 99242500 104204625 106288718 107351605 598212447 

   Trainings (No) 40 4,100,0
00 

164000000 175480000 186008800 195309240 199215425 201207579 1121221044 

Subtotal      251500000 269105000 285251300 299513865 305504142.3 308559183.7 1719433491 
             
  Identify and  

pre-register 
 programme  
beneficiaries 

Pre-register  
sessions 

3200 780,000 2496000000 2670720000 2830963200 2972511360 3031961587 3062281203 17064437350 

Subtotal      2496000000 2670720000 2830963200 2972511360 3031961587 3062281203 17064437350 
             
  Undertake 

coupon 
 distribution to 
 programme 
 beneficiaries 

Coupon 
 distribution  
sessions 

3200 980,000 3136000000 3355520000 3556851200 3734693760 3809387635 3847481512 21439934107 

Subtotal      3136000000 3355520000 3556851200 3734693760 3809387635 3847481512 21439934107 
             
  Provide 

security 
 to coupons 

Supervisions 200 560,000 112000000 119840000 127030400 133381920 136049558 137410054 765711932 

   Police escorts 350 389,000 136150000 145680500 154421330 162142396.5 165385244 167039097 930818568 
Subtotal      248150000 265520500 281451730 295524316.5 301434803 304449151 1696530500 

             
  Facilitate the 

 purchase of 
 programme  
inputs 

Meetings 120 650,000 78000000 83460000 88467600 92890980 94748800 95696288 533263667 



 51

   Input market  
Visits 

303 740,000 224220000 239915400 254310324 267025840 272366357 275090021 1532927942 

Subtotal      302220000 323375400 342777924 359916820.2 367115156.6 370786308.2 2066191609 
             
  Facilitate use  

of programme 
inputs 

Meetings 200 860,000 172000000 184040000 195082400 204836520 208933250 211022583 1175914753 

   Visits 340 850,000 289000000 309230000 327783800 344172990 351056450 354567014 1975810254 
   Seminars 150 545,000 81750000 87472500 92720850 97356893 99304030 100297071 558901344 

Subtotal      542750000 580742500 615587050 646366403 659293731 665886668 3710626351 
Farmer's 
access to 
 improved 
farm inputs 

Increased  
average level 
 of fertilize 
r and improved 
 seed uses 

29013490000 31062721400 32926484684 34572808918 35264265097 35616907748 198456677846 

             
Farm Input 
Markets 

Strengthen
ed 
smallholder 
farmer 
credit 
systems 

Reorient 
MRFC 
towards 
smallholde
r credit 
facilities 

Meetin
gs 

15 750,000 0 0 0 11,250,000 12150000 13243500 36643500 

   Visits 6 1,230,000 0 0 0 7,380,000 7970400 8687736 24038136 
   Semina

rs 
4 670,000 0 0 0 2,680,000 2894400 3154896 8729296 

   Credit 
facilitie
s 

10 80,000,000 0 0 0 80,000,000 86400000 94176000 260576000 

Subtotal      0 0 0 101,310,000 109,414,800 119262132 329986932 
             
  Establish 

an 
agriculture 
 bank to 
provide 
credit 
facilities to 
the 
smallholde
r  

Meetin
gs 

17 750,000 0 0 0 0 12750000 13897500 26647500 

Subtotal   Visits 8 1,300,000 0 0 0 0 10400000 11336000 21736000 
   Credit 

facilitie
s 

12 90,000,000 0 0 0 0 1080000000 1177200000 2257200000 

      0 0 0 0 1103150000 1202433500 2305583500 
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Farm Input 
Markets 

Strengthened smallholder 
 farmer credit systems 

0 0 0 101310000 1212564800 1321695632 2635570432 

Farmer 
Access to  
Complementa
ry Services 

Enhanced 
programme 
 planning, 
monitoring 
and 
evaluation 

Undertake 
quarterly 
and 
 annual 
reviews 

Meetin
gs 

15 3,000,000 45000000 48150000 51039000 53590950 57878226 59614573 171083749 

   Semina
rs 

3 4,500,000 13500000 14445000 15311700 16077285 17363467.8 17884372 51325125 

Subtotal      58500000 62595000 66350700 69668235 75241694 77498945 222408873 
             
  Undertake 

supervisor
y  
visits 

Visits 30 5,000,000 150000000 160500000 170130000 178636500 192927420 198715243 570279163 

Subtotal      150000000 160500000 170130000 178636500 192927420 198715243 570279163 
             
  Conduct 

mid-term 
programm
e reviews 

Mid-
term 
reviews 

1 7,800,000 0 0 7800000 0 0 0 7800000 

  Conduct 
end of 
programm
e reviews 

End of 
progra
m 
me 
reviews 

1 9,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 9000000 9000000 

Subtotal      0 0 7800000 0 0 9000000 16800000 
             

Farmer 
Access to  
Complementa
ry Services 

Enhanced programme 
 planning, monitoring and evaluation 

208500000 223095000 244280700 248304735 268169114 285214187 809488036 

Grand total            
29,221,990,00

0  

       
31,285,816,40

0  

        
33,162,965,38

4  

       
34,922,423,65

3  

       
36,744,999,01

0  

           
37,214,817,56

7  

       
202,553,012,01

4  
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Appendix  8: Yield Gap between smallholder farmers and research on selected crops 

 

Crop Average Farm-level 

Yield (kg/ha) 

Research 

yield (kg/ha) 

Ratio of Actual to 

potential yield 

Maize:  Local maize 838 3000 1  :  3.6 

OPV maize 1800 5000 1  :  2.8 

Hybrid maize 2195 10,000 1  :  4.6 

Pulses 564 2000 1  :  3.6 

Groundnuts 750 1,750 1  :  2.3 

Rice 1,250 3,750 1  :  3.0 

Tobacco: Burley 1,500 4,000 1  :  2.7 

Flue cured 1,700 3,000 1  :  1.8 

Cotton 880 2,400 1  :  2.7 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security (2003) 
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      Ap p e n d ix 9: F I S P M e d iu m T e r m P la n P r o cu r e m e n t P l a n 2 0 1 0 / 2 0 1 1– 2 0 1 5

 

      I t e m Qu a n t i t i e s ( m t )2 0 1 0 / 1 1 2 0 1 1 / 1 2 2 0 1 2 / 1 3 2 0 1 3 / 1 4 2 0 1 4 / 1 5

Fertilizer:           

                NPK  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

                Urea 

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

         

80,000  

Maize seed 

           

8,000  

         

12,000  

         

16,000  

         

16,000  

         

16,000  

Legume seed 

           

3,200  

           

4,800  

           

8,000  

           

8,000  

           

8,000  

Storage pesticides 

               

500  

               

500  

               

500  

               

500  

               

500  

  

   Quantity (numbers)  

Coupons 

   

8,000,000  

   

8,000,000  

   

8,000,000  

   

8,000,000  

   

8,000,000  

Photocopying machines 

                   

2  0 0 0 0 

Computers and 

accessories 

                 

40  0 10 0 0 

Motor vehicles 

                   

5  0 0 0 0 
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    Appendix 10: Appendix 10: Appendix 10: Appendix 10: AGRICULTURAL INPUTS SUBSIDY PROGRAMME MEDIUM TAGRICULTURAL INPUTS SUBSIDY PROGRAMME MEDIUM TAGRICULTURAL INPUTS SUBSIDY PROGRAMME MEDIUM TAGRICULTURAL INPUTS SUBSIDY PROGRAMME MEDIUM TERM PLAN (201ERM PLAN (201ERM PLAN (201ERM PLAN (2010/20110/20110/20110/2011����

2014201420142014/2015/2015/2015/2015))))            

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

ID.NoID.NoID.NoID.No    ACTIVITYACTIVITYACTIVITYACTIVITY    2010201020102010

/201/201/201/201

1111    

2011/2011/2011/2011/

2012201220122012    

2012201220122012

/201/201/201/201

3333    

2013/2013/2013/2013/

2014201420142014    

2014201420142014

/201/201/201/201

5555    

Res. Inst.Res. Inst.Res. Inst.Res. Inst.    

1.  
Conduct Agricultural Inputs Programme planning 

meetings at national ADD, district, and area levels 

annually. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

Civil Society 

2.  
Support legume seed production for Agricultural 

Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS 

3.  
Support legume seed warehousing for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

4. 
Resource mobilisation for the Agricultural Inputs 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 
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Programme 
DECAFS, Civil Society 

5.  
Support seed processing, packaging and distribution 

Agricultural Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

6.  
Produce and air radio programmes on Agricultural 

Inputs activities 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS 

7.  
Review Agricultural Inputs Programme 

Implementation Guidelines  

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

8.  
Sensitise stakeholders and staff of MOAFS on 

programme management/implementation. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS 

9.  
Sensitise farmers on programme 

implementation/management. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 
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10. 
Update village beneficiary registers 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

11. 
Conduct Monitoring visits on village registration for 

the Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS, Civil Society 

12. 
Establish and maintain a repository for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

13. 
Conduct verification of beneficiaries for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

14. 
Distribute coupons to all districts in the country 

 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society  

15. 
Opening bids for input suppliers for the Agricultural 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 
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Inputs Programme. 
Civil Society 

16. 
Select competitive suppliers of inputs for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

17. 
Launch Agricultural Inputs Programme annually 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS, Members of  

Parliament  

18. 
Opening bids for transporters for the Agricultural 

Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

19. 
Select competitive transporters for the Agricultural 

Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

20. 
Conduct Follow up visits on purchase of inputs under 

the Agricultural Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

Civil Society 

21. 
Conduct Monitoring visits on input stock levels in 

markets throughout the country 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, Civil Society  
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22. 
Conduct Monitoring visits on input sales in markets 

throughout the country 

�  �  �  �  �  
 

23. 
Conduct Verification visits on Agricultural Inputs 

Programme input selling points (markets) 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

24. 
Conduct monitoring meetings on Agricultural Inputs 

Programme at national, ADD, district and area levels 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

25. 
Conduct Follow up visits on use of farm inputs 

�  �  �  �  �  
DCP, DAES, MOAFS, Civil 

Society  

26. 
Conduct Staff and Farmer Training on use of farm 

inputs. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS 

27. 
Conduct and mount Demonstrations on use of farm 

inputs. 

�  �  �  �  �  
 MoAFS 

28. 
Conduct multi�media campaigns on use farm inputs 

in support of Agricultural Inputs Programme  

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 
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29. 
Conduct Agricultural Inputs Programme planning 

meetings at national ADD, district, and area levels. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

30. 
Identify competitive input suppliers for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS,  

Civil Society 

31. 
Organise and conduct technology promotion 

campaigns on Agricultural Inputs Programme at 

national, ADD, district and area levels. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

Civil Society 

32. 
Conduct Agricultural Inputs Programme impact 

Assessment 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society.  

33. 
Publicity on all activities on Agricultural Inputs 

Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

34. 
Conduct Message development sessions monthly on 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

Civil Society 
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35. 
Produce and air radio programmes on Agricultural 

Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, Civil Society 

 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

36. 
Produce and air comedies and jingles on Agricultural 

Inputs Programme. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

Civil Society 

37. 
Print posters and leaflets on Agricultural Inputs 

Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society 

38. 
Document activities for a documentary on the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

39. 
Produce Agricultural Inputs Programme Newsletter 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

40. 
Monitor redemption of coupons used under the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme  

�     � � � �
MOAFS, 
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41. 
Prepare annual Agricultural Inputs Programme 

implementation report 

�     � � � �
MoAFS 

42. 
Reconcile ADD and DADO payments on Agricultural 

Inputs Programme 

�     � �  �  �  
MoAFS 

43. 
Reconcile final payments to input suppliers and 

transporters 

�     � � � �
MOAFS, 

DECAFS, Civil Society  

44. 
Sensitise farmers on Agricultural Inputs Programme 

implementation/management for 2009/ 2010/ 2010/ 

2011/2012 ......2015 

�     � � � �
 

45. 
Review the Agricultural Inputs Programme 

expenditure. 

�     � � � �
MoAFS 

DECAFS 

46. 
Maintain and repair motor vehicles used for the 

Agricultural Inputs Programme. 

�     � � � �
MoAFS 

47. 
Archive reports and documents on the Agricultural 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 
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Inputs Programme. 

48. 
Conduct Campaigns on protection storage 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

49. 
Conduct Staff Training on produce storage 

technologies. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MOAFS 

50. 
Conduct campaigns on produce/food utilisation. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

51. 
Conduct beneficiary Farmer Training on produce 

utilisation 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 

52. 
Review of Agricultural Inputs Programme on a yearly 

basis at national, ADD, district and area level. 

�  �  �  �  �  
MoAFS 
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