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Executive Summary 
The goal of the Virtual Workshop was to liaise with the key forest-stakeholders to coordinate national inputs 

into the project development and formulation and implementation of mapping existing national forest related-

databases and identifying potential data gaps and tools to  address these gaps - this includes not only “classic 

forest inventories” but also financial data/flows for forests and contribution of forests to food security and 

poverty eradication; and towards development of the monitoring framework for international forest-related 

goals and targets (serving the UN Forest Instrument, GFGs, SDGs and FRA2020). 

 

The workshop was held virtually via Zoom on 4 November 2021 from 10:00 hours to 12:15 hours. 

Stakeholders totaling 49 were invited to participate in the Virtual Workshop but only eight (8) stakeholders 

participated. During the opening remarks, the background to the study was presented to the stakeholders 

and thanked UNFF for the support to the development of the National Monitoring and Evaluation 

Framework towards SFM. The importance of monitoring and evaluation for SFM was emphasized and how 

relevant data reinforces monitoring thereby requiring serious review of the draft report by stakeholders. 

 

The presentation covered the following areas of focus: 

• Introduction  & Background 

• SFM Concept 

• Comprehensive Information Management in SFM 

• Malawi ‘s National Forest Monitoring System 

• Key Policies & Data Gaps 

• Broad Categories for the Data Gaps 

• Challenges Affecting Acquisition of Forest-related Data 

• Sustainability Strategy & other Recommendations 

• Suggestions/Comments/Questions 

 

The presentation (Annex 1) was followed by questions, comments, feedback and suggestions from 

stakeholders with a response provided to each issue raised. Both stakeholders and presenter (National 

Consultant) provided the responses and a consensus was reach on all contentious issues under discussion. 

Several issues were raised for discussion and included influence of climate change and status of 

biodiversity; adoption of NFI methodologies and SOPs as national tools; review of elements of 

governance as data areas; conflicting deforestation and lack of degradation rates; discrepancies on data on 

LULCC maps; and establishment of similar monitoring units in other MDAs, among others.  

 

On behalf of the Forestry Department, Madam Patricia Chidyera Masupayi thanked all the participants to 

the Virtual Workshop for their active participation and expressed satisfaction with the high level of 

discussion that was there during the Workshop. The National Consultant appreciated all the contributions 

that came from participants towards the development of the National Monitoring and Evaluation 

Framework for SFM and urged stakeholders to send their views even after the Workshop through email. 
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1. Introduction 

The goal of the Virtual Workshop was to liaise with the key forest-stakeholders to coordinate national inputs 

into the project development and formulation and implementation of mapping existing national forest related-

databases and identifying potential data gaps and tools to  address these gaps - this includes not only “classic 

forest inventories” but also financial data/flows for forests and contribution of forests to food security and 

poverty eradication; and towards development of the monitoring framework for international forest-related 

goals and targets (serving the UN Forest Instrument, GFGs, SDGs and FRA2020). 

 

Specifically the Virtual Workshop was organized to present the findings of the initial background analytical 

study of the national monitoring and evaluation framework for Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) and 

allow stakeholders review and validate available forest data in Malawi attended by a range group of 

stakeholders from relevant sectors. The workshop also reviewed and identified available forest related data and 

data gaps. Inputs from stakeholders will help finalize the background analytical study based on the feedback 

and inputs from the virtual national workshop, including comments from UNFFS.  

2. Location and period of the workshop  

The workshop was held virtually via Zoom on 4 November 2021 from 10:00 hours to 12:15 hours. 

3. Attendance  
Stakeholders totaling 49 were invited to participate in the Virtual Workshop, many of whom acknowledged 

the invitation. However, on the material Workshop day, only eight (8) stakeholders (Annex 2) actively 

participated in the Workshop.  

4. Opening remarks 

Willie Sagona welcomed the participants to the Virtual Workshop and encouraged them to actively 

participate in the validation process. In the opening remarks the background to the study was presented  to 

the stakeholders and acknowledgement was made to UNFF for the support towards the development of the 

SFM’s National Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. The objectives of the Workshop were stated as 

follows: 

▪ To solicit inputs from stakeholders into the draft National Monitoring and Evaluation Framework; 

▪ To review and validate available forest data in Malawi; 

▪ To review and identify available forest-related data and data gaps. 

 

The importance of monitoring and evaluation for SFM was emphasized and how relevant data reinforces 

monitoring thereby requiring serious review by stakeholders of what is contained in the report. Being a 

national document, it was imperative that stakeholders effectively contribute to the process so that the 

country report reflects the reality on the ground. 
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5. Presentation of findings of the initial background analytical study of the national 

monitoring and evaluation framework for SFM 

The presentation covered the following areas of focus: 

• Introduction  & Background 

• SFM Concept 

• Comprehensive Information Management in SFM 

• Malawi ‘s National Forest Monitoring System 

• Key Policies & Data Gaps 

• Broad Categories for the Data Gaps 

• Challenges Affecting Acquisition of Forest-related Data 

• Sustainability Strategy & other Recommendations 

• Suggestions/Comments/Questions 

6. Feedback, suggestions, questions, comments and inputs from stakeholders 

Question:  The question relates to sufficiency of the data we are collecting whether it would address the 

conservation aspect. Where are we capturing issues of changes in areas of different species as influenced 

by climate change whether the numbers are increasing/decreasing, whether the numbers are remaining 

constant or not? 

Response: This is another data gap since the recent changes that have come with climate change are not 

captured. For example, some tree species have shrunk their niche and they can no longer grow better in other 

ecological sites and they have restricted themselves to some other places, and surely that data is missing. 

Comment: National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) document of 2006 being referred to 

in the presentation is outdated. The current National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan covers a period 

from 2015 - 2025 and in that one some of the perceived gaps were well addressed. You need to review the 

current NBSAP and establish the existing gaps. 

Response: This was an oversight on my part and will review the current NBSAP II (2015-2025) 

accordingly whose outcome will be presented in the revised National Monitoring and Evaluation 

Framework for SFM. 

Question: I remember one of the objectives of the mapping initiatives was to come up with a nationally 

recommended inventory methodologies that should be used and there was that call that everything that is 

going to be used in the assessment during mapping should at least follow a certain procedure established 

under the national surveys, so I don’t know why are we calling for another nationally developed 

methodology? I mean is it still a gap?  

Response: It is true that the current NFI methodologies and its Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are 

an outcome of a rigorous process whose methodology has been recommended and accepted as the 

nationally adopted tool. However, it is not yet clear as to how many people or institutions have embraced 

the methodology. Considering the cost implications of rigorous data collection methodologies, there are 
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still fears that others may choose to utilize a different methodology to cut costs. The NFI methodology 

needs to be popularized as the best available at the moment. As for the assessment of other resources or 

services of interest, uniform methodologies need to be developed and be nationally adopted to ensure that 

coherent data is gathered. 

With regard to forest inventories the country has those nationally SOPs, at least in terms of implementation 

approach at project level. In relation to this presentation with regards to evaluation of other non-carbon 

ecosystem services such as prevention of soil erosion and others, this is lacking as of now. Indeed, there is 

a need to look into other standard operating procedures for activities such as mapping of forest resources 

and others. There could be others gaps but in this case I will have to check with the Department of Surveys 

who unfortunately are not participating in this Virtual Workshop. 

Comment: Under Forest Policy but also when reporting on forestry to Southern Africa Development 

Community (SADC), government needs to report the governance system within the forestry sector covering 

the elements of governance. Need to look at the actors who are the stakeholders and their roles in forestry 

management and the like, and then consider the plans, then the practice. The interactions between these 

have an influence on how law enforcement is being done. Looking at the existing data under forestry, 

especially governance structures, suggestion is need to report on the governance aspects or elements 

because if term ‘governance structures’ is analyzed as it is, it will mean something general yet with 

governance there are three aspects that need to be reported on some of which may be lacking data. For 

example, who are the actors in the forestry governance? What are the laws that govern forestry? How many 

forests have management plans? Are the plans still valid and relevant (really in practice)? 

Response: In this case, there is a problem I had generalized governance and with the contribution made, I 

will have to review this and loosen it up to bring out the core elements under governance separately. That 

will make more sense in as far as data availability under governance is concerned. Governance is one of 

the most sensitive but quite an important area in resource management as it measures greatly the success 

of SFM. 

Question:  Did we not come up with something on deforestation rates during the development of the 

REDD+ Strategy? So it means that we don’t have nationally agreed figures of degradation and deforestation 

rates in Malawi? I feel that government should decide on adopting one working national deforestation rate 

based on how the two different rates came into being to end up the confusion for now and for the sake of 

national forest monitoring system towards SFM. 

Response:  It is that the two deforestation rates are a result of using different minimum mapping units 

and as such there is no deforestation rate that portrays recent national land cover mapping scheme, as such 

this is still a grey area that needs filling. 

In terms of deforestation we have it at 0.63% and 1% but the former is what was reported in forest reference 

levels and there is need for improvements because this is only focusing on the forest reserves and excludes 

forests within agricultural landscapes. This is not representative of national forests but deforestation within 

forests reserve at 0.63%, and this rate has raised queries from United Nations and as such data on 
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deforestation is still lacking and needs urgent addressing. While the deforestation rates may be products of 

some academic or project work, government can still adopt what to work with as a national figure the way 

it was done with forest definition. 

Question: Is the data on the discrepancies on LULCC maps based on the same year? If not would the 

discrepancies be as a result of changes over years? 

Response:  This table was developed from 2010 data across all four initiatives. Discrepancies could be a 

result of data being generated from different initiatives whose statistics are being compared. 

Question: I want to seek clarity on all these data needs you have identified through a meta-analysis of the 

various policies and strategies that are forestry related.  Should I assume that you have grouped all these 

data needs into the seven broad categories as you have indicated? 

Response: Yes, through this categorization it makes linking easier because these are also the issues that 

are of concern at policy level being addressed by various strategies. Such being the case, the seven (7) 

broad categories have been linked to the five (5) National Monitoring Unit Pillars. 

Question: Am not sure about the recommendations on 3 and 4 (No. 3 – Establish similar monitoring 

units in other MDAs including Local Government where necessary) (No. 4 – Proper coordination in data 

collection to build on synergies and avoid duplication). 

During the implementation of the REDD+ and the Shire River Basin Management Programme, it was 

discovered that there were a lot of these local sectors where data is being kept and it was actually argued 

that for monitoring purposes these sectors at local level should not have their own monitoring units, if 

anything they should be collecting the data and send it to one central point to avoid duplications. 

There was also an issue of individualism or individualistic approach where most of the private institutions 

were managing their own data but one couldn’t access their data. An argument ensued to say that 

institutions should be able to recognize custodians of relevant data. The Department of Surveys has its own 

database where it invited other stakeholders to send data for storage in their server. Am not sure if 

institutions have responded to the call by the Surveys Department but I think with the establishment of this 

National Monitoring Unit (NMU) under the Forestry Department that call does not hold any more. 

Response: You have clearly presented the issues surrounding data management dating back to the initial 

years of the REDD+ process. I just want to clarify on the need to establish similar monitoring units in other 

MDAs including local government. While we know that all data from other departments should be sent to 

one particular point, it is still important that there should other points of contact at institutional level in 

times of data need or querying particular set of data. 

The establishment of similar monitoring units is necessarily to facilitate data feeding into the central point. 

However, you have raised quite critical issues to consider seriously because institutions such as NSO and 

Surveys Department house huge volumes of socio-economic and mapping data respectively and other 
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datasets but to easily access such data some formalities need to be established to ensure mutual benefit for 

all parties. 

Comment: I propose that Forestry Department in trying to be key to this NMU should involve the private 

institutions who are data custodians and other government departments because that way it will mean ease 

of access to this data instead of establishing similar monitoring units in other MDAs. One NMU is adequate 

as long as it is nationalized and well supported so that other institutions including National Statistical Office 

(NSO) should be able to benefit from the setup. 

Response: Let’s consider the fact that we are looking at different kind of data sets that can be collected by 

other agencies as well government agencies. For example, socio-economic, control of soil erosion, and 

water retention data might not be the Department of Forestry’s realm and such data may be collected by 

Department of Land Resource Conservation or Water Department. So, by establishing these similar 

monitoring units, the functions would actually vary, as they would be collecting different types of datasets 

that could complement the kind of datasets that is require for monitoring SFM. These monitoring units will 

only complement each other but while fulfilling their own institutional monitoring mandates with regard 

to the functions of each of these MDAs.  

Question: Will the creation of monitoring units in various MDAs not be a challenge in terms of 

coordination? 

Response: Instead of being a challenge in term of coordination it will enhance coordination. There will be 

greater coordination in data collection by building on synergies and avoiding duplication. What is required 

is to have each stakeholder institutions have a monitoring and evaluation office operating at good capacity 

with mandate given to collect and manage data related to their institutional mandate and core functions and 

these will feed their data to the NMU as needed. 

7. Closing Remarks 

On behalf of the Forestry Department, Madam Patricia Chidyera Masupayi thanked all the participants to 

the Virtual Workshop for their active participation. She expressed satisfaction with the high level of 

discussion that followed the presentation regardless of small number of participants. She praised the spirited 

input and comments that were offered by the participants and urged the National Consultant to take the 

issues raised on board to further improve the content of the draft National Monitoring and Evaluation 

Framework for SFM. The inputs from the Stakeholders will make the final report, which is a national 

document, great as it will reflect on the realities on the ground and owned by all stakeholders. 

In his closing remarks, the National Consultant appreciated all the contributions that came from participants 

towards the development of the National Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for SFM. Through active 

participation, despite, the small number of stakeholders attending the Workshop, critical issues were raised 

that will enhance the content of the final report. He went on to ask all stakeholders who attended the Virtual 

Workshop that should they wish to contribute any more to the monitoring framework, they should freely 

do so through email which should be communicated to willsagona@gmail.com. The Consultant will still 

mailto:willsagona@gmail.com
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be receiving comments and inputs to the monitoring framework up until 12 November, 2021. The meeting 

ended at 12:15 hours. 
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Annex 1: Presentation 
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Annex 2: Invited Stakeholders’ List 

No Name Organization Email address 

 

Work Place Remarks 

 

1 

Dr. C.Z. Chilima Department of Forestry cchilima@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

2 Afsa Kemitale-

Rothschild 

UNFF kemitale@un.org New York, 

USA 

Absent 

3 Njeri Kariuki UNFF kariuki@un.org New York, 

USA 

Absent 

 

4 

Mr. Yamikani 

Idriss 

Department of Environmental 

Affairs 

idrissyamikani@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

 

 

5 

Chifundo Dalireni Wildlife and  Environmental 

Society of  Malawi (WESM) 

chifundod@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

 

 

 

6 

Gloria Majiga Centre for Environmental 

Policy and Advocacy (CEPA) 

gloria@cepa.org.mw 

 

 

 

Blantyre Absent 

 

 

 

7 

Reginald Mumba Coordination Unit for 

Rehabilitation of the 

Environment (CURE) 

 

reginald.mumba@gmai.com 

 

 

Blantyre Absent 

 

 

 

8 

Mr M. Ntholo Lilongwe University of 

Agriculture and Natural 

Resources (LUANAR) 

mosntho7@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

9 Ms. Lucy 

Chimombo 

Department of Energy lchimombo@yahoo.com Lilongwe Absent 

10 Mr. Thanasius 

Sitolo 

Department of Water tsitolo@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

11 Mr. M.E.L. 

Msomba 

DFO Nkhata-Bay melmusomba@gmail.com NkhataBay Absent 

12 Kennedy Adamson LUANAR (NRC) kennan84@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 
 

13 

Ted Kamoto Department of Forestry teddiekamoto@gmail .com Lilongwe Absent 

14 Henry Utila Forestry Research Institute of 

Malawi 

heutila@gmail.com Zomba Absent 

 

15 

Mary Chisale Department of Forestry marychisale@yahoo.co.uk Lilongwe Absent 

mailto:cchilima@gmail.com
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16 

Dan Ndalowa Malawi College of Forestry & 

Wildlife 

 

nchidani@gmail.com 

Dedza Absent 

 

 

17 

Patricia Masupayi Department of Forestry 

Headquarters 

pchidyera@gmail.com Lilongwe Attended 

18 Phillmon 

Mkwezalamba 

Ministry of Lands pmkwezalamba@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

19 Etta Mmangisa UNDP etta.mmangisa@undp.org Lilongwe Absent 
 

 

20 

Custom Nyirenda Department of Forestry nkhamoza@gmail.com Viphya/ 

Mzimba 

Absent 

 

 

21 

Prof. Paxie Chirwa University of Pretoria pwchirwa62@gmail.com 

paxie.chirwa@up.ac.za  

South Africa Attended 

22 Paulos Mwale Total Land Care paulos.mwale@yahoo.com Viphya Absent 
23 Mr Nthala RAIPLY raiplymw@raiplymalawi.com Viphya 

 

Absent 

24 Prof. Lusayo 

Mwabumba 

Mzuzu University lusayomwabumba@yahoo.co.uk 

 

Mzuzu Attended 

25 Mrs C. Chauluka Forestry Zone (South) Cecilia.chauluka@yahoo.co.uk Limbe Absent 
26 Dr Nyoka WAC (ICRAF) B.Nyoka@cgiar.org Lilongwe Attended 
27 Trent Bunderson Total Land Care trentbunderson@yahoo.com Lilongwe Absent 
28 Mr. B. Kumchedwa Department of Wildlife bright.kumchedwa@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 
29 Dr Magombo NHBG zachmagombo@gmail.com Zomba Absent 
30 Carl Brussow Mulanje Mountain 

Conservation Trust 

carl@mountmulanje.org.mw Mulanje Absent 

31 Karen Price Malawi Environment 

Endowment Trust (MEET) 

karen@naturetrust.mw Blantyre Absent 

32 Mrs S. Gama Ministry of Forestry and 

Natural Resources 

stellafunsani@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

33 Dr B. Mataya Mzuzu University bennet.mataya@gmail.com  Absent 
34 Prof. S. Chiotha Leadership in Environment 

and Development – South 

Eastern Africa 

schiotha@yahoo.com Zomba Absent 

35 Vizara Rubber 

Plantation 

Vizara Plantation vizara.ecotimber@gmail.com NkhataBay Absent 

36 J. Kanyangalazi Department of Land Resource 

Conservation 

jokanyangalazi@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

37 B. Mphalo Department of Surveys mphalobrown@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 
38 Dr. E. Missanjo Malawi Assemblies of God 

University  

edward.em2@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 

mailto:pwchirwa62@gmail.com
mailto:paulos.mwale@yahoo.com
mailto:lusayomwabumba@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:Cecilia.chauluka@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:B.Nyoka@cgiar.org
mailto:zachmagombo@gmail.com
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39 Dr. G. Phiri FAO George.phiri@fao.org Lilongwe Absent 
40 Dr. Njoloma ICRAF j.njoloma@cgiar.org Lilongwe Absent 
41 K. Chirambo Forestry Department kasizochirambo@yahoo.com Lilongwe Absent 
42 F. Chilimampunga Forestry Department fchilima@gmail.com Lilongwe Absent 
43 Mike Chirwa Modern Cooking for Health 

Forests - USAID 

chirwamike@gmail.com Lilongwe Attended 

44 Yona Phiri Department of Disaster yonzphiri@yahoo.co.uk Lilongwe Absent 
45 Charles Kachingwe Lilongwe Water Board ckachingwe@lwb.mw Lilongwe Absent 
46 Harold Chisale  LUANAR hchisale@luanar.ac.mw Lilongwe Attended 
47 Sautso Wachepa National Statistics Office sauwachepa@gmail.com Zomba Absent 
48 Phillip Neliyo Forestry Research Institute of 

Malawi 

phillipgneliyo@gmail.com Zomba Attended 

49 Lutiya Kayange Forestry Department  Lilongwe Attended 

 

 

mailto:hchisale@luanar.ac.mw

