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INTRODUCTION

The complexity of agri-food systems demands increasing cross-institutional coordination 
and collaboration to strengthen science-based decision-making and agricultural planning. 
Reaching impact at scale requires not only scientific and technical innovations, but a better 
integration of political, social, economic, health, and environmental considerations through 
institutional innovations. The Integrated Agri-food System Initiative (IASI) is a multi-sector 
methodology that aims to (i) understand the challenges of a target agri-food system at a 
regional, national or local level, and (ii) identify a widely agreed solution set and realistic 
targets for a future improved agri-food system (Govaerts et al., 2021). Building on diverse 
existing knowledge resources, IASI facilitates a mindset shift towards sustainable and 
scalable innovations and stakeholder consensus on multi-partner and multi-scale integrated 
programs.

The purpose of this roadmap is to guide development and implementation of the IASI 
methodology in any location by sharing best practices, enabling factors and useful tools, 
based on previous IASI cases. The IASI methodology has been developed to be an inclusive 
and participatory process that builds consensus through design thinking (i.e. understanding 
specific needs to define an innovative solution), informed by situation analysis, modeled 
predictions, and scenarios for a discontinuous future. This document’s primary intended 
users include stakeholders interested in large-scale planning to improve agri-food systems 
in distinct socioecological settings. Commonly, these stakeholders will be governments 
(Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Territorial Planning), CGIAR centers or National Agricultural 
Research and Extension Systems (NARES) that can serve as knowledge brokers.

Application of the IASI methodology can generate strategies and quantitative SDG-aligned 
targets that have greater likelihood of supportive public and private investment. It emphasizes 
timely provision of information, options, and strategies to decision makers and multiple 
entry points for stakeholders with different interests (e.g. policymakers, rural communities, 
market players, banks, individuals). Moreover, the strategies and actions emerging from 
the IASI methodology reduce economic, reputational, operational and policy risks faced by 
governments, global donors, and agricultural sector financiers by offering a validated set of 
potential investments. 
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MAIN OBJECTIVE AND IASI OVERVIEW

The IASI strategic planning process focuses on setting priorities and long-term objectives to 
influence a given agri-food system while promoting sustainable agricultural intensification. 
It is guided by a tested methodology, based on a participatory design thinking process that 
seeks solutions for an identified problem. 

Why a strategic plan? National, regional, or local objectives, within a strategic plan, support 
sustainable intensification of diverse crop systems through specific priorities, actions and 
goals oriented toward increased self-sufficiency and respecting social and cultural values 
of the defined region. The IASI design thinking process encompasses three main questions: 
(1) where are we today in terms of current challenges and trends that impact the selected 
geography and agri-food system; (2) where are we heading under a business-as usual (BAU) 
scenario, over a defined time period, as forecast through analysis of the socio-economic, 
political, and sectoral context and model-based projections; and (3) where do we want to 
go in terms of defined strategies and concrete actions toward a preferred alternative future 
scenario. Thoughtfully defining drivers of change is central to enabling the initiative to 
achieve the desired agri-food system scenario. These guiding questions lead in turn to a 
series of steps that are the heart of the IASI methodology, which are described in detail in 
the following pages. 

Consensus building around priority topics and activities that will be supported for future 
implementation is fundamental to the IASI methodology. Thus, IASI implementation engages 
diverse stakeholders including, but not limited to various levels of government, national 
and international research centers, civil society, non-governmental organizations, farmer 
associations and the private sector. Major activities include convening an Expert Panel, 
organizing workshops with key agri-food system actors, and conducting one-on-one meetings 
and key informant interviews (KII) that engage institutions and actors with responsibility for 
public policy decision making. The IASI participatory strategic planning process encourages 
reflection, consensus, commitment and multi-sectoral collaboration among all actors 
through different stages guided by an IASI Team (described below).
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MAIN OBJECTIVE AND IASI OVERVIEW WINDOW OF OPPORTUNITY 

The IASI aims to provide decision makers with relevant knowledge to accelerate adequate 
decisions that will positively influence a specific agri-food system. By itself, providing 
knowledge does not guarantee that it will be used by policymakers and decision makers to 
achieve tangible agri-food system improvements. It is important to understand the needs 
and context so that the initiative can be designed around specific internal and external 
factors, increasing its likelihood of positive impact. 

Before starting the IASI process, it is useful to undertake a regional/national/local context 
analysis to identify and understand socio-economic and political factors that influence 
agri-food system decision making. In every country, region or locality there are internal and 
external variables that can work as enablers or challenges for any initiative. Examples of 
internal variables include the degree of political stability, the priorities of the government, 
economic growth trends, and the resources available to invest in agriculture projects, among 
others. Examples of external variables include the amount of development assistance that 
a country receives, the status of foreign agricultural investment, exports competitors, the 
prevalence of new technologies, and the extent of vulnerability to economic shocks, natural 
disasters, and threats from climate change, conflict or violence.

The following questions are a good starting point for detecting windows of opportunity 
within the current political context. 
 •  Is a new government or Minister of Agriculture coming into office? If so, what are 

their objectives?
 • Has a new law been passed that shifts stakeholder incentives?
 • Is a specific stakeholder pushing a sectoral change or vision?
 • What are the opportunities with potential donors? 

There are diverse tools that can be used for a regional/national/local context analysis. 
Figure 1 shows the principles of the PESTLE analysis, a methodology used to identify the 
independent factors that can influence an initiative, project or organization.

Although the IASI methodology will ideally focus on a defined agri-food system, it can also 
be applied to a specific agri-food system component such as a major commodity crop like 
maize, wheat, or rice where this narrower scope is a more viable entry point into national 
policy processes and constituencies. These crops, as staple foods, are often foundational to 
food security and national economies that spark interest among relevant stakeholders and 
policy makers.

Figure 1. PESTLE analysis

Political Economic

Social Technology

Legal Environment

A PESTLE analysis can be used to evaluate the outside factors that affect an initiative or organization:

•  Political: Determine how the current direction of the political parties may influence crop 
sector development and growth.

•  Economic: Examine the effects of interest rates, taxes, the stock market, consumer 
confidence and other economic metrics on the initiative.

•  Social: Acknowledge the changes in lifestyles, advertising targets, ethics, demographics 
and culture, concerning the initiative. 

• Technology: Evaluate the sector’s current adoption of technology. Is it up-to-date?

• Legal: Anticipate any new laws and regulations that can affect the agriculture sector.
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DESIGN THINKING

The IASI methodology follows 4 steps.

1.  Where are we today? Diverse experts examine the current status; Where are we heading? 
the business-as usual (BAU) scenario based on analysis of the socio-economic, political, 
and sectoral context and model-based projections.

2.  Stakeholders determine a preferred future scenario (“where do we want to go?”), based on 
assessment of national implications, and define drivers of change toward a desired 2030 
scenario, through a neutrally facilitated process. Additionally, defined criteria are applied 
to stakeholder and expert inputs to validate drivers of change and to identify strategies 
and actions (e.g., public policies; value chain and market interventions; biotechnology 
applications) that can steer toward the preferred future scenario, which are then reviewed 
and prioritized by high-level decision makers.

3.   Stakeholders agree on measurable targets and tangible, time-bound actions toward the 
preferred future scenario.

4.  Stakeholders build shared commitment to a tactical implementation plan among 
traditional, non-traditional, and new partners.

In terms of its implementation, a multi-organizational alliance is best suited to leading the 
participatory, intersectoral and inclusive IASI process. Based on their competitive advantage, 
each organization can contribute investments, knowledge, and other resources essential to 
the success of the process. For instance, in the Maize for Colombia IASI (Galeano et al., 2019), 
CIMMYT, which contributed its experience with the Maize for Mexico IASI, partnered with the 
Alliance of Bioversity International and CIAT, which could best lead analysis and research 
tasks given their expertise and data resources in Colombia.  

It is key to define an ‘IASI Team’ that will coordinate the IASI implementation. To promote 
a holistic process, the IASI Team should be comprised of 4-6 people from various programs 
or divisions within partner organizations with diverse skills and backgrounds. The following 
table shows an example of a multidisciplinary IASI team:

IASI Team Member Responsibility 
Leader Takes executive decisions and supports the task force with top management and high-level 

stakeholders.

Country/Regional/Local representative Oversees timely and effective development of all phases, specially, managing stakeholder 
relations to ensure successful planning.  

Country/Regional/Local champion Responsible for planning and facilitating the IASI strategic planning phase. In charge of 
overseeing or developing the analysis phase and the day-to-day stakeholder management, 
including the Expert Panel, the Scenario Workshop, and the one-on-one interviews.

Country/Regional/Local specialist Provides support to the country champion in her/his area of expertise as well as in the 
stakeholder management. 

Strategic planning specialist Facilitates the strategy process. Enables strategic thinking and optimizes the strategic 
planning processes. Provides templates, inputs, and guidance based on previous 
experiences. Facilitates the preparation for each phase within the strategic planning. 
Supports systematization of information and interviews. 

Support to strategic process Facilitates the strategy process. Provides templates, inputs, and guidance based on 
previous experiences. Supports in the systematization of information and interviews.
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DESIGN THINKING STEP 1. CURRENT STATUS AND BAU  

The first step of the strategic planning process is guided by the two first questions Where are 
we? and Where are we heading? The intended result is to generate a specialized analysis or 
diagnosis of the selected agri-food system as well as to develop the BAU trajectory (Figure 2). 
Moreover, at this stage, an Expert Panel of the sector should be conformed (see below) with 
the purpose of providing input, data and feedback throughout the analysis phase. 

The first phase is about developing a comprehensive picture of the current status of the 
agri-food system by investigating historical production and consumption patterns to identify 
existing challenges regarding food systems outcomes (e.g. food self-sufficiency, food security, 
nutrition) as well as important issues in terms of production, processing, distribution and 
consumption. The second phase focuses on the future BAU scenario for the agri-food system 
in question. 

Review of literature and 
historic trends

Analysis of biophysical 
changes

Socio-economic analysis

• Demand
• Production, yield, area
• Self-sufficiency

• Change in climate
• Projection of impact on suitable area
• Projection of impact on productivity

• Projection of impact on supply, 
demand, self-sufficiency, etc

Figure 2. Overview of the analytical approach for the assessment of the current status and the business-as-
usual trajectory of an agri-food system
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Four sources of historical data on the agri-food system under consideration are gathered in 
support of the analysis.

Historical agri-food system data including production, yield, area sown and harvested, 
demand, local and national consumption, and types of varieties most consumed are gathered 
from existing databases. At the national level publicly available production, yield, and area 
harvested data can be gathered from FAOSTAT (FAO, 2020). FAOSTAT also provides national-
level historical food supply data. Where available, country databases should be used, and 
compared to FAOSTAT to ensure consistency. Gathering subnational (state- or municipality-
level) data from country-specific databases is highly desirable, as this allows spatially 
explicit analyses. This may be done through public government or institutional repositories, 
or through direct engagement with relevant country stakeholders.

Environmental data is largely freely available from public repositories, though country-level 
datasets are desirable if these are readily available and of better quality compared to public 
ones. Required data includes precipitation, which is available from many different databases. 
We recommend using either the Climate Hazards Infra-Red Precipitation with Stations 
(CHIRPS) database (Funk et al., 2015) or the ERA5 agro-meteorological database (ECMWF, 
2020) due to their high spatial resolution and coherent precipitation patterns. Temperature 
data can be gathered from CHIRTS (Funk et al., 2019) or ERA5, whereas solar radiation is 
available from either ERA5 or NASA-POWER. Finally, publicly available soil data are available 
in SoiGrids (Hengl et al., 2014, 2015) or iSDA soil (https://www.isda-africa.com/isdasoil/
technical-information/). Soil variables should include at least texture, soil hydrological 
properties, rooting depth and fertility class.

Crop characteristics include the minimum and maximum duration of the growing cycle, 
temperature at which the crop dies by freezing, minimum temperature at which the crop is 
suitable, minimum and maximum optimum temperature at which the crop grows, maximum 
temperature at which the crop grows, minimum and maximum required rainfall during the 
growing cycle, and the minimum and maximum optimal rainfall required during the growing 
cycle. These are all needed to conduct simulations of crop suitability using the EcoCrop 
model (Ramirez-Villegas et al., 2013). Likewise, where possible, calibrated parameters of crop 
growth models should also be collected. In the case studies for Maize for Colombia (MpCo) 
and Beans for Mexico (FpMex) we used previously calibrated maize and bean varieties for the 
DSSAT crop growth modelling framework (Jones et al., 2003).

Data on agronomic management are required to set up crop model simulations. These include 
varieties used; sowing dates; sowing density and row distance when applicable; irrigation 
amounts, frequency and depth; and fertilizer uses.

Input data
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Analysis methods

1. Review of literature and historic trends
This method examines the current status (“where are we today?”) of the agri-food system. Trend 
analyses, and statistical centrality and dispersion measures are computed at the national and 
subnational level to understand:

 • National-level variations in supply (total production, harvested area, production 
value, yields) and demand in the last 30-40 years. Depending on the crop, it can be 
important to disaggregate these analyses by type of crop (e.g. white and yellow maize, 
since they correspond to different market segments). Where large drops in supply are 
detected the data should be reviewed carefully, and any events (e.g. natural disasters, 
armed conflict, major policy changes) should be analyzed and discussed.

 •  Analysis of the geographical distribution of production, harvested areas, yields to 
identify the types of systems that exist in the country and their current productivity 
status. Crucially, this analysis helps identify typologies of farmers, and areas of the 
country where there is high prevalence of small-scale farming. Farmer typologies can 
then be linked to specific climate hazards and impacts, and brought up in stakeholder 
consultation meetings.

 •   Historical variations in foreign trade (exports and imports). Like the first analysis, it 
can be important to separate out different varietal groups of the crop.

 •  Self-sufficiency analysis, which analyzes the proportion of imports and domestic 
production with respect to demand.

 •  Depending on data availability, it could be possible or desirable to analyze food 
security and nutritional outcomes, or other aspects of value chains (e.g. processing, 
transport, distribution). Understanding value chain bottlenecks should be an integral 
part of IASI.

2. Analysis of biophysical changes
This analysis focuses on developing model-based projections of climate change impact on two 
aspects of crop production: crop growing areas, and productivity levels.

 •  Assessment of crop growing areas: we use the EcoCrop suitability model to determine 
the climatic suitability of the crop of interest under current and future climates. This 
helps determine (1) current production areas where the crop becomes less suitable 
(hence likely leading to a reduction in supply); and (2) new potential areas for 
production, based on optimal ranges of temperature and rainfall.

 •  Assessment of crop productivity: in the existing case studies (MpCo, FpMex) we have 
used the Decision Support System for Agrotechnology Transfer (DSSAT) modeling 
framework. However, other crop modeling packages such as APSIM (Holzworth et al., 
2014), AquaCrop (Steduto et al., 2009), SSM (Soltani et al., 2020), GLAM (Challinor et 
al., 2004), CropSyst (Stöckle et al., 2003), can be used, depending on what models 
have been tested, which ones perform best and what has been used previously in the 
country.
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Crop growing areas and productivity projections are analyzed to create country-level and 
subnational narratives on the expected impacts of climate change without adaptation. These 
results and narratives are then used as part of the BAU scenario for the stakeholder discussions.

3. Socio-economic analysis
This analysis uses economic modeling to develop projections of socio-economic impact on yield, 
production and harvested area. Agricultural yields and production are functions of climatic and 
biophysical parameters as well as of economic incentives. Therefore, these analyses are used 
to answer the questions: 

 •  What happens under climate change when the reality of the economic system is taken 
into account? 

 •  To what extent could incentives created by international trade offset or exacerbate 
the (heterogeneous) decline in biophysical fitness caused by climate change?

An example of a model that can be used for this analysis is the International Model for Policy 
Analysis of Agricultural Commodities and Trade (IMPACT) (Robinson et al., 2015), which takes the 
returns generated by DSSAT as part of its input, but endogenously modifies them year after year 
by market forces and ongoing research to improve yield. The cultivated area dedicated to each 
crop is also endogenously modeled based on market incentives generated by global demand 
and supply, so that farmers are free to consider alternative land use options in response to 
worsening biophysical suitability for the current crop(s) in any year of the modeled period. 
Assumptions about future economic growth, population growth, and agricultural research trends 
are encoded in a variety of "Shared Socio-economic Pathways" (SSP). Similarly, assumptions 
regarding future greenhouse gas emission trajectories are encoded in a set of "Representative 
Concentration Pathways" (RCP).

The results of methods of analysis 1 through 3, allows a comparison between the current state 
of the crop production system and the BAU scenario. Figure 3, shows a comparison of maize 
production in Colombia, as a result of the analysis developed. 

The complexity of the analysis will depend on the availability of data and the human resources 
available to undertake it. For example, data availability at the local level (municipality, for 
instance) is useful to visualize geographic production distribution. The more disaggregated data 
are available, the more detailed an analysis can be. Specific disaggregated data on irrigation 
systems, crop types, production costs, or climate variability may contribute to identify key 
determinants of production that can shed light on the strategies or drivers of change later 
defined in the strategic planning process. While not all this data is always available for every 
country or agroecological region, it is important to keep in mind  that the richer the data and 
the more historical data is available, the greater the tools we will have to carry out future 
projections on the state of the crop.

Figure 3.   Maize for Colombia- maize 
production today and 2030 status 

quo projection
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STEP 2. DRIVERS OF CHANGE

One of the main objectives of the IASI process is to define the drivers of change, step 2 in 
the IASI methodology, that are relevant in the crop value chain, and that allow identifying 
strategies and actions that can steer toward the preferred future scenario, which are then 
reviewed and prioritized by high-level decision makers. 

The described analysis of the current status (e.g., historical and contemporary data on the 
socio-economic, political, and sectoral context) and the modeled business-as-usual (BAU) 
scenario are evaluated by an Expert Panel, which proposes initial drivers of change for 
improvement of the production system, based on quantitative and qualitative inputs. By 
defining drivers of change, the production system may be able to achieve a desired future 
scenario, if the BAU scenario is not the desired future. The Expert Panel is one of the main 
means to define those. 

The Expert Panel should be integrated by specialists in different thematic areas. These areas 
should be relevant to the main issues the crop is facing. For example, some of the experts 
of Mexico and Colombia’s panel, included specialists in biotechnology, climate change, 
representatives of the private sector, farmer associations, public sector policymakers 
involved in agricultural planning, among others. 

The defined drivers of change will be the backbone of the initiative. Thus, the expertise 
that the members of the panel can bring to the discussions is key for the IASI. In that 
sense, the members of the Expert Panel also play a key role in creating the buy-in to access 
disaggregated data resources that are typically tightly held by public agencies, research 
institutions, and companies. Their input in terms of ideas knowledge and also sources can 
be of high relevance. 

Moreover, there are some considerations to take into account when defining who should be 
asked to join the Expert Panel. Members are expected to have time available to take part in 
this exercise. While high-level experts are valued, the level of involvement and commitment 
that an expert can offer is of greater relevance at this stage. This should be considered when 
selecting the members of the panel. The higher the level of commitment of experts, the 
greater the value they will add to the IASI process. Additionally, it is also important to take 
into consideration key stakeholders to include in the Expert Panel. 

Think of decisive institutions that should represent different interests throughout the process 
and at the same time can contribute with relevant insights and knowledge. Engaging and 
receiving input from experts who are stakeholders and sometimes also gatekeepers is key to 
the success of the IASI process. Their support throughout the IASI process might also lead to 
gaining more support from other stakeholders. 
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In order to provide the level of engagement and time allocated to the process, CIMMYT has 
developed Terms of Reference for the Expert panel (See Annex I). The main responsibilities 
of the Panel are:

 I. Read and understand the support documents that the IASI Team will provide.
 II.  Provide input/editing to the first draft of the white paper prepared by the IASI Team.
 III.  Prepare a document/presentation of two success cases and its relevant factors 

within their thematic area of expertise. These success cases should show best 
practices nationally or internationally. Presentations are of great relevance, as 
they will help determine the objectives and specific actions for the drivers of 
change. 

 IV. Take part in preparatory meetings for the 2030 Scenarios Workshop.
 V. Take part, as facilitator or moderator, in the 2030 Scenarios Workshop.
 VI. Present the results of the Workshop.
 VII.  Based on the results of the Workshop, provide input and editing to the final draft 

of the white paper. 

Responsible: IASI Team will be in charge of inviting and selecting the members of the Expert 
Panel, as well as of guiding them throughout the process.

Expected results:  
 1. An Expert Panel is conformed.
 2. Experts get familiar with IASI methodology and objectives, 
 3.  Experts provide initial input to the white paper draft with emphasis on the identified 

drivers of change. 
 4. Experts provide input to the 2030 projections.
 5. Experts participate in preparatory meetings for the 2030 Scenario Workshop.
 6. Experts present and facilitate during the Workshop.
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STEP 3. TARGETS AND ACTIONS TOWARD 
PREFERRED SCENARIO
Once the BAU scenario is developed, and drivers of change have been identified, specific 
actions and objectives need to be determined. Step 3 in the methodology process, focus on 
the creation of spaces for stakeholders to agree on measurable targets and tangible, time- 
bound actions toward the preferred future scenario.

This stage will be guided by the questions: Where are we heading? Where do we want to go? 
To answer this, the IASI Team and members of the Expert Panel will engage with diverse key 
actors in the agricultural sector through guided discussions and participatory exercises that 
will lead to the definition of concrete actions and expected results for each driver of change. 

Scenario Workshop 

The Scenario Workshop is a key element for stakeholder engagement. The participatory 
process of the IASI requires spaces, such as the Scenario Workshop, to provide a safe 
environment by allowing the voices of the stakeholders to be heard and their concerns and 
proposals to be known. The workshop serves as a tool to ensure that the IASI accurately 
reflects real needs and priorities affecting the selected crop or agri-food system. 

The complexity in the logistics and size of the workshop may vary according to specific 
context and opportunities. The main objective of the workshop is to define concrete 
actions and expected results for each driver of change through a participatory process 
among actors of the sector, including members of the Expert Panel, and representatives 
from different government levels, national and international research centers, civil society, 
non-governmental organizations, academia, farmer associations and representatives of the 
private sector, among others. 

Moreover, the goal of this participatory space is to socialize among sector stakeholders the 
IASI process and a summary of the current situation and BAU scenario, i.e., present data and 
facts of the selected crop or agri-food system to discuss opportunities and strategies that 
could lead to a better future and what that future should look like. Figure 4 describes the 
proposed participatory process for the 2030 Scenario Workshop.

Figure 4. Participatory strategic planning

Participatory Strategic Planning: useful to build a spirit of ownership and commitment in a group or to reach consensus to 
move forward. It is helpful to deliver direct decisions as well as a clear idea of where participants want the sector to go. 

Vision scenario of the group 
of what they expect by 
implementing a solution 
to a problem in 3-5 years’ 
time, often preceded by a 
visualization exercise

Innovative courses of action 
that the group can take to 
deal with the underlying 
contradictions and move it 
toward realizing its vision

Identification of set of 
practical actions that will 
guide the group to what 
they want to achieve. A 
clear outline of what is to be 
done, why, how, when and 
by whom

Obstacles or issues that are 
preventing that vision from 
happening, and which must 
be dealt with in order to A

Preparation and design

Practical vision

Underlying
contradictions

Strategic
directions

Focus
implementation
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The Scenario Workshop is organized as follows:

 1.  Keynote presentations: 4-5 leaders representing different sectors (government 
officials, academia, farmers association, and private sector) will provide opening 
speeches to share their initial ideas and commitments towards the IASI process. 
The IASI Team leader will present the main results on the analysis of the agri-food 
system (historical trends, current situation and BAU scenario).  It is essential that 
participants have a common understanding of the problem to be addressed and the 
criteria and methodology that will be used to arrive at a consensus.

 2.  Each member of the Expert Panel will present in a concise manner their case study 
(issue to solve, potential success factors and proposed drivers of change)

 3.  Based on the drivers of change, i.e. topics presented by the Expert Panel, facilitated 
discussion roundtables will be organized with all participants. Different participatory 
tools are required to discuss and establish objectives, expected results, and concrete 
actions per driver of change. 

  4.  Final presentations by a representative of each roundtable will share with the rest of 
the participants the results and ideas convened by their group. 

Figure 5 shows the planning exercise that CIMMYT has used in the past to organize Scenario 
Workshops for IASIs. In conditions that make in-person interaction difficult, e.g., during 
the COVID-19 pandemic, virtual workshops and collaborative experiences have also proved 
to be viable options. A wide range of methodologies/techniques could be employed in the 
actual engagement phase, however. Only after clear goals and objectives are established can 
appropriate workshop tools be selected and customized to the circumstances and audience 
to best meet the established objectives. For references of previous Workshop material see 
Annex II.
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Figure 5. Overview of the 
analytical approach for the 
assessment of the current status 
and the business-as-usual 
trajectory of an agri-food system

The success of the Workshop is determined by the degree to which the IASI Team effectively 
commits to and prepares for the entire process. It is key to carefully consider the purpose of 
the participation of stakeholders and select the tools and methodology that serve the defined 
objective and circumstances. The goal is to create and provide the information needed by 
stakeholders and build effective relationships with key stakeholders to achieve a consensus.

Responsible: IASI Team and members of the Expert Panel will undertake this activity. The IASI 
Team is in charge of organizing a scenario workshop, and the members of the Expert Panel will 
participate in this workshop. Other actors of the sector should be invited.

Expected results:  
 1. A Scenario Workshop is completed
 2. Relevant input and results of the workshop are included in the white paper draft
 3.  A set of actions and expected results in the short, medium and long term is defined for 

each driver of change, and included in the white paper draft
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Ultimately, validation of the drivers of change and actions defined throughout the IASI process 
is fundamental to generate ownership of the initiative among the main actors in the identified 
crop sector in the country. Participation in the validation stage needs to provide a space of real 
dialogue, necessary for productive and meaningful interaction and decision-making. Moreover, 
the validation process contributes to the dissemination of the initiative among key political 
actors, fostering their accompaniment in the future stage: implementation. The validation 
process is based on semi-structured interviews and on small focus group discussions (Figure 6).

It is expected that the selected interviewees either participated in the Scenario Workshop or 
are aware of the IASI participatory process. If individual meetings are conducted face-to-face, it 
is highly recommended to select a maximum of 20 stakeholders. However, if the meetings are 
conducted virtually, a wider range of stakeholders may be selected. It is important to consider 
and communicate that stakeholders are representative of their company/ministry/association/
NGO. They are selected to represent the views of their affiliated organizations, and not their 
personal views. 

In addition to the qualitative data collection strategy, the use of a quantitative approach for 
validation is highly recommended. With the use of a scorecard to quantitatively assess the 
drivers of change and their related actions and expected results, the validation phase of the IASI 
methodology is more robust. 

In previous initiatives, a validation scorecard was shared with the selected validation 
stakeholders. The scorecard ranked the drivers of change and their specific activities (short, 
medium, and long term) to eight spheres that might potentially impact their success. Figure 7 
shows the spheres included in the validation scorecard. 

Validation methodologies may vary depending on the stakeholder. Most of the validations will 
be based on one-on-one semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders. The goal of the 
interviews is to gather additional information and validate the results of the workshop. Both 
proposed methodologies require preparation and facilitation during the interviews.

 •  Semi-structured interviews is a methodology for guided interviewing in which only 
some of the questions are predetermined and new questions are usually generated 
during the interview. Interviewers use a checklist of questions as a flexible guide 
rather than a formal questionnaire. The method is ideal for one-on-one meetings. 

 •  Focus Group Discussions (FGD): this field method is useful to bring together a small 
homogeneous group (usually six to ten persons) to conduct the validation and receive 
feedback on each driver of change. It is recommended for NARS or representatives of 
the same company or area in the public sector that wish to take part in the validation 
meetings. 

Figure 6. Validation methodologies
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Responsible: IASI Team will undertake this activity. The IASI Team is in charge of contacting 
stakeholders, explaining the validation process and sharing validation material.

Expected results:  
 1.  Key stakeholders will validate the drivers of change and provide in depth feedback as 

well as a validation scorecard to quantitively prioritize the drivers

Figure 8. Final draft white paper/IASI document

Figure 7. Validation spheres for drivers of change

Strategic Plan- IASI Document

Based on the validation process, the white paper will incorporate the workshop results and 
the experts’ and stakeholders’ feedback. The white papers can then turn also in a published 
IASI document. Figure 8 describes the suggested table of content for the document.

The white paper will be written and modified throughout the strategic planning process. From 
the analysis to the data collection and validation stage, the white paper will incorporate main 
inputs and feedback received along the process. A final draft should include at least:

 1. Introduction
 2. Analysis: current scenario-where are we now?
 3. Analysis and research: BAU scenario- where are we heading?
 4. Scenarios Workshop methodology 
 5. Drivers of change
  a. Background
  b. Opportunity and success cases
  c. Conclusions
 6. Drivers of Change Proposals:
  a.  Objectives
  b. Actions: in the short, medium, and long term
  c. Expected results
 7. Workshop rapportage, including material and list of participants.

Evaluation spheres for 
validation

1. Social impact on smallholder farmers
2. Legislation changes
3. Financial resources
4. Institutional coordination
5. Access to knowledge
6. Experiences and good practices
7. Time management for results
8. Political visibility
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Responsible: the IASI Team will be in charge of this activity. The IASI Team will distribute the 
published document with participants and key stakeholders.

Expected results:  
 1.  IASI Document is distributed to key stakeholders.

The final IASI Document is the initiative’s face. It will be shared with key stakeholders such as 
potential implementation partners from public and private sector, and other funders. It is highly 
recommended to allocate resources for editing, and design (Figure 9). 

Figure 9. Strategic Plan 

Responsible: IASI Team will be in charge of this activity. The involvement of a graphic designer, 
editor and printer to publish an IASI Document is required.

Expected results:  
 1. IASI Document is edited, printed and published (hard copy and/or electronic and 
distributed with the key actors involved in the process.
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Responsible: the IASI Team will be leading this activity. 

Expected results:  
 1. IASI Document is published and presented in a launch event. 

Launching Event of the IASI Document

In order to disseminate the content of the strategic plan, it is suggested to organize an event 
to launch the published document. This will create an opportunity for potential stakeholders 
to publicly express their interest or commitment to fund/support projects towards the 
implementation phase.  The launch event may include a short presentation on the content of 
the strategic plan as well as a space to acknowledge the participation of all the organizations/
individuals who co-created the plan. 

It is highly recommended to invite press and media to the event. The event might be hosted 
by the Ministry of Agriculture or at a relevant exhibition or congress relevant to the IASI.

The IASI document and the entire strategic planning methodology create an environment to 
involve stakeholders and facilitate the implementation and continuity of the strategic plan. 
Stakeholders build shared commitment to a tactical implementation plan among traditional, 
non-traditional, and new partners, culminating in collectively agreed strategies and multi-
partner tactical plans. The methodology fosters agility in determining implementation 
pathways through a tactical plan that translates proposed solutions into real integrated 
development programs/projects and enables diverse multi-stakeholder contributions that 
align with public policy objectives.

How the IASI methodology is implemented, is not necessarily defined during the strategic 
planning phase. Whether it turns into several site-specific projects, a regional project, or a 
national program, depends on the availability of resources and the leadership of the tactical 
plan. To carry this work forward, several types of resources will be required: public and 
private financial investments; implementation capacity by diverse partners. The purpose is 
to ultimately co-design and co-implement projects with public and private sector partners to 
respond to real-time dynamics in complex agri-food systems. 

STEP 4. FROM STRATEGIC PLANNING TO 
IMPLEMENTATION
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ANNEX 1: EXPERT PANEL TERMS OF REFERENCE

1. CONTEXT
Brief context of the selected agri-food or crop production system in the country.

2. OBJECTIVES 
The scientific partner of the IASI, [e.g. CIMMYT], has the objective to share and promote diverse 
methodologies for decision making related to basic grains. The objective varies according to 
the IASI.

The first step in this process is the elaboration of a white paper draft that clearly and objectively 
exposes the relevance of the crop situation and its possible trends in 2030. This document is 
expected to serve as a model to facilitate dialogue and institutional validation, raising awareness 
among actors and decision makers about the need for participatory strategic planning.

The IASI design thinking process focuses on three main questions: (1) where are we today?, which 
identifies current challenges and trends that impact the crop in the selected geographic scope; 
(2) where are we heading?, which forecasts these trends with a model for the year 2030 based 
on a business-as usual (BAU) scenario relying on analysis of the socio-economic, political, and 
sectoral context and model-based projections; and (3) where do we want to go?, which defines 
strategies and concrete actions to achieve a positive change in the future scenarios. The goal 
is to define strategies or drivers of change or areas that will lead the initiative to achieve the 
desired crop production system scenario in 2030.

The results of the BAU analysis and projections will be presented in the '2030 Scenarios 
Workshop', carried out jointly with members of the Expert Panel, government agencies, farmers 
associations, private sector and other representatives of the sector. The event will be focused 
on presenting the scenarios and on generating a discussion around the key success factors or 
drivers of change that can contribute to the design of policies.

3. SCOPE OF THE WORK
Based on the definition of [six (6)] strategies, the IASI Team has decided to convene an Expert 
Panel on the subject, both internal and external to the organization. Members of the Panel will 
oversee the development of identified strategies. Each member of the Panel shall contribute in 
at least two (2) of the following subject areas:
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The number and type of subject areas will depend on the country’s/region’s specific needs and 
areas of opportunities An example is included here: 

No. Driver of Change Description

1 Research and seeds Breeding, seed production, national seed 
companies 

2 Climate change
Climate change factor determinants for 

national production (water scarcity or soil 
erosion) and climate change modelling

3 Farm advisory system
Innovation and technology transfer for 

sustainable agriculture, and farm advisors’ 
capacity building

4 Infrastructure and rural 
development

Public policies aimed at increasing 
competitiveness in production

5 Farmer market linkages
Collection and storage, local markets, industrial 

transformation, and nutritional value of 
products

6 Markets and international 
trade

Competitiveness and quality of the production 
for the food industry and for human 

consumption

The members of the Panel will assume the following responsibilities:  

 I. Read and understand the support documents that IASI Team will provide.
 II.  Provide input/editing to the first draft of the white paper prepared by IASI Team (and 

potential strategic planning partners).
 III.  Prepare a document/presentation of two success cases and its relevant factors 

within the thematic area of expertise. These success cases should show best 
practices nationally or internationally. Presentations are of great relevance, as they 
will help determine the objectives and specific actions for the drivers of change. 

 IV. Take part in preparatory meetings for the 2030 Scenario Workshop.
 V. Take part, as facilitator or moderator, in the 2030 Scenario Workshop.
 VI. Present the results of the Workshop.
 VII. Based on the results of the Workshop, provide input and editing to the final draft.
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4. ACTIVITIES 
 1. Activity 1:  Review and comment on the first draft of the white paper and propose key 

success factors
 1.1. Introductory meeting
The expert will participate in a preparatory meeting facilitated by CIMMYT, which will present 
the methodology of the IASI, the tasks, organization chart, and calendar. Expected results and 
deliverables will be defined at this stage.
Date: XX/XX/XX

 1.2.  Review support documents 
The experts will initiate their tasks with the review of a dossier provided by the IASI Team. The 
dossier includes methodology materials and the first draft of the white paper.
The expert will review key issues of the documentation provided by the IASI Team and will make 
editorial comments to the preliminary white paper draft.

Deliverables:

No. Document Format and size Date

1

Written review of the 
documentation provided 

by the IASI Team
2 pages max.

Two weeks after the 
documentationEditorial comments to 

the preliminary white 
paper draft

Microsoft Word 
document with track 

changes

 1.3.  Working session 
The experts will participate in a working session to comment on their observations of the 
documentation and discuss the ones of other experts. This discussion may serve to guide the 
identification of the 'success factors' (that will lead eventually to drivers of change).

 1.4.  Key success factors
Experts will develop a document on two national or international cases of success, highlighting 
two key factors observed according to their thematic area (s), and explaining how they could 
apply in the country/region where the IASI is developed. The objective is to identify positive 
drivers of change through specific experiences and cases.

Outcome of Activities 1: The contribution of experts will be included in the first white paper 
draft, as a part of the drivers of change section. The goal of this section will be to propose a 
menu of key strategies to achieve a desired scenario in 2030. 

Deliverables

No. Document Format and size Date

2 Key factors of success. 2 
cases of success 

a.  Word document. 1,000 
words max. 

b.  Executive presenta-
tion (pptx), 10 slides 

max. 

TBD
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2. Activity 2: Scenarios Workshop

The 'Scenarios Workshop’ is a space where members of the Expert Panel and other participants 
will present and asses the desired scenarios of the selected crop in 2030. The presentations will 
focus on the 2030 projections and the drivers of change based on success cases and key factors. 
The workshop will last one day and will be held jointly with the most relevant institutions related 
to the selected crop in the country.

2.1. Preparation

The 'Scenarios Workshop’ is a space where members of the Expert Panel and other participants 
will present and asses the desired scenarios of the selected crop in 2030. The presentations will 
focus on the 2030 projections and the drivers of change based on success cases and key factors. 
The workshop will last one day and will be held jointly with the most relevant institutions related 
to the selected crop in the country.

2.2. Participation

The expert will participate in the Workshop as follows: (1) with a presentation of the key success 
factors of one of the cases, previously elaborated in the Deliverable 2; and (2) facilitating a 
brainstorming exercise on how to apply the selected case of success as the country faces the 
possible 2030 scenarios.

2.3. Results report

The expert will prepare an executive report of results, summarizing the main conclusions of the 
workshop regarding the cases presented and their thematic contributions.

Outcome of Activity 2: The participation and contribution of the experts will be used to raise 
awareness on the desired 2030 scenarios. Their report will be integrated to the white paper draft.

Deliverables:

No. Document Format and size Date

3 Executive report of 
results 1,000 words max. 7 days after the 

workshop

3. Activity 3: Review of the final draft 

The IASI Team will provide the final draft of the white paper, and the expert will review and validate 
it, making the necessary observations.

Deliverables:

No. Document Format and size Date

4 Review and validation of 
the final draft

Microsoft Word 
document- track 

changes.

10 days after the IASI 
Team sends the final 

draft of the white paper.

The final draft of the white paper will be distributed by the IASI Team within 20 days after the 2030 
Scenarios Workshop.
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5. CALENDAR
It is estimated that all activities described in these terms of reference require on average, five 
(5) full work days per expert, distributed over a period of 12 weeks, starting with the introductory 
meeting described in Activity 1.

6. COMMUNICATION
The Expert Panel will be guided by [insert name of responsible person]. And the assessment of 
the deliverables will be carried out by [insert name of responsible person].
The expert will deliver electronically all the required deliverables in Microsoft Word and 
PowerPoint formats.

7. CONFIDENTIALITY
All information received by the IASI Team will be in the public domain based on the guidelines 
of the IASI Team and the CGIAR [adjust as necessary].
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ANNEX 2. WORKSHOP RESOURCES

FORMAT CONSIDERATIONS:
•  The context and objective should be provided for each strategy, to guide the discussion.
•  The participants will establish the expected results of the strategy and will answer the proposed 

questions.

1. GENERAL CONTEXT 
CONSIDERATIONS:
•  What data should everybody know? 

What is the general challenge? What 
are the current figures? 

•  Provide sufficient but brief facts (data 
oriented) so all participants have the 
same information that allows them to 
discuss. 

•  Avoid subjective judgements, by 
providing 

3. OBJECTIVE CONSIDERATIONS:
•  Should be (SMART) Specific, 

Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and 
Time-bound.

• ´ Who is the target population? What 
will be accomplished? 

•  Is the objective quantifiable? Can it 
be measured? How much change is 
expected? 

•  Can the objective be accomplished 
in the proposed time frame with the 
available resources and support? 

•  Does the objective address the goal? 
Will the objective have an impact on 
the goal?

•  Does the objective propose a 
timeline? When the objective will be 
met?

4. EXPECTED RESULTS, are the 
consequence of a set of outputs that will 
take place as part of the intervention 
strategy. Based on the proposed 
objective, what are the expected results? 
More than one can be defined. 

5. Which ministry, government agency, 
NGO, association do the participants 
consider that should be LEADING (and 
be responsible) this strategy? Who 
has the most experience, knowledge, 
resources? 

6. THE BUDGET FIGURE should 
serve as a merely indication. What 
other programs/projects could 
serve as a comparable standard to 
implement activities that will allow the 
achievement of the expected results 
and the objective? It will be useful to 
compare the budgets provided for all 
strategies, and determine what strategy 
would be the most/less expensive. 
Within that budget, what budget 
concepts should be included?

7. If you were to start with the activities 
to achieve the objective and its 
respective expected results, WHAT 
WOULD BE THE 3 ACTIVITIES THAT WOULD 
NEED TO BE IMPLEMENTED FIRST. 
Don’t think necessarily of the activities 
that will have more immediate results, 
rather propose those that will help 
to achieve the objective by being 
implemented first.

2. STRATEGY CONTEXT CONSIDERATIONS:
• Provide a brief description that includes data regarding specifical to the strategy. 
• Try to answer, why is this strategy important in the general context described above?
•  Provide sufficient facts and figures that will allow the participants to discuss based on the 

same information.
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1. A QUESTION should 
introduce the shock 
scenario. Suggest a 
provocative scenario, that 
will stimulate discussion 
that will get explained by 
the given following context. 
1.  Consider for the specific 

crop, what could happen 
that could directly affect 
its production?

3. THINK OF PROVOCATIVE SCENARIOS, that 
would change the status quo of the crop in the 
country. 

•  Think of scenarios that in the international 
or national current situation could impact 
positively or negatively the agricultural sector 
in general, and potential the crop specifically.  

•  So what do disruptive questions look and 
sound like? They usually begin with “how,” 
“which,” “why” or “if” and are specific without 
limiting imagination. 

•  They focus on generating solutions rather 
than begging long-winded explanations and 
place blame, as often-asked ‘close-ended’ 
questions always do.

3. PROVIDE A SHORT CONTEXT related to the 
disruptive question.  The context needs to be on 
point regarding the information all participants 
need to know regarding a situation of crisis for 
the agricultural sector of the country. 

•    Try to include information in the context 
regarding Who?  What? When? And most 
importantly, how much?

4. Workshop participants are advisors to the President/minister of Agriculture and will be 
asked to suggest the allocation of the budget among the provided program options. 

•    Budget might be allocated among all programs; some programs might not get any budget at 
all; and budget could be even allocated towards one program.

2. Because of time constrains THE MAIN 
OBJECTIVE is to determine a given budget. 
•  The shock scenario should have an explicit 

impact on a budget. 
•  The allocation of a budget will allow 

participants to set priorities. 
•  What program/activities should get more 

money? 
• The budget allocation, is comparable 
among discussion-tables and will allow 
facilitator to present results at the end of 
the workshop.

The purpose of the exercise is to set priorities within the agricultural sector. 

   •  What are the most relevant activities and programs that the government/other 
entity needs to implement to improve conditions, if the opportunity arose? 

   • What if a big change happened and gave the sector a chance to redefine it? 

   • T he scenario shock is exogenous and should exist an implicit assumption that the 
shock is probable and realistic given the country’s circumstances.

Duration: 50min 
Participatory exercise in which the working groups design possible sector responses in 
the event of a crisis situation.

Example 1
What would happen if the current government received a loan from the World Bank for 
the annual budget of the Ministry of Agriculture? Which would be the consequences for 
the “defined crop” sector?
Provided context:
Within the current government’ priorities, rural development is one the most important 
areas of focus. The government’s objective is to improve the conditions of the rural 
population through large-scale initiatives for the increase of the competitiveness and 
agricultural productivity of the country. It has been estimated that the implementation 
of actions and projects to achieve that goal would be around $.

The government has announced a series of actions to promote the integral development 
of the country and of the agricultural sector. The World Bank has offered to support the 
new government with a loan of $ per year for the next # years for the government’s plan 
for rural development. Of this budget, $ has been determined for the implementation of 
actions focused on the cultivation of “defined crop”. In particular, the budget for “defined 
crop” will be allocated to strategies that will focus on the stimulation of   productivity 
with the adoption of new technologies and innovations.

The President’s cabinet has asked its advisors for their recommendation to accept the 
bank's offer and prepare a proposal identifying priority actions that would focus the 
budget granted by the World Bank.
 
Among the options for possible priority actions are:
 
A. Breeding program for improved seeds.
B. Investment program in precision agriculture and irrigation technification.
C. Systematization of an extension network at the national level.
D. Program for linking producers to regional and national markets.
E. Program of biofortification of seeds for the cultivation of corn. 

The president has 24 hours to respond to the request of the presidency, should the 
government accept the contribution of the World Bank? If this is the case, how and with 
what priority should the budget be allocated to the proposed actions?

DYNAMIC II: SHOCK SCENARIO
What to do towards a situation of crisis?

CROP COUNTRY INITIATIVE:
2030  WORKSHOP
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Example 2.
What would happen if the US abandons NAFTA, or engages in a trade war with Mexico? What would be the 
consequences for the maize sector? 

Provided context:
On the eve of the beginning of the renegotiation of NAFTA, the Trump administration makes public a new 
executive order in which it imposes a "border tax" of 20% on products from Mexico. The order has an 
immediate effect and particularly affects agricultural and livestock products that cannot be stored at the 
border indefinitely.

Mexico has 2 options: file a complaint with the WTO, assuming the considerable economic impact on the 
waiting time for resolution of the dispute, which may take several years; or respond with the imposition of 
a comparable tariff for the main US imports, including yellow maize for livestock consumption, which would 
make this necessary supply for livestock chains more expensive.

The response from the Cabinet of the Presidency is expected in the next 24 hours. For this, the President has 
asked the Secretaries of State projections about the costs that any of these options would have. Meanwhile, 
the foreign exchange market reacts to the news with a drop of 10% against the dollar in a single day. The 
Ministry of Agriculture team has calculated that the additional cost of imports could reach 35% of the value of 
the same in 2016, that is, 16,500 million pesos. In an unexpected turn, the Ministry of Finance offers SAGARPA 
an emergency fund for that value, in exchange for the acceptance of a tariff measure that would harm the 
sector.

The Deputy Secretary of Agriculture has 50 minutes to present his conclusions to the Secretary: should 
SAGARPA accept the fund? And in that case, in what programs would this budget be applied? Could the 
resource be used to mitigate the price increase and encourage production through higher yields?

The possible options are:

A. Concept of additional income to mitigate the price increase
B.  Induction to the diversification of imports from other countries through economic incentives
C. Improved seed adoption program
D. Investment program in precision agriculture and irrigation technification
E. Systematization of an extension network nationwide
F. Regional programs linking producers to the market
G. Reject the budget

Instructions
 • A s advisors the participants will have to define a budget in the given circumstances, 

choosing certain activities over others according to their preferences. 

 •  The following table should be filled as a result of the discussions, indicating the 
percentage of the budget that would be allocated to each option.

Option  Budget Allocation Concept
A $
B $
C $
D $
E $
TOTAL $

5. To avoid operational errors, the TABLE should be already pre-configured. 

•   Participants will only allocate percentages, so the figure will appear instantly reflecting the 
allocated percentage on each given option.
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Exercise: SHOCK SCENARIO – What to do 
towards a situation of crisis?

Duration: 50 min 
Participatory exercise in which the working groups design possible sector responses in the 
event of a crisis situation.

Example 1
What would happen if the current government received a loan from the World Bank for the 
annual budget of the Ministry of Agriculture? Which would be the consequences for the “defined 
crop” sector?

Provided context: Within the current government’ priorities, rural development is one the 
most important areas of focus. The government’s objective is to improve the conditions of 
the rural population through large-scale initiatives for the increase of the competitiveness 
and agricultural productivity of the country. It has been estimated that the implementation of 
actions and projects to achieve that goal would be around $XX.

The government has announced a series of actions to promote the integral development of 
the country and of the agricultural sector. The World Bank has offered to support the new 
government with a loan of $XX per year for the next # years for the government’s plan for 
rural development. Of this budget, $XX has been determined for the implementation of actions 
focused on the cultivation of “defined crop”. In particular, the budget for “defined crop” will be 
allocated to strategies that will focus on the stimulation of   productivity with the adoption of 
new technologies and innovations.

The President’s cabinet has asked its advisors for their recommendation to accept the bank's 
offer and prepare a proposal identifying priority actions that would focus the budget granted 
by the World Bank.

Among the options for possible priority actions are:
 A. Breeding program for improved seeds.
 B. Investment program in precision agriculture and irrigation technification.
 C. Systematization of an extension network at the national level.
 D. Program for linking farmers to regional and national markets.
 E. Program of biofortification of seeds for the cultivation of corn

The president has 24 hours to respond to the request of the presidency, should the government 
accept the contribution of the World Bank? If this is the case, how and with what priority should 
the budget be allocated to the proposed actions?
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Example 2
What would happen if the US abandons NAFTA, or engages in a trade war with Mexico? What 
would be the consequences for the maize sector? 

Provided context: On the eve of the beginning of the renegotiation of NAFTA, the Trump 
administration makes public a new executive order in which it imposes a "border tax" of 20% on 
products from Mexico. The order has an immediate effect and particularly affects agricultural 
and livestock products that cannot be stored at the border indefinitely.

Mexico has 2 options: file a complaint with the WTO, assuming the considerable economic impact 
on the waiting time for resolution of the dispute, which may take several years; or respond 
with the imposition of a comparable tariff for the main US imports, including yellow maize 
for livestock consumption, which would make this necessary supply for livestock chains more 
expensive.

The response from the Cabinet of the Presidency is expected in the next 24 hours. For this, 
the President has asked the Secretaries of State for projections of the costs that any of these 
options would have. Meanwhile, the foreign exchange market reacts to the news with a drop 
of 10% against the dollar in a single day. The Ministry of Agriculture team has calculated that 
the additional cost of imports could reach 35% of the value of the same in 2016, that is, 16,500 
million pesos. In an unexpected turn, the Ministry of Finance offers the Ministry of Agriculture 
an emergency fund for that value, in exchange for the acceptance of a tariff measure that would 
harm the sector.

The Deputy Secretary of Agriculture has 50 minutes to present his conclusions to the Secretary: 
should the Ministry of Agriculture accept the fund? And in that case, in what programs would 
this budget be applied? Could the resource be used to mitigate the price increase and encourage 
production through higher yields?

The possible options are:
 A. Sources of additional income to mitigate the price increase
 B.  Introduction to the diversification of imports from other countries through economic 

incentives
 C. Improved seed adoption program
 D. Investment program in precision agriculture and irrigation technification
 E. Systematization of an extension network nationwide
 F. Regional programs linking farmers to the market
 G. Reject the budget

 



Roadmap for strategic and tactical 
planning: implementation of an 

Integrated Agri-food System Initiative 
(IASI)




