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The Asia and Pacific region is the largest and most populous continent, which is home to 
60%, or 4 billion people, of the world’s population. The rural population in many of the 
developing countries in the continent can be anywhere from 40-80%. The region has 38% 
of the world’s arable lands, and has the most extensive forest and fishery resources in the 
world. Moreover, the region feeds 60% of the world’s population, produces 90% of the 
world’s rice, 40% of the world’s cereals and 40% of the world’s meat. It has a 70% share of 
the global market for food and vegetables, and 80% of the global aquaculture market. 
 
However, out of the 1 billion poorest and hungriest people in the world who earn less than 
US$1.5 a day, 600 million people are also in the rural parts of Asia and Pacific – they are 
the women and men who rely on agriculture, fisheries and forestry for a living – small scale 
farmers, fishers, indigenous peoples, pastoralists/herders. They share common problems: 
(1) lack of access and control over basic production resources, particularly land, waters, 
forests, seeds; (2) inadequate access to physical infrastructures (such as roads and 
electricity), to basic social and economic infrastructures (such as education and health) as 
well as to economic, financial and communication services; (3) vulnerabilities to natural and 
man-made disasters and food price volatilities; and (4) lack of meaningful participation in 
policy and decision making processes, from the local to the national levels. 
 
Since the 1980’s, farmers organizations (FOs) have pursued various initiatives to respond to 
one or several needs of the small-scale producers - in claiming their political and economic 
rights, pooling their economic resources, getting access to services and technologies, 
marketing their products, and protecting their environment. However, their influence in 
policy making is at varying stages of development and most of the time limited and still 
weak. Institutional and operational strengthening is required for them to act effectively and 
be fully recognized as one of the primary actors in national, sub-regional and regional 
socioeconomic development. 
 
The Asian Farmers’ Association for Sustainable Rural Development (AFA) is an Asian alliance 
of national farmer organizations composed of small scale women and men family farmers, 
fishers, indigenous peoples, forest dwellers, herders and pastoralists.  Its vision is a “just, 
free, peaceful, healthy, economically viable, sustainable and resilient communities in Asia.” 
This paper is a synthesis of 6 case studies by AFA member FOs presented at the Knowledge 
Exchange Forum on “Engagement of Farmers Organizations in Public Investment Programs” 
on August 1-2, 2016 in Hanoi, Vietnam, organized by AFA, Viet Nam Farmers Union (VNFU), 
AsiaDHRRA and Collectif Stratégies Alimentaires (CSA). 
 
The cases highlight the experiences of Asian FOs/CSOs in accessing public investment 
programs through their engagement in:  a) Global Agriculture and Food Security Program 
(GAFSP), a multilateral funding mechanism for developing countries as response to the Food 
Crisis in 2008; b) IFAD-Medium Term Cooperation Program with Asian Farmers’ 
Organizations in Asia and Pacific Region (MTCP), an FOs’ capacity-building project supported 
by IFAD; and c) other Country Programs. 
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Modes of FOs Engagement in Public Programs  
 

A.  GAFSP Engagement 
 
GAFSP aims to improve the income and food security of the poor. The money comes from 
pledges made during the G8 meeting at L’Aquila in 2009, and is entrusted to World Bank 
(WB).  The objective of the GAFSP is to address the underfunding of the recipient country’s 
agriculture and food security strategic investment. The priorities for GAGSP financing 
(grants, loans, equity investments) include:  Scale up agricultural productivity including 
improved technologies, land rights, agricultural innovation; Market link including 
strengthened producers organizations; Reducing risks and vulnerability; Non-farm rural 
livelihoods;  Environmental sustainability. 
 
Of 30 country recipients of GAFSP funds, 10 are from Asian countries, including 3 from 
Southeast Asia (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Timor Leste).   Financing of US$1.35 billion has been 
pledged, of which $1 billion is to the fund’s Public Sector Window, and $308.7 million is to 
the Private Sector Window. 
 
Financing	  Window	  	   	  Pledged	  	   Receipt	  	  

Public	  Sector	  Window	  
(Australia,	  Canada,	  Ireland,	  South	  Korea,	  Spain,	  UK,	  USA,	  
Germany,	  Bill	  and	  Melinda	  Gates)	  	  

$1.2B	  	   $1.1	  	  

Private	  Sector	  Window	  	  
(Canada,	  Japan,	  Netherlands,	  UK,	  USA)	  	  

$308.7	  	   $238.3	  	  

 
AFA’s role in engaging in the design and implementation of GAFSP 
 
One of the innovations of the GAFSP is its governance structure. It is governed by a 
Steering Committee (SC) that includes non-voting members who are representatives from 3 
CSOs, and UN institutions engaged in food security: FAO, IFAD, WFP, and UN High Level 
Task Force on Food Security. AFA was tapped as a support organization, to provide 
technical, administrative and logistical support to the CSO representative to facilitate: a) 
consultation among Asian CSOs;  b)  dissemination of information to Asian CSOs; and c) 
dialogue between the Asian CSO representative and other members of the Steering 
Committee.  
 
As a GAFSP support organization, AFA has enabled the participation of key CSOs/FOs in 
covered countries through several modes of engagement: 
 

o Participation in GAFSP project design consultation – key FOs/CSOs were informed 
about GAFSP, and their feedback reported and discussed during design process 
(Cambodia, Laos, Nepal, Bangladesh, Mongolia, Kyrgyz, Tajikistan); 
 

o Steering Committee Member – taking cue from AFA as member of GAFSP-SC, 
FOs/CSOs also successfully lobbied to be represented at national-level project SC 
(Laos, Mongolia, Nepal, Vietnam); 
 

o Service provider (Cambodia, Nepal, Mongolia, Kyrgyztan, Tajikistan); 
 

o Partners/Beneficiaries – target groups for projects/Technical Assistance (all 
countries). 
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The key CSO issues in GAFSP are:  a) Communicating with National Governments on 
increased CSO participation (e.g. in project design and development, private sector 
window); b) Strategy of the GAFSP (e.g., putting land tenure security as important agri- 
productivity component);  c) Complementation of GAFSP and other International Initiatives 
(e.g., EU food security efforts); and d) Mechanism for CSO Participation.  Other issues 
include:  how to help FOs catch up with the program and how to address problems and 
difficulties in FO participation in the program; low awareness and technical capacity of FO at 
national and local levels; delays in project implementation. 
 
One of the key gains by CSOs is GAFSP’s Guidelines for Participation in its Call for Proposals 
which mandates that participation should be inclusive, representative, well-planned and 
more than a one-off activity, meaningful, transparent, and should have impacts on project 
design and complementation. This gain was achieved in 2011. CSOs put forward written 
proposals and helped in formulating the framework for participation.  
 
Another key gain is the so-called “Missing Middle Initiative” (MMI) and GAFSP’s commitment 
to reach out to this “missing middle.” The “missing middle” are farmer producers who have 
limited or no access to financing for their agricultural work or those in the boundary 
between subsistence and commercial farming. CSOs are making case studies to prove the 
capacity and effectiveness of directly financing regional and national FOs to reach the 
“missing middle”.  
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LFN (Laos): Building credibility of FOs as partners & service providers 
 
The Lao Farmers Network (LFN) is a network of 16 FOs covering 10 provinces established in 
January 2014 by farmers to benefit farmers and managed by farmers. LFN aims to 
strengthen farmers’ cooperation in information sharing and learning, improving access to 
funds and markets, and policy dialogue.  It has 4,370 members, with half of them women, 
grouped into village or district level associations, cooperatives or commodity-based 
producer groups (rice, coffee, tobacco, vegetables, maize, sugarcane, cardamon, bamboo). 
 
The Strategic Support for Food Security and Nutrition Project (SSFSNP)  is a six-year project 
(2016-2022) – with US$30 million grant from GAFSP – designed to improve food and 
nutrition security among vulnerable households in the northern and southeastern highlands 
and pilot new approaches and technology and scale up existing successful technologies. 
Communities most prone to undernutrition live in upland areas where agriculture and non-
timber forest products (NTFP) extraction are constrained by unsustainable farming practices 
and natural resource use, large-scale land concessions, and limited adaptation to climate 
change.  
 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) is the lead agency, while the International 
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and World Food Program (WFP) are the 
supervising entities; FAO is engaged to carry out technical support.  
 
LFN actively participated during the CSO consultations in the design of the project and 
facilitated with AFA the process of gathering CSO inputs and comments on the proposed 
project.  The CSO participants expressed their appreciation over the content and process of 
the consultations.  Many of them, except some international NGOs, were unfamiliar with the 
GAFSP processes at the international level and with SSFSNP. They appreciated the project’s 
focus to work with vulnerable sectors in the upland areas through their farmers groups and 
cooperatives, use of local technologies and agro-ecological approaches, promotion of crop 
diversification to meet nutrition needs, and use of farmer-to-farmer learning.  
 
Encouraged by the growing openness of the Lao government to work with FOs, LFN asked 
for more involvement in SSFSNP and sought a seat in the project’s steering committee.  As 
a result, LFN’s Chairperson is now included as one of two members with observer status –
along with Lao Women’s Union – in the National Project Steering Committee (NPSC), and as 
FO representative of the Provincial Project Steering Committee (PPSC).   
 
Moreover, up to 25% of the project funds can be used by beneficiary groups to contract 
technical support from trained lead farmers or FOs and CSOs through performance-based 
contracts. LFN is being considered as a potential implementing partner of SSFSNP, 
especially on farmer to farmer learning, FOs’ development and small scale agri-business.  
 
To prepare for its role as a project service provider, LFN is building its internal capacity 
through GAFSP’s “middle missing initiative” (MMI) with IFAD, FAO and the Lao government 
which will be closely linked to the bigger SSFSNP program. It will build LFN’s internal 
capacity in the first two years before engaging with SSFSNP as service provider to target 
groups in the third year.   
 
One of LFN’s member organization is the bitter bamboo group in Nampheng village in 
Oudomxay province which is a target area of SSFSNP. The group is considered as a good 
model for sustainable management of bitter bamboo which is one of key NTFPs in Hoaphan 
and Oudomxay provinces.  Bitter bamboo is harvested from January to May but the 
Namphen group allows their members to harvest it only until March. It is important to 
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document and share how the Nampheng group is organized to maintain the resource 
sustainably along with developing their livelihood. Bitter bamboo is important for food 
security, income generation of local people, and to maintain balance of the ecosystem. Lao 
farmers are harvesting NTFPs as food, income and medicines. Support to value chain 
development of NTFPs like bitter bamboo will help upland farmers to improve their income. 
 
LFN hopes that through the on-ground GAFSP-MMI project, it will become a better source of 
expertise for the bigger SSFSNP, or use the model to lobby or develop a bigger proposal 
within SSFSNP. Trainings given to the Nampheng group of farmers will increase their 
capacities as trainors, so that they in turn can become effective service providers and train 
other upland farmers. 
 
NAMAC (Mongolia):  Engaging in public programs as service provider 
 
The National Association of Mongolian Agricultural Cooperatives (NAMAC) is a non-
governmental organization which was reorganized in January 1992 at its first General 
Assembly. The Supreme Council of Agricultural Cooperatives is NAMAC’s precursor which 
was founded in 1967.  NAMAC is the biggest farmers and herders’ group in Mongolia. 
 
The Livestock and Agricultural Marketing Project (LAMP) – with US$12.5 million grant from 
GAFSP – is an integrated livestock-based livelihoods support program in 5 provinces and 15 
districts that will link farmers to market and raise livestock productivity and quality.  The 
agricultural sector of Mongolia accounts for 13.7% of GDP, with 80% livestock and 20% 
crop production, provides jobs to 28.5% of Mongolians, and generates 8.9% of the 
country’s export revenues (mainly from leather, cashmere, meat, sheep and camel wool).   
The livestock sector, which is a backbone of Mongolian society, consists almost entirely of 
nomadic pastoralism.  The Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry (MoFALI) is the 
responsible agency, while WB and FAO are the supervising entities.   
 
NAMAC participated in CSO consultations organized by AFA on GAFSP in 2011, and has 
engaged the public program in the various stages – from design to implementation and 
monitoring and evaluation. NAMAC represented CSOs in LAMP’s National Steering 
Committee.  During project implementation, NAMAC partnered with another NGO to form a 
consortium which successfully won a contract as a technical service provider (TSP) of LAMP. 
The technical services aim to improve the capacities of farmers and herders on animal 
health, animal breeding, animal nutrition, technology training of planting vegetables and 
fruits, as well as the capacities of cooperatives.  A conflict of interest issue related to 
NAMAC’s role as service provider and CSO representative at the SC; this was resolved by 
making NAMAC’s participation in the SC as a non-voting member, with no right to vote but 
able to raise issues.  During project monitoring and evaluation, NAMAC with AFA organized 
interviews and meetings among project beneficiaries and TSPs on the implementation status 
of the project.  
 
As a technical service provider of LAMP, NAMAC helped accelerate project implementation 
and achieve the key outcomes despite some initial delays.  First, NAMAC helped to improve 
proposals from people-centered organizations such as cooperatives and groups which were 
eventually approved.  Second, NAMAC conducted 34 training activities that benefited 4,238 
farmers and herders, 46% of them women.  The beneficiaries have already started to: plant 
and harvest animal fodder; gain knowledge in planting vegetables, preserving and pickling; 
consider the possibility of supplying members' demand, or even selling in the market. The 
cooperatives’ activities are also being sustained and their capacities built through the 
trainings.  Finally, NAMAC has produced several knowledge products (manuals and guides) 
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on livestock health, livestock breeding and preparation of green fodder, vegetable and fruit 
farming, cooperatives, etc. 
 
One key outcome of the micro-projects is already becoming visible. This year, there was an 
increase in harvests: 1,280 tons of green fodder, 121 tons of natural hay, 110.7 tons of 
oats, 49.6 tons of potatoes and 52.6 tons of vegetables. When respondents to the M&E 
questionnaire survey were asked about LAMP, a very high percentage (97%) rated the 
project as “good” because they said the project helped increase their production and 
income, as well as their knowledge and capacities on vegetables- and animal-raising. 
LAMP’s focus on farmers and herders and cooperatives was well-appreciated.  
 

B. IFAD Engagement 
 
The Medium Term Cooperation Program with Asian Farmers Organizations in Asia and Pacific 
Region (MTCP) is a project supported by IFAD which aims to strengthen the capacities of 
FOs to deliver services and engage in policy work.  it is a program that directly finances FOs 
for capacity building.  Now on its second phase, the MTCP2 platform has enabled FOs to 
become more engaged in public programs.   
 
MTCP2 is managed by FOs at the regional and national levels. The AFA/La Via Campesina 
(LVC) consortium acts as Regional Implementing Agency (RIA), with AFA as grant recipient 
and financial manager. The funds received by the RIA are then channelled to the Sub-
Regional Agencies (SRIAs), composed of AFA/LVC for Southeast Asia, All Nepal Peasant 
Federation Association (ANPFa) for South Asia, and Pacific Island Farmers’ Organizations’ 
Network (PIFON) for the Pacific. The SRIAs then channel the funds to National 
Implementing Agencies (NIAs). IFAD selected the RIA and SRIAs based on a call for 
proposal. The participating FOs at the national level select the NIA. 
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VNFU (Vietnam):  Transforming from beneficiaries to service provider / member of 
project committee 
 
The Viet Nam Farmers’ Union (VNFU) was established in 1930 to represent the country’s 
farmers politically and socially in government.  VNFU has more than 10.5 million members, 
with 30% women, working in all sectors (e.g., agriculture, forestry, fishery, salt-making, 
handicrafts, small rural industry services) in rural areas in 63 provinces nationwide.  Its 
members are organized at four official levels: national, provincial, district and commune. At 
the commune level, the Farmers’ Union (FU) is organized into branches and farmers’ 
groups, or professional farmers’ groups.   
 
VNFU believes that farmers should be seen as main players in the fight against poverty and 
hunger, and in bringing new, prosperous lives to the countryside.  Its mission is to protect 
the farmers’ rights and interests, provide necessary support and services for farmers and 
help improve their living standards. VNFU also engages women and youth in programs and 
activities that will build develop the countryside, improve socio-economic development, and 
create jobs for farmers. VNFU has nearly 15,000 full-time staff and over 200,000 part-time 
staff working at all levels.   
 
IFAD implements the Country Strategic Opportunities Program (COSOP), a cooperation 
program between Vietnam and IFAD with three strategic objectives: a) Enabling poor rural 
provinces to carry out market-oriented, pro-poor rural development; b) Improve access of 
poor rural people to commodity and labor markets, especially women; and c) Capacity-
building for poor rural households to adapt to climate change.  Recent projects funded by 
COSOP- Vietnam seek to engage primary producers in value chain development through 
improved market access and linkages with private companies. 
 
VNFU is the National Implementing Agency (NIA) of the MTCP in Vietnam.  It signed a 
Cooperation Agreement with IFAD in October 2010 for 2010-2015.  The cooperation aims to 
create opportunities for:  a) FO’s involvement in policy formulation and policy feedback on 
identified priority areas through VNFU at the central level; b) Training and capacity building 
for VNFU at central and provincial level on innovations in agriculture and rural development, 
and c) Linking VNFU central and Provincial FUs closely to IFAD-PCUs (Project Coordination 
Units) in 11 IFAD-supported provinces, policy-makers in the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MARD), and the Provincial Peoples’ Committees (PPCs). The Agreement 
for 2016-2020 is being prepared.   
 
The VNFU-IFAD partnership cooperation has resulted in the following capacity-building 
activities to enhance VNFU’s capacity to provide agri-extension services to its members 
(e.g. value chain analysis, linking to markets, contracts negotiation, etc), and engage in 
policy dialogue with government (on tax, land use and credit, Foreign Aid Mobilization 
Program for farmers, etc). For instance, marketing is very important to the Farmers’ Unions 
FUs, they are very strong in production but do not know how to bring their products to the 
market.  Hence, VNFU changed its training approach – farmers need to know the market 
before they produce.  They need to have market information/price and should know how to 
negotiate with private sector and other institutions with good information on 
marketing/production. (Annex A shows more info – “Key Results of VNFU-IFAD 
Cooperation”.) 
 
FNN (Cambodia):  Providing technical services on financial literacy 
 
The Farmer and Nature Net (FNN) was formed in December 2003 as an umbrella network of 
FOs in Cambodia to protect the rights and economic well-being of its members;  it was 
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officially registered at the Ministry of Interior in March 2006.  Through linking local FOs in 
various provinces with overseas networks, FNN aims to unite farmers and bring about hope, 
solidarity and equity, and enable them to promote ecological agriculture, sustainable 
management of local natural resources, and cooperation among rural communities and with 
relevant institutions. FNN has 53,246 members, with 66% women, a total capital of savings 
and credit of 102,656,577,341 KH-riels (US$25.7 million) and collective funds of 
2,495,811,649 KH-riels (US$623,952).  FNN works in 16 out of total 24 provinces in 
Cambodia, covering 56 districts, 217 communes, 846 villages, 890 self-help saving 
associations, and 1,062 self-help groups.  
 
The US$43.2 million Project for Agricultural Development and Economic Empowerment 
(PADEE) – US$35 million loan/grant from IFAD – aims to improve the livelihoods of poor 
rural people in Kampot, Kandal, Prey Veng, Svay Rieng and Takeo provinces in Cambodia. 
The target 90,000 beneficiary households will prioritize landless and land-poor farmers, 
rural youth and women-headed households in 246 communes in 33 districts. PADEE started 
implementation in 2012 and is due for completion in June 2018.  The Ministry of Agriculture 
Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) is PADEE’s executing agency. 
 
PADEE has two components:  1) Improved access to financial services, and                         
2) Improved access to technology and markets. Component 1 includes capacity-building for 
improved access to finance and will support financial literacy trainings (FLT) to member 
households.  Component 2 consists of innovation in capacity-building, applied training and 
capacity-building, and small rural business development. 
 
Through its membership in AFA and LVC and its participation in MTCP activities, FNN was 
invited to participate in consultations during PADEE’s design phase.  When a call for training 
service providers (TSPs) was made, FNN formed a consortium with an NGO (CEDAC) and 
won a contract to implement financial literacy training (FLT) services under the project.  The 
FLT trainings were conducted by FNN-CEDAC from January 2014 to February 2016. 
 
FNN has also participated in consultation workshops on another IFAD project – the US$82.2 
million Agriculture Services Programme for Innovation, Resilience and Extension (ASPIRE). 
When PADEE ends in 2018, ASPIRE will expand the project’s coverage and develop models 
of extension services for Cambodia’s smallholder farmers. 
 
FNN-CEDAC introduced some innovations in the Financial Literacy training methodology.  
The IGRFs committee consists of 7 persons per group, thus 28 Committee Members (CMs) 
per commune (4 villages per commune) are formed for providing the training. The training 
for CMs is conducted at the commune level. The project organized exchange visits for them 
to meet with good committee leaders and observe best practices in their places. The 
committee leaders learn about ideas for group management and step-by-step improvement. 
To enable the training to proceed smoothly, trainers closely cooperate with the Commune 
Extension Workers (CEW) in arranging training venue and logistics, participants’ invitation, 
and be an assistant trainer during the conduct of training in the field.  
 
Results of the basic financial literacy training show that poor farmer households and more 
women farmers have availed of the Financial Literacy trainings.  Farmers have gained 
knowledge on financial management both for their communities and families.  Aside from 
financial literacy, they have gained additional knowledge and skills in good cooperation with 
local government authority.  They have also appreciated the advantages of existing groups 
and capital for utilizing within the community, family cash flow, management of household 
expenses, records of incomes and expenses, balance sheet, knowledge-sharing and mutual 
exchange of experiences. 
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C. Country Programs 
 
PAKISAMA-Philippines:  Partner-Beneficiaries in Post-Haiyan Farm Rehabilitation  
 
PAKISAMA (Pambansang Kilusan ng mga Samahang Magsasaka) is a 30-year old national 
movement and confederation dedicated to empower small Filipino farmers, fisherfolk, rural 
women, youth and indigenous peoples in the Philippines.  PAKISAMA has 64 member 
farmers/fishers’ organizations (FOs) in 42 provinces nationwide, representing 45,000 
farmers/fishers.   It envisions “Empowered, Prosperous, and Caring Family Farmers and 
Resilient Rural Communities”; its mission as a national movement and confederation is to 
help empower family organizations to attain asset ownership and control, enhanced 
productivity, resiliency, product values addition, market power, and participation in 
governance and political spaces.  
 
On 8 November 2013, super typhoon Haiyan (local name Yolanda) struck the Philippines 
with strong winds, heavy rains and storm surges that devastated lives and livelihoods in the 
hardest hit regions of Eastern, Western and Central Visayas.  The typhoon is believed to be 
the strongest to ever make landfall in recorded history.  Yolanda affected more than 14 
million people, placed 4.1 million homeless, claimed 6,300 lives and around 1,000 missing.  
Damage to crops, farmlands and the agriculture was estimated at US$724 million.  
 
The Yolanda Comprehensive Rehabilitation and Recovery Plan (YCRRP) is a detailed plan 
prepared by government of short- and long-term projects and programs from 2014 to 2016, 
with a total funding requirement of Php170 billion (US$3.9 billion).  YCRRP has the following 
priorities:  infrastructure; shelter; livelihood, commerce and businesses; empowering 
communities and building their capacities for disaster-preparedness and resilience. It is the 
country's biggest reconstruction effort since the end of World War II. 
 
PAKISAMA was able to access some resources from Post-Yolanda Fund for Local Initiatives 
established by agri-agency AsiaDHRRA to enable FOs to ensure that FOs can participate in 
and benefit from post-disaster rehabilitation programs such as YCRRP.  Having generated 
good results from a pilot farm rehabilitation project, PAKISAMA expanded its farm 
rehabilitation efforts to Quinapondan and Mercedes municipalities in Eastern Samar province 
in Region 8 with support from the Post-Yolanda Fund.  
 
To rehabilitate their farms, PAKISAMA focused on assisting farmers to get back to farming 
and improve their farms through the “cash for work” strategy which encourages families to 
immediately clear their farms of debris and plant short-term early harvestable crops.  They 
were organized to form production and marketing clusters and establish Learning and 
Earning Farms to demonstrate that farming can be economically viable, starting with the 
farms of cluster leaders.  
 
PAKISAMA then engaged the farmers in longer-term farm development through farm 
planning following the principles of Integrated Diversified Organic Farming System (IDOFS), 
and made sure that the design is disaster-adapted and resilient to climate change.  IDOFS 
farm planning is an effective tool for farmers to actualize disaster- and climate-resilient 
farming. Farmers identify areas in the farm which are prone to flooding, and introduce 
simple interventions such as the construction of a canal or other technologies to mitigate 
the situation. They also locate where long-term fruit and timber trees can be planted to 
serve as wind breaks. They select typhoon-resilient crops such as root crops and include 
livestock-raising in their farms. From a mono-culture, mono-crop planted mainly to coconut, 
the landscape started to change towards a more polyculture and diversified farming system. 
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The farmers were then introduced to the concept of full value chain services to transform 
their production activities into sustainable agri-businesses with effective links to markets.  
PAKISAMA conducted organizational development and strengthening activities such as a 
study tour in one of the country’s biggest agri-cooperatives to learn about product 
consolidation, marketing, and business enterprise.  
 
PAKISAMA also trained farmers on Farmers Advocacy Consultative Tool (FACT) approach 
and its four pillars:  Consultations to membership; Participatory research; Writing SMART 
proposals; and Lobby mapping and stakeholders analysis.  Participatory research and 
region-wide consultations were conducted.  The FACT training capacitated nine (9) FOs from 
Region 8 to prepare project proposals which they presented to YCRRP implementers.  As a 
result, FOs were able to acquire farm inputs, tractors and other farm equipments, post 
harvest facilities, etc from various government agencies under YCRRP. 
 
Anticipating the need for scale, PAKISAMA catalyzed the formation of a region-wide alliance 
of FOs called “Region 8 Alliance” whose members have started to engage various 
government agencies both at the regional, provincial and municipal levels. Recently, the 
Region 8 Alliance explored a partnership on institutional purchase with the Philippine 
Carabao Center (PCC) where they raise carabao/buffalo for dairy production which PCC will 
help establish and link their milk production to a school-based milk feeding program. 
 
PAKISAMA: Pushing to Create a Coconut Farmers’ Trust Fund 
 
The coco levy funds are monies and assets, now estimated at Php75 billion (US$1.6 billion) 
and safeguarded in the National Treasury, which the Philippine Supreme Court in 2012 ruled 
was collected from coconut farmers for 10 years (from 1973 to 1982).  These levies (taxes) 
were imposed during Martial law supposedly to benefit the coconut farmers.  The funds, 
however, were used by then President Ferdinand Marcos and his cronies to acquire assets 
for their personal gain with the “legal” backing of presidential decrees.  The coco levy assets 
include big oil mills, a bank, insurance companies and majority stakes in San Miguel 
Corporation (SMC), the country’s largest food and beverage conglomerate.  
 
When the Marcos dictatorship fell in 1986, the companies and assets bought through coco 
levy funds were sequestered and made the subject of court cases.  After nearly 30 years of 
litigation, the Supreme Court granted ownership of 24% SMC shares to the Philippine 
government, ruling that these are public funds held in trust to benefit all coconut farmers 
and the coconut industry.   
 
This portion of the recovered coco levy assets, then worth Php 71 billion, is the subject of a 
campaign by small coconut farmers to establish a Coconut Farmers’ Trust Fund which aims 
to improve the livelihoods of small coconut farmers and re-develop the coconut industry to 
benefit them. All other recovered coco levy assets, estimated to be now worth Php200 
billion (US$4.3 billion), shall then be added to the trust fund.   
 
PAKISAMA helped form KILUS Magniniyog (KM), a confederation of nine national farmer 
federations and two national NGOs which lobbied with key legislators to pursue the creation 
of the Coconut Farmers’ Trust Fund.  The KM campaign was two-pronged:  through issuance 
of an Executive Order by the President and legislation by the Philippine Congress. In May 
2014, KM filed an indirect initiative bill in Congress to create the trust fund using a provision 
of Republic Act 6735. 
 
To drum up support for the bill, KM organized a 1,750-km march from Davao City in 
Mindanao to Malacanang Palace in Manila starting September 21, the anniversary of the 
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declaration of Martial rule.  Seventy-one (71) small coconut farmers marched for 71 days to 
free up Php71 billion of recovered coco levy funds for programs that will benefit them. The 
long and nonviolent march created a groundswell of support for the farmers’ cause from 
various sectors, e.g., local communities, fisherfolk and labor, civil society, local 
governments, students, church, business.  All the attention generated by the march helped 
put pressure on government to meet with and listen to the KM71 marchers’ proposals.   
 
On November 26, 2014, President Benigno Aquino III and his Cabinet held a three-hour 
dialogue with the KM71 leaders where he promised to do the following – a) certify as urgent 
Congress the coco levy bill; b) issue an Executive Order pending passage of the bill; and            
c) consult FOs in the design of programs and projects for small coconut farmers.  President 
Aquino’s promises were front-page news in the next day’s six major daily newspapers; this 
ended his silence on the coco levy issue since he assumed office in 2010.  
 
The KM71 marchers also went to the Supreme Court to appeal with the Justices to issue an 
“Entry of Judgment” on its 2012 ruling. The Justices met en banc immediately after and on 
December 10, Human Rights Day, granted the request sought by KM71 and finally made 
such entry in their books, thus unfreezing the multi-billion-peso coconut levy fund.  
 
The KM71 marchers then met with Congressional leaders to urge them to pass the trust 
fund bill which the legislators promised to do before the end of the Aquino administration in 
June 2016. KM attended committee hearings and held press conferences and social media 
campaigns.  In the lower House, the bill was passed on third reading in October 2015, a day 
after the President certified the bill as urgent. However, the Senate failed to act on the bill 
without citing any reason. KM expressed its outrage through the press and social media at 
the legislators’ lack of political will and empathy for the plight of small coconut farmers. 
 
Despite this setback, Kilus Magniniyog persisted in pushing for the creation of the trust 
fund.  In March 2016, then presidential aspirant Rodrigo Duterte signed a public 
commitment with KM leaders saying that he would ensure that small coconut farmers 
benefit directly from the coco levy funds if elected into office.  Two months after, Mr. 
Duterte was elected as the next President of the Philippines in a landslide win.  A new 
administration has taken the reins of government, and several legislators have re-filed the 
Coconut Farmers’ Trust Fund bill.   
 
While success in terms of a law passed remains a work in progress, success in terms of 
public awareness and the consensus on the content of the bill among lawmakers, the 
executive leadership, and the farmer federations have been unprecedented, laying down the 
necessary momentum for a successful advocacy in the coming months.  At the end of the 
71-day march, public awareness on the issue reached 29% among Filipino adults according 
to a Social Weather Stations survey.  
 
More importantly, nearly all policies articulated by government after the KM71 campaign 
used the language of its indirect initiative bill, i.e., creating a trust fund from the coco levy 
assets for the benefit of small coconut farmers and the development of the coconut 
industry; making the fund perpetual; protecting and maintaining the principal and utilizing 
only its annual interest; and substantial participation of small coconut FOs in the 
governance of the trust fund. Nearly half the budget of a proposed coconut roadmap is 
allocated to “coconut hubs” for coco fiber, coco sugar and virgin coconut oil processing, 
which KM has been promoting to veer the industry away from traditional copra production 
into more value-addition activities. 
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Success factors 
 
o The design of GAFSP that calls for FOs/CSOs participation is a major factor that 

enabled them become more engaged in GAFSP processes and the public 
programs it finances.  This created the space for engagement by FOs/CSOs especially 
at the earliest stage of the proposed public program where their inputs can be 
considered in how the program should benefit them. 

 
o Knowing the capacities of FOs and building its self-image and confidence is 

important. Without understanding what the FO is capable of, it is impossible to offer 
opportunity for engagement. The support from IFAD-MTCP, for instance, has helped 
improve the skills and knowledge of FOs and expand its network.  In Laos, the FO has 
been capacitated to organize workshops/tours/visits that provide a venue for Lao 
farmers to share information and experiences about agriculture and food security.  In 
Mongolia, the continuous learnings from its engagement with the public program as a 
service provider has helped it to gain more knowledge and confidence and provide 
services that are driven by the needs of their member cooperatives.  In Vietnam, FO 
members were trained on value chain under the public program enabling them to 
become trainors themselves.   

 
o A strong farmers’ association/cooperative is an enabling factor. A strong FO has: 

capacity (leadership with political will and professional management); credibility (with 
track record, established policies, systems and procedures); and economies of scale 
(e.g., a region-wide alliance with active members’ participation). A value chain 
orientation also helps FOs maximize the benefits from public programs that provide 
value chain services.  

 
o Building alliances with other FOs/CSOs, network and social capital is 

important.    This includes supportive institutions from government, civil society 
organizations, agri-agencies, private sector, etc.  Successfully working together, whether 
as FOs/CSOs, or as government institutions, will have to rely on some intangibles such 
as trust, relationship, social capital, and solidarity. These are often a product of the 
history of working together in the past. In the Philippines, the FO formed a coalition with 
other farmer federations and NGOs working with broad civil society and allies in 
government and business that agreed on common objectives, combined their 
human/technical/financial resources   to push for the creation of a multi-million dollar 
trust fund that will benefit small coconut farmers. The presence of well-established NGOs 
that have good connections with government, as they can facilitate FOs’ access to 
government is another enabling factor. In Cambodia and Mongolia, the FOs teamed up 
with NGOs to bid and win service contracts under public programs.   

 
o Knowing your government is necessary. The readiness of government to work with 

FOs is a key factor in ensuring meaningful participation.  The larger political context in 
the country greatly influences the extent or limit of FO/CSO involvement in public 
programs. An ideal political climate is one where democratic space is present, and where 
government is relatively open and where there are concrete mechanisms for 
transparency and accountability. In Lao PDR, for instance, FOs are encourage by more 
opening from the government to work with farmers and their organizations and a 
greater recognition that FOs should have voluntary membership and independent 
management processes.  In the context of an FO’s role as service provider, the role of 
local officials in solving implementation issues is also important, as in the case of 
Mongolia where the FO appreciated the local governor as part of the project structure. 
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o Knowing the mechanisms in place and enabling role played by AFA/other FOs is 
important. FOs/CSOs are able to engage in public programs financed by GAFSP and 
IFAD because of AFA’s role in informing about GAFSP and MTCP processes. Through the 
advice and support from AFA, FOs were able to get the commitment of government to 
include CSOs and FOs in the project design, implementation and evaluation through 
institutionalized mechanisms. IFAD’s country program can also provide spaces for CSO 
engagement.  In Laos, Vietnam and Cambodia, the FOs’ role as National Implementing 
Agency or partners of IFAD-MTCP facilitated the access to information and consultative 
processes about IFAD-financed projects in the country.  

 
o The timely and catalytic funds from agri-agencies such as that of Agriterra, We 

Effect, AsiaDHRRA and FSSI which helped finance the various FO activities, including 
capacity-building, helped strengthen networking capacities of FOs, reach out to more 
project areas, and in the process also generating more resources from supportive 
organizations.  Such was the case in Vietnam which found new partners and donors who 
recognized the role and increasing capacity of the FO, as well as in the Philippines where 
donations snowballed to support the farmers’ long march. 
 

o The highly disciplined KM71 volunteer marcher-farmers, in the case of the 
Philippines, who became the voice and the face of the 3.5 million coconut farmers, and 
who trekked the arduous 1,750 kilometers for 71 days, the longest, highly disciplined 
cross-country march of a coalition of FOs in Philippine history, a dramatic act that 
caught people’s imagination and broad support.  

 
o Innovations introduced by FOs in engaging public programs that show good 

results to benefit farmers also builds credibility of FOs and bodes well for their 
increased participation – 

 
- In Laos, the FO will pilot a “missing middle initiative” to become a better service 

provider and source of expertise for the “missing middle” or those in the boundary 
between subsistence and commercial farming, especially on the sustainable 
management of a key NFTP like bitter bamboo by highland communities.   
 

- In Mongolia, the FO who is engaged as a technical service provider helped improve 
proposals from cooperatives and farmer/herder groups which enhanced the 
stakeholdership of the sub-projects, and produced good results when, e.g., 
beneficiaries already consider the possibility of supplying members' demand, or even 
selling in the market, or harvests have increased.   
 

- In Vietnam, the FO’s cooperation agreement with IFAD brought about increased FOs’ 
involvement in policy formulation and policy feedback, capacity-building and training 
for FU staff and farmers in agriculture production and rural development, and closer 
linkages between the FOs (all levels) and project coordination units and policy-
makers, and in the process transformed the FO from one of beneficiary to a 
contributor or creator of development.   
 

- In Cambodia, the FO as service provider introduced innovations in financial literacy 
training methodology where they organized exchange visits for farmers to meet with 
good committee leaders and observe their best practices in their places, which 
creative methods resulted in poor farmer households especially women farmers 
gaining knowledge on financial management for their communities and families, and 
additional knowledge and skills in good cooperation with local government authority.   
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- In the Philippines, the FO as partner-beneficiary introduced climate-resilient IDOFS 
farm planning to rehabilitate Haiyan-damaged farms and as a result turning the 
landscape from a mono-culture, mono-crop planted mainly to coconut to a more 
polyculture and diversified farming system. Re-orienting agri-cooperatives to deliver 
full-value chain services to their members means that the coop should be able to 
offer production, processing and marketing services. 
 

- Also in the Philippines, introducing the Farmers Advocacy Consultative Tool (FACT) 
and Nonviolent Direct Action, e.g. the coconut farmers 1,750 km march to pass a 
highly-controversial bill creating the US$1.6 billion coconut farmers trust fund, has 
gained unprecedented support from key allies and the larger public and has resulted 
in a  major shift in the government’s policy framework on the coconut industry which 
now contains a more holistic approach that can lead to a sustainable and farmer-
centered coconut industry and veer away from traditional copra production into more 
value-addition activities, e.g. “coco-hubs”. 

 
Hindering Factors/Challenges 
 
• Organizational issues.  Some FOs are new organizations with limited capacity to 

engage public programs as, e.g. service providers, and hence would need to first build 
internal capacity as in the case of Laos.  Continuous training and long-term financing is 
needed for capacity-building and human resource development.  Lack of staff and 
funding constraints also hinder FOs’ engagement in public programs.  In the case of the 
Philippines, for instance, without full-time staff dedicated to the coconut farmers’ 
campaign, sustained funding for secured for lobbying activities was not secured.  
Building trust and confidence of funding agencies and public service providers is 
important.  
 

• Implementation issues. One of the challenges encountered was delays in project 
implementation as in the case of Mongolia where the any slight delay may jeopardize 
the full production year.  Also, as a technical service provider, the FO experienced 
problems related to limited funding which also constrained its capacity to hire staff and 
experts, and any budget cuts in the project would make it tougher for existing FO staff.  
It is also difficult to engage if one is not included in the plan, as in the case of Laos 
where the project’s target areas are not in the same areas where the FO members are, 
hence the difficulty to get direct support from the project.  The value chain approach, 
which is becoming a main intervention in public programs for agricultural development  
is still new to FOs and implementing partners and there is a shortage of skilled service 
providers in market linkages and business/private sector partnership promotion. 
 

o Continuity: Any change in government and leadership means that new persons may 
now be responsible for public programs, and hence new contacts and relations need to 
be established, in an environment programs are deemed to be slow due to bureaucratic 
procedures and tainted by partisan politics. Lack of continuity is also manifested in a 
lack of follow-up and sustained direct action and lobby on the part of FOs which may 
also be due to funding constraints. 
 

o Comprehensiveness: Public programs for agricultural development should also 
address the issue of landlessness and land tenure security in the push for modernizing 
agriculture as in the case of large-scale land concessions in Laos, or when landless 
tenants and farmworkers in the Philippines have no control over their land resources and 
hesitant to plan for long-term farm rehabilitation because landowners may not allow 
them to do so.  
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Recommendations 
 
Recommendation to Governments: 
 
o Put in place consolidated, institutional frameworks for project   steering, implementation 

and monitoring in which producers’ organizations and CSOs participate from the outset.  
FOs should be represented in the project management structure or steering committees. 

 
o Provide more open spaces for FOs to be involved and participate in project design, 

implementation and monitoring processes. Create a friendly environment where FOs do 
not feel threatened or intimidated. 

 
o Public program implementers should consider FOs and farmers not only as beneficiaries, 

but also as contributors to development, hence should engage FOs in the whole process, 
and linking them with other actors, relevant stakeholders and policy-makers. 

 
o Adopt agreed standards, indicators and means of verifying participation. 

 
o Ensure that the necessary resources are made available to enable meaningful FO/CSO 

participation. 
 
o Avoid implementation delays and other bottlenecks. 
 
Recommendation to FOs: 
 
o Insist on meaningful participation in important mechanisms/bodies and in design, 

implementation, M&E. 
 

o Engaging a public investment program at the early stage is very important in order to 
make sure that you are in their plan.  
 

o Strengthen networking, coordination among FOs in the countries and make efforts to 
have a united voice when engaging governments.  Build trust among members and 
partners. Increase the participation of FO members and coordinate closely to share 
information and give feedback and analysis. 

 
o Build capacities for negotiation, advocacy, policy formulation to better engage with 

government’s agricultural development strategy and country investment plans.  Push 
enabling legislation or agricultural policies that benefit small scale farmers. 

 
o Maximize learnings and innovations from small projects (e.g. MTCP2, GAFSP-MMI) to 

build track record and credibility which FOs can later use to access larger projects for 
their members.  Pilot and continuously refine models and strategies. 

 
o Organize communities and build strong agri-cooperatives. Build Young farmers 

Movement to ensure the succession of young blood and trained/skilled farmers in the 
agriculture sector. 

 
o For big-ticket, high-impact and high-stake, highly-controversial public programs that 

involve challenging power relations and passing a law, a public program accessing 
project should involve a combination of approaches addressing both the work of creating 
strong public opinion and lobbying activities. 
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Recommendations to NGOs/ Partners: 
 

o Facilitate/ strengthen the process of networking, coordination among CSOs and FOs at 
national, regional and local levels.  

 
o Support capacity building efforts, especially of small scale producers to engage 

meaningfully in government’s agricultural development processes.  
 
o Work with FOs as partners to formulate development projects and mobilize funds to 

support them. Provide FOs with technical support, services, coaching and capacity-
building. 

 
o Continue to allocate direct funding support to FOs to strengthen and improve their skills 

and capacities. Based on learning experiences, the government generally ignores the 
participation of FOs in public investment processes and will need more lobbying from 
FOs and their networks. 

 
o Human Resources and Financing – To win big-ticket programs for farmers, multi-year 

financing is needed for campaign/lobbying activities and necessary staff, e.g., a 
dedicated public program accessing manager and a legislative lobbying expert. 

 
To improve participation of women and young farmers: 
 
o CSOs or implementing agencies need to have staff who are women.  In Laos, for 

instance, disadvantaged women come mostly from ethnic minorities who cannot speak 
Lao language and write.  To facilitate learning, ethnic language and the ways and 
cultural barriers of different ethnic groups should be considered. 

 
o Always ensure that women and vulnerable families are proportionally included in project 

activities.  On health and nutrition concerns in agricultural development programs focus 
on horticulture or vegetable production where women can play important roles. In 
Mongolia, for instance, the project’s Baseline Household Survey found that female-
headed households invest more per animal in health and nutrition activities, and their 
members’ food consumption is more diverse.   

 
o Women’s participation in financial literacy trainings, as in Cambodia, should be 

recognized as vital for household financial management as housewives are traditionally 
called ‘home-bankers’ as they are the ones who manage all incomes and expenses in the 
family. The women are very knowledgeable in family record-keeping and financial 
management which is a vital part of the family’s economic development and which also 
helps minimize domestic violence.   Constraints that limit women’s participation or 
regular attendance in the trainings should be addressed.   

 
o Women and young farmers should be given more prominent roles in governance and 

decision-making processes to ensure a more equitable sharing of benefits.  
 
o Affirmative action for women and young farmers should be done, e.g., recruiting young 

women farmers as farmer technicians and community organizers to ensures that their 
roles and contributions to farming communities are recognized, and project interventions 
will also respond to their particular needs.  Women and young farmers need to have 
equitable access to land and water resources, credit, alternative energy sources, 
technology, information and markets.  
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ANNEX A   
Key Results of VNFU-IFAD Cooperation Agreement 

 
a) FOs’ involvement in policy formulation and policy feedback – 

  
o 3 National and 3 Regional Farmers Forums organized with following recommendations:  

a) Build cooperation and linkages between FOs and other stakeholders in  value chains, 
policy for partner linkages in consumption of farmers’ products;  b) Effective vocational 
training and technology transfer to farmers;  c) Collective economic development, 
creating jobs and markets for farmers;  d) Policy on agriculture insurance;  d) Policy and 
mechanism for farmers’ access to markets, product quality control and certification 
system;  and e) Land use planning and forest land assignment for farmers. 

  
o 4 studies conducted on profiling of FOs in Vietnam, role of actors in models of partner 

linkages, model “farmer to farmer training”, case studies of VFNU-IFAD cooperation.  
 

o 3 policy workshops organized:  a) Review policy on promoting agricultural products 
through contract farming; b) Involvement of VNFU in agricultural cooperative 
development in IFAD-supported areas, and proposal to revise or adjust policies on tax, 
land use and credit, especially Decree 41/CP (replaced by Decree No. 55/2015); and c) 
VNFU’s Foreign Aid mobilization program to promote foreign aid for farmers. 

 
a) Capacity-building and training for FU staff and farmers in agriculture production and 

rural development –  
 

o IFAD identified FU as strategic partner, and cooperation was built between Provincial FUs 
and IFAD in  11 provinces supported by IFAD;  
 

o IFAD in provinces provided technical and financial support for FUs’ capacity-building so 
that they can play the role of service providers to their members; 

 
o Conducted 40 TOT training courses for 1,140 FU staff and farmers and 320 training 

courses for 7,800 farmers in various subjects (farming  technique, value chain, 
marketing, business planning, etc); 

 
o Developed more than 20 models of value chains on sustainable agricultural  farming, 

and product value chains (cow,  pig, black pig, rice, tea, vegetable, fruits) 
 

o PFUs conducted marketing activities and workshops connecting to market, support to 
farmers’ groups in negotiating contracts with buyers and distribution companies. 
 

o Some PFUs made market surveys on organizations and companies/service providers for 
business/purchasing/selling; 

 
o Farmers are organized and FUs built up all forms of collective organizations of farmers, 

e.g., Common Interest Groups (CIGs) and Collaborative Groups (CGs) in Cao Bang and 
Tuyen Quang provinces, in which 253 CGs have Business Planning and 190 CGs have 
contracts. 

 
b) Linking VNFU/PFUs closely to 11 IFAD-PCUs (Project Coordination Units) in provinces, 

policy-makers in MARD and Provincial People Committee (PPCs) – 
 

o Document profiles of 15 PFUs in which 11 are in IFAD-supported; 
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o Results of partnership cooperation at provincial level shared among 11 FUs and  IFAD-

PCUs (e.g., model farmer-to-farmer training); 
 

o Trilateral meetings of VNFU/MTCP, PFUs and IFAD-PCUs organized to solve problems and 
difficulties encountered and clarify contents and tasks/planning/budgeting in IFAD 
projects in provinces; 
 

o Some PFUs made proposals to the PPC and PCU to assign concrete tasks or activities for 
them to implement and take responsibility. For instance, the Tuyen Quang Farmers’ 
Union provided services to support the value chain development of a tea cooperative 
group through the Tam Nong Support Project (TNSP); 
 

o As MTCP-NIA, VFNU regularly consulted members of its Advisory Committee (AC), IFAD 
and PCU to work out the plans and cooperation areas/activities between VNFU and IFAD 
at central and provincial levels.  The AC consists of members from Institute of Policy and 
Strategy for Agriculture and Rural Development (IPSARD), Department of Cooperatives 
and Rural Development, Vietnam Women’s Union (VWU), Vietnam Cooperative Alliance 
(VCA) and other relevant agencies; 
 

o PFUs regularly organized annual meetings with IFAD-PCU to prepare annual plans to 
implement activities of IFAD projects in 11 provinces. 

 


