Breakout Group 3.3 – Services – Detail notes
Eugene: We already have a priority area of information that we think will benefit the small holder.

First is financial services and the second was land issues and the third is extension and fourth is regulatory services.

We have to pick the top 2 agriculture information needs, where we believe the info will be useful for impact. This impact could come from:

List of projects this group is working on – are there already examples that we can put forth

What is working, why is it working, why it is unique, what would be interesting to scale up within that context? We need to put emphasis on that. Then we answer the questions in the agenda: what are the key challenges, for each is it diff. by user group and region? 

Part 2 presumes that we are to come up with actual examples fo things that works. So are we just looking at things that are guaranteed successes from experiences? But ideas are also okay. 

Are we looking for actual ones that have been seen to work? The second order priority is to add ideas on top of those. 

Gill: can we focus on extension as priority number one? 

Tripp: if we pick two, regulatory issues that are attackable and doable. 

Ken: extension: this idea of moving away from recipes that you do ABC, blanket recommendations to focusing on translatable skills that people can be taught. NGOs and extension officers should be in a brokerage role of linking farmers into farmer groups so they are not covering an array on their own.

Jean: when extension officers when you go out the field, you might only know about maize, and the cow is sick, the officer feels intimidated. It is because they see themselves as the provider of info rather than being the link to other information

Jeanette: they are the front line. Example: Nepal: partnering of, building the capacity (EFAD/FAO), build group promoters. Going to the field was dangerous, but if extension agents are already embedded in the community its okay. The women extension workers were linked to professional women so they were linked to higher level positions. It transformed the attitudes of the men in forestry. 
Tripp: was?

Jeanette: so is it sustainable? The government isn’t hiring more women extension workers? 

Trip: The resources are a challenge. 

Jeanette: Policy changes from the Maoist movement have worked this out well because govt. is working with women and minorities. 

Henry: NASFAM - The farmer associations have employed extension workers to go around and meet farmers in a demand driven manner. Second is the farmer to farmer approach. Because of the low ratio farmer to extension worker, they are building capacity of progressive farmers, and they are being used, where they go out on demand and give out trainings. So it is through employed ext. workers as well as progressive farmers (not paid). The farmers are offered transport (motorbike) or rain coats etc. for their services – it is mostly voluntary. The advantage to them is that if there is new tech. etc. they get the first opportunity to try it out etc. e.g. tradopump irrigation, they get demonstrations and they get one to do demonstrations with. 
Eugene: we have two projects we know about, so what about those systems is working, why is it working? Can we incorporate the subsidiary questions to these examples?
Rex: What is not working and why?

Eugene; what is unique about it?

Jeanette: working – reaching huge numbers of grassroots level women and delivering service on techniques, it is transformative in the kinds of questions people are asking. 

Ken: worry about soil fertility, being a big constraint in Africa. What does not work is blanket recommendations. But the extension research is saying no one is using our recommendations its cause it is not relevant. We need to distill the information, and translating what the farmers know to the level of each plot a farmer has. It would be easy to write the principle into training material – teach people to derive recommendations from each setting. 

Eugene: can go right under the earlier extension notes

Ken: catholic relief services report in India, Bolivia – u need 5 diff. sets of skill sets, financial, organization etc. and technical…so that’s the bottom of the list. It says in any extension environment. What farmers are looking at is different kinds of skills and the extension agents need to build skills. 

Patrick: this aligns with educational. Psychology – content is not the king, context is – even small holder farmers have access to content, its making sense of it is what they need to learn- that’s why blanket statements don’t work. 
Ken: says here – the report: group management, internal savings, lending, basic market skills, experimentation, and sustainable natural resource management. 

Tripp: farmer organizations historically, you cannot find any that is based on learning technology. They get together for other needs.
Henry: the case of farmer to farmer is working because there is good outreach – we are talking about fellow farmer with similar problems, so the message they take out is appreciated, because they are within the same setting. The other one, where the assoc. has employed extension workers, there is some shrinking in public sector resources, and NGOs are coming in instead, trying to balance the equation. 

Eugene: instead of saying why its not working lets look at weaknesses, to identify those coz that would be helpful.

Ken: most of the ext. operations formal or NGO seem to only touch a fairly small population within each community – so in this example is this really going to reach the really poor farmers in the community. We don’t want to fall back into the trap of not acknowledging the diversity of SFH.

Tripp: between the two examples we are covering both

Ousman: weakness of both is scalability and sustainability. We are looking at roles of the government this can only work if the govt. is staying in there for sustainability. We do not have an example where the govt. is part of it continuously. Can we get the govt. to get in the extension in the scale and a manner that is sustainable?

Tripp: having two small examples and building a whole set of principles is worrisome

Vibha: whatever is being done by an NGO or association should be replicable in the large scale. But usually they are not keeping track of numbers. Medicinal plants were taken up by large number of NGOs in India. Initially they made money for the propagation but after a few years, they had nowhere to sell produce. Other problem, initially we hand held and demonstrated, giving them free crops to take the risk. But no one can make provisions for a complete safety and so replicability is important. Ultimately government has to assume responsibility to scale and to create an environment – set up an infrastructure for it – the government role is important if one is scaling up. 
Henry: what is not working and why; on farmer to farmer – there is a limit to the technical complexities on what the farmer to farmer trainers can do. Also, in rural setting there is an attitude of adopting what they see has worked. People tend to look down on people they live with; not believing that they can come up with progressive ideas is also retarding progress. 

Jeanette: easy to say projects from outside donors are unsustainable but research shows that that’s how innovative ideas start – the government wont do it. What is not working is the institutionalization of the process…they are interested in it but they don’t have the funding for it. Govt. wants to institutionalize it but cannot get funding for it. 

Melissa Ho: three buckets- public sector, private sector and civil society and NGO. We haven’t gotten a grip on how the three interact or whether they even should? We need to know about what is the role of the three stakeholders. I am hearing that it might be there is innovation in one sector and then it is transferred to the other. Or maybe they are working with different people, with the private sector reaching the middle class farmers, and the govt. has to work with the poor ones. For us there is confusing and some clarity would be helpful.

Jean: the NGO model – they work with small area of people, with specific crop, high value crop – they work from farming method, market, credit etc, and sometimes it works well. Bu the government has to cover the whole country, so they cannot do anything meaningful in any one area. 

Eugene: we need to move on to financial services

Olivia- a successful project is because the farmers have been successful – how are we defining successful? 

Economic gain is what defines successful. 
Patrick: how the development team measures success is formative evaluation rather than summative. So we do not set a project up where we define what has to be done in 5 years. We need to push for formative evaluation. 

Jean: Microcredit is very small level and thousands of groups are involved and a lot of money is being saved but it is not necessarily benefiting the women. The women don’t know how to invest the money. The commercial banks are moving into the rural areas to help the women invest.

Vibha: in India the bank of rural development, they haven’t been able to reach the end users. The rules are not strict; the large farmers take them for a ride. The small farmers have to bribe someone to fill out the form or they never can avail the loan. The landless farmers have no collateral so they are out of the loan system all together, even though they are the ones who need it. Also, how do you recover loans? Unorganized banking structure, working with women – number of NGOs doing this for agriculture, handicrafts etc. – they work as long as they are small and promotes decision making – they are being able to invest the money on the school etc. when the money amount gets too high, it falls apart. 

Ken: focusing on internal group savings where they build their savings over time and recycle the money –and its external from banking systems.

Karim: good example – Grameen bank. There is also in northern India – through Aga Khan Development Bank; also SEVA in Gujarat. 

Eugene: we will come back to this

Tripp: in this discussion are we not supposed to be limited to credit that is for agricultural purposes?
Rex: If there is something to learn from the models that could be applied to agriculture we could go into it.

Jean: actually most micro-credit don’t work with small farmers. It is an area that is left out. I am talking about the merry go rounds – these women’s groups are already functioning but there is no microcredit

Melissa: warrantage system? Credit program that allows the farmer to store their grains after harvest till prices rise and they get credit in between. It is probably a very agriculture specific credit. 

Olivia: they are experimenting on it in Madagascar

Melissa:  in Mali, tied to the system of irrigation 

Ken: ISPC is pushing it too. 

Eugene: Can we say something about insurance – we know there are no examples but can we talk about potentials and what the model could look like. Or if there are any examples

Rob: there are tons of examples historically. In Mexico many years ago, it was an agent certifying a crop as a loss so the farmer can get insurance. There is plenty of it that has happened historically. There is a lot of room to fiddle with it. People are coming to not to recompense individual losses, but do regional things – where everyone part of the scheme gets compensated because of low rainfall

Vibha: if all the certified seeds when sold, they have an insurance component built into it. Buying seed with insurance built into it. 
Ousman: what do you want to insure and where your biggest source of risk is. With small farmers is weather related. World Bank has weather based insurance schemes in India and they are doing similar things at WFP and a lot of interesting lessons to learn from that. 

Eugene: one more comment and then we have to wrap up. 

Jean: there is insurance in Kenya for small holders but for livestock. Not sure how it works but I have seen it. The govt. long time ago had guaranteed minimum returns, so if there was bad weather and crop failed, the farmers got some money. But this is probably not for small holder farmers and its no longer in existence.

Eugene: 2 main topics – extension and financial services. Rob making the report, you can bring up the extension questions we have not looked at. 

Olivia: ideas about regulatory services where minimum change could bring about big changes, maybe we can talk about it. 

Rob: No, because it is going to need group input and there is not time for it. 
Consolidation of the information for the presentation to the larger group. 

Ken: we are talking about participatory mode – rethinking extension takes a cultural change, we are suggesting that we are reversing their role where its almost like demoting the extension agent– we are trained to tell the farmer what to do – so its not an easy change – the extension workers have to shift mindset – its political- until the people have power to demand the change from the extension workers.
Olivia: at the same time we are talking about asking extension workers to become these brokers etc. which is a lot

Ken: we are down here, and we want to be up there but we don’t have a road map to get there. 

Shirley: the depiction of the farmer waiting to hear from the extension worker – superordinate to subordinate

Eugene: transformation of mindset, says what the problem is

Jacqueline: Example Nepal: IFAD FAO forestry project.
What were one of the big impacts – it was for landless female farmers, where they had land leased to them for 30/0 years, they had income because they grew grass, they had organizing skills, they had leadership skills – the distinguishing character was that the promoters were from the community but they brought in the backstopping people from extension etc.
When speaking of microcredit, talking about credit is in the family context. 

