10-1 Final Plenary Session

For the majority of the groups most of the session information is contained in the PowerPoints. However, here are some highlights.

Group 3.2 presented a number of case studies including:

· the National Coffee Federation in Columbia, a farmer-run organization

· the Sacred Kenya case study and 

· the Uganda extension model on privatized extension (perhaps not as effective a model)

Some other points they mentioned were the need for:

· More local and regional level interaction and farmer-to-farmer interaction

· Local construction of farmer information

· Adaptability and change with time

· Need for simpler, reliable relevant information

Some keys to success:

· Commodity-based information (may not always be successful when talking about small markets); assumes existing market chain, and post-harvest. Mentioned case of vanilla beans in Uganda—farmers encouraged to grow beans and then glutted market

· Crop diversification (tailored around diverse crops)

· Need to link farmers to extension/research—early access to ideas, design; 

· Need to have a cross-section of people represented; 

· Extension agent as facilitator not just transmitter 

· Farmer-to-farmer links 

Group 3.1 ended with a question to the plenary on which of the models (Cargill's or the NASFAM (Malawi/Kenya) models) would be most sustainable.

Plenary discussion: Participants mentioned:

· All themes were geared toward reinforcement of support systems for smallholder farmers in a variety of ways

· No one best model or system; no model static to the end of time; contract farming model as stepping stone towards more competitive model  

· Cargill guarantees a price but doesn't lock them into selling to one person; Cargill's model could be decoupled from single company (and have any company or organization guarantee prices)

· Number of models between the two extremes. Case of  farmer's suspicion of Reliance supermarkets in India, the stoning of these chain shops, and farmers' worry about whether these models will  provide for their livelihood in future. Different models will work depending on socioeconomic conditions. There is no perfect model available now; they are still evolving

Dwight's talk

· Extension agent as knowledge broker

· Knowledge worker and their staff—extension agent and number of people working for them (students, retirees, village workers); building of knowledge network

· Databases of information-commodity-based information (non-traditional bases of information); integrated supply chain knowledgebase. 

· Dynamic university curricula-”can change content but can't change course title” (speaks to archaic nature of university system). Just call it “Agriculture for the smallholder” and change content 

· Farmer networks-linking farmers to information

· New mechanisms for farmer learning (using whatever technology works)

· Learning modules built by farmers (with assistance by experts if needed)

· Proxy learning from community knowledge workers (one person who went to school becomes intermediary for others' questions and getting others' answers

· Need for both indemnification from risk and encouragement of risk

· Re-examination of core content--farmer defined content; farmer generated content; farmer informed content; dynamically updated content

Notetakers: Jean Njiru and Camille Andrews

