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Executive Summary

The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development - Farming Systems Evolution project (SARD-FSE) was carried out from February 2002 to November 2005 in collaboration with national organizations under the leadership of the Programme for Sustainable Agriculture on Sloping Lands in Central America (PASOLAC) in Honduras, the Institute of Rural Economics (IER) in Mali, and the Asian NGO Coalition for Agrarian Reform and Rural Development (ANGOC) in the Philippines. The project aimed to strengthen the capacity of government and non-government stakeholders to improve policies and institutions to achieve sustainable agriculture and rural development (SARD). The project studied how and why regionally strategic farming systems in Honduras, Mali and the Philippines, have evolved over the long term and are expected to change in the future. In each country case study the stakeholders identified the driving forces, current strengths and weaknesses of their farming systems, analyzed future scenarios and identified, thereof, policy priorities and actions for achieving the goals they agreed for SARD. The project used participatory, bottom-up approaches and tools to ensure that the knowledge and priorities of stakeholders at all levels, including local rural communities and poor people, are taken into account. The case studies integrated the cultural, social, economic and environmental dimensions in the analysis at local, territorial and national scales.

The case study methodology and results of the project were used to analyze SARD approaches, programmes and priorities with national leaders and professionals from 22 countries in Latin America, Asia and West Africa.  The project enhanced the capacity of national institutions for SARD due the direct involvement of a national coordination committee, a technical team and many senior officials and local stakeholders in the implementation of the case study.  To disseminate results toward strengthening national systems, the project collaborated with ongoing FAO programmes (e.g. SARD Initiative, the Roles of Agriculture Project, SARD project in Mountain Regions, Global Forum for Agricultural Research, IPC/FAO Agroecology, Small Island Developing States, sustainable agri/rural tourism, Education for Rural People, and capacity building for national policy makers.) The project also contributed significantly to the Global Learning Opportunity of the International Farming Systems Association held in Rome from 31 October to 3 November 2005. 

The project results are published in three case study reports, the proceedings of three regional workshops, a manual on participatory policy development, six policy briefs and numerous technical articles.  Each policy brief focuses on a major policy priority for SARD.  
1. The Objective and Strategy of SARD-FSE  

In recent years, a global interest in sustainable agriculture and rural development (SARD) has grown along with the recognition of the dynamic, complex nature of the challenges facing rural areas and communities.  Yet, the means for assessing policy, change and options for the future are often lacking for decision-makers operating at the local, territorial, national and regional levels. Many developing countries are also often confronted with shrinking resources and dramatic demands to increase food security, to alleviate poverty and to conserve natural resources and the environment, criteria at the core of SARD.  

The SARD-FSE Project was carried out to enhance the capacity of governmental and non-governmental institutions to plan, implement and evaluate SARD policies and strategies. The project also aimed to promote an environment favourable to open policy dialogue among all stakeholders and to ensure that the necessary conditions are in place to foster such dynamic processes.  The SARD-FSE was an action-oriented project involving:

· Implementation of country case field studies in 3 selected countries (April 2003 – June 2004)

· Cross-country analysis and systematization of draft outputs and recommendations (July 2004 – May 2005)

· Validation of proposed recommendations in each country (June – Sept. 2005), and

· Finalization and publication of project outputs and decision-support tool kits (Oct. – Nov. 2005).

The stakeholders involved in the different phases of the Project included government agencies (e.g. ministries of agriculture, rural development, environment, planning), NGOs/CBOs (e.g. community-based organizations, peasant community and farmer organizations), private sector enterprise (e.g. input supply, processing, product marketing), agricultural education and extension institutions, agricultural research centres, and external cooperation and donor agencies. 

2. Organization and Management of the Project

2.1 FAO HQ level
The operating unit of the SARD-FSE Project was based in the Rural Institutions and Participation Service (SDAR) in the Rural Development Division (SDA).  The Project had a Steering Committee (PSC) comprising representatives of the two donors (France and Japan), four Assistant Director Generals of FAO (Agriculture, Economic and Social, Technical Cooperation and Sustainable Development) and three governments of the case study countries (see Annex A).  They guided the Project team on the major decisions of direction, programme of work and budget allocation.  The PSC met 5 times at key milestones in Project time line, which were at the approval of first programme of work and budget (9 Nov. 2002), the selection of systems and countries for case studies (4 Feb 2003), progress on institutional agreements and methodology development (16 July 2003), an extraordinary meeting with team leaders in Rome (25 Nov 2003) to review progress on the ground, and approval (18 Feb 2005) of the final proposals on project outputs and budget revision. Alternating chairs of the PSC meetings by France, Japan and the SDA Director, respectively, contributed to an efficient and collegial process of decision-making and implementation. 

The Project was also advised and supported by an Interdepartmental Task Force (ITF) on appropriate strategies and methodologies.  The ITF had some 16 members from different in-house units with expertise on the various topics of critical importance to SARD (see Annex A).  The ITF met three times (20 Oct 2002, 13 Jan and 10 July, 2003).  The project team met more frequently and informally with a Sub-Group (some 7 members) to review and address specific methodological issues. 

The Project team included Marcelino Avila (Coordinator) who joined in September 2002, Dominique Legros (Officer seconded by the French Ministry of Agriculture) who worked with the project from February 2002 to December 2004, a half-time administrative/financial clerk, and Andre Ufer (FAO volunteer), a German national who worked with the project from July to November 2005.  Jennie Dey De Pryck, the Chief of SDAR, was the Project Supervisor. 

2.2 Country level 

With the assistance of the FAO Representative, letters of agreement were successfully negotiated and signed in early 2003 with one lead institution for each case study as follows:

· 31 March with ANGOC in Philippines, 

· 30 April with IER in Mali, and 

· 13 May with PASOLAC in Honduras. 

These agreements were amended in October 2003 to increase the budget for stakeholder consultations, costs of which had been underestimated in the original agreement. Three separate agreements were also signed with these same institutions for implementing the regional workshops, one in each region.  

A national coordinating committee (NCC) guided and provided oversight of the Project in each country. Its members came from the public, private and civil society sectors and the FAO Representative, and some of their staff members were on the national technical teams. The government participants on the NCC were two ministries in Honduras (Agriculture and Natural Resources), four ministries in Mali (Agriculture, Environment, Social Development, and Promotion of Women), and three departments in the Philippines (Agriculture, Agrarian Reform, and Environment).  An important responsibility of the lead institution was to manage the national technical team which implemented the case study.  This team was a multidisciplinary, multi-institutional team comprising usually 5 specialists, each with expertise in policy, socio-economic, technological, environmental and/or participatory analysis and methods.  
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The Project HQ team worked closely with the national teams as a global team, adapting the methodological guidelines, comparing results, learning from and assisting each other in the implementation process.  The national team leaders and HQ team met five times, each with a main objective as follows:

· 10-14 March 2003 in Manila to analyze the overall project objective, strategy and methodology, 

· 23-28 June in Tegucigalpa to review the progress on the institutional arrangements and preliminary characterization of the farming systems,

· 24-27 November in Rome to review the main results on diagnosis of the farming systems in each country and to interact with the PSC and other FAO staff, 

· 8-12 March 2004 in Mali to focus on the identification and analysis of policy recommendations and 

· 4-5 November 2005 in Rome to review the final outputs and recommendations of the project.  

Alternating the meeting venues among countries permitted involving the national teams and other stakeholders in the host country and enabled team leaders to gain a first-hand appreciation of the similarities and contrasts across institutional contexts, farming systems and development strategies.     

2.3 Implementation schedule

The timeline of the main activities of the project are presented in Figure 2.  Under the guidance of the Project team, the national teams implemented the case studies using common terms of reference and comparable methodologies.  The field teams were given the opportunity and support to learn and improve the proposed methods throughout the implementation phase. Thus the preparation and refinement of guidelines took place from the start of the project. 
Figure 2  Timeline of main activities of the SARD-FSE Project: 2002-2005 
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	ITF meetings
	

	Selecting farming systems & countries
	

	Country visits & self-selection 
	

	National institutions  & team composition
	

	Negotiating letters of agreement 
	

	Team leaders meetings
	

	Preparation & refine-ment of guidelines
	

	Case study field work

& data collection
	

	Stakeholder consul-tations & workshops
	

	Regional workshops

(LA, Asia, W Africa)
	

	Project synthesis (+ 2 int’l consultants)
	

	Report writing  & publication
	


Note: PSC= Project Steering Committee, ITF= Interdepartmental Task Force, LA= Latin America; letters on first row refers to months of the year. 

The overall schedule of implementation was delayed due to an underestimation of the time required for three major activities which were:  the process of negotiation among the national institutions to reach agreement on the organizational arrangements and constitution of the NCC and the technical teams, the dynamic and iterative stakeholder consultations particularly for steps 4 and 5 of the analysis, the coordination of the available time of the national team members given their normal work commitments, and the administrative delays in recruiting the coordinator at the start of project and the international consultants at the synthesis phase of the project.  

3. Main Achievements and Outputs 
These will be presented under six topics: SARD principles, selection of farming systems and countries, case study methodology, policy and institutional recommendations, regional workshops, and synthesis of case studies.

3.1 Principles and complexities of  SARD analysis

One of the main achievements of the project include a better appreciation of the SARD principles and complextities. SARD means people-centred development that is driven by an integral and balanced attention to the different rural development priorities not only as defined by present generations but also considering what is desirable for future generations. The basic goal of SARD is to improve livelihoods and livelihood strategies of rural people in a sustainable manner.  By definition SARD was broadly defined to include production, conservation, processing and marketing of crop, livestock, forestry and fisheries products. Although agriculture is important, rural development encompasses a wide scope of action, in addition to agriculture: 

· Non-agriculture productive sectors such as non-agricultural industry, mining, tourism, natural resources, environmental management, computer remote services, etc.

· Services sector such as health, education, training, research and extension, credit, environment, transportation

· Governance system at the local, municipal and provincial level, including the linkages with the private sector, civil society and government line agencies  

· Rural infrastructure such roads, electrification, telecommunication, housing, potable water, sanitation, etc.

In addition to the three pillars defined for SARD in previous conceptualizations (including  Agenda 21), the stakeholders also considered the cultural pillar since it is usually undermined, yet critical, for understanding and analyzing SARD.  As shown in Fig. 3, for each pillar there are at least two specific objectives, as follows: 

· On culture: to promote cultural respect, identity and diversity and to enrich the positive values and attributes of local cultures, what the people really treasure in their lives, or what they mean by “wealth” in human, social or physical terms. Culture is expressed, for example, in religious beliefs, community relations, creative arts, and even the food/ nutrition practices of the people.   

· On the social: to reduce rural poverty (and food insecurity) and to improve social equity among all citizens irrespective of gender, religion, race or any other stratifying factor. Equity also requires a special focus on the poor and vulnerable groups in rural society.      

· On the economic: to improve competitiveness and to promote economic growth.  To be viable, farmers and producers have to be profitable, hence they must use efficiently local and external resources, manage their enterprises and markets well, and diversify their options so they can optimize income while minimizing costs and risks. 

· On the environment: to conserve natural resources (e.g. land, water, forests, biodiversity) and to protect the environment (e.g. air pollution, water pollution, waste management, environmental services) for ecosystem health. 

The pillars of SARD would means, for example, that production systems and technologies should be culturally supportive, socially effective, economically viable and environmentally sound. 


[image: image2.wmf]Cultural

Identity &

Enrichment

Social

Poverty eradication

Equity

Environmental

Natural resource conservation

Waste & pollution reduction

Fig 3. Objectives of SARD as People

-

Centred 

Development

Economic

Competitiveness &

Growth


The SARD approach is holistic, participatory, interdisciplinary, cross-sectoral and gender-sensitive.  The meaning of each attribute is as follows:     

· Holistic: to have a broad perspective covering all pillars, understanding their trade-offs, and understanding the dynamic interactions and interdependence among the local, territorial, national and global systems. A holistic approach is essential to think globally but act locally.

· Participatory: to involve and build ownership among all relevant stakeholders in the public, private, civic society/ NGO sectors. Though the primary focus is on the poor and marginalized (e.g. women, indigenous people, disabled, youth, landless), the participation of the elite, powerful and middle classes is also essential to being about meaningful change.  Another group of key stakeholders are the external cooperation and donor agencies.

· Cross-sectoral: to focus on a wide spectrum of potentials and opportunities, i.e. agriculture, natural resources, industry and service sectors, including the dynamic linkages among these sectors and synergies with the urban sector.        

· Interdisciplinary: to promote interaction among bio-physical, social and other disciplines in understanding complex systems, real-people needs, common objectives and logical frameworks wherein disciplinary contributions are valued and can be deployed effectively for achieving SARD goals, as opposed to the disciplinary constructs driving the development process.   

· Gender-sensitive: to recognize the importance of gender issues for SARD goals, particularly in terms of public policy and development programmes, access to assets, management of production, distributions of benefits, and their potential roles for sustainable development.      

Fundamentally SARD can be described as an integral and dynamic process of changes planned and executed by rural communities and households themselves, with the support of other stakeholders at local and higher levels, to enhance their access to and sustainable use of resources, to promote the best agricultural practices and fair conditions of work, thereby enhancing their livelihoods and well-being on a sustainable basis.

A wide range of possible interventions for SARD can complicate the defintion of the boundaries, processes, inputs and outputs, etc, for the analysis.  In this respect, relevant interventions can be identified, analyzed and priortized using a matrix in which columns are, for example, issues related to policies, institutions, progammes, technologies and partnerships, and the rows are issues related to people, natural resource managment, production and income generation, and finance and investment.  The analysis and selection of interventions should be done in an integral manner since they interact vertically, horizontally and over time.

Table 1. Matrix for defining a holistic and integral action programme for SARD

	Components
	Examples of key interventions

	
	Policies
	Institutions
	Programmes
	Technologies
	Partnerships

	People 


	
	
	
	
	

	Natural resources & environment
	
	
	
	
	

	Production & income gen​eration 
	
	
	
	
	

	Markets & trade 
	
	
	
	
	

	Finance & investment
	
	
	
	
	


3.2 Selection of major farming systems, countries and territories  

After reviewing secondary information and proposing an approach approved by the PSC, the Project team carried out missions to the Philippines and Vietnam (3-11 December 2002), Ghana and Mali (7-11 January 2003) and Honduras (9-13 January 2003) to promote the Project, identify potential institutional partners and make preliminary arrangements for possible collaboration. 

To ensure the success of the Project, the following criteria were taken into account to select the farming systems and countries:

· regional importance of these farming systems based on a 2001 FAO/World Bank study

· Analysis of possible linkages with FAO projects and potential collaboration in candidate countries, 
· national institutional relationships and priorities

· Availability and willingness of local institutions and teams as collaborators
· Relevance of the country for the region and for the dissemination of project outputs
· Involvement of NGO/CSOs in the case study 
· Support of the FAO Representation in the country.  
The results of the analysis were presented to the PSC, and the decision was made to proceed with these systems and countries.  Table 2 provides a characterization of the importance of each farming sytem, their context, management and performance, for comparative purposes.  The selection of these farming systems and countries with different cultural traditions, ecological conditions, political-administrative systems and stages of socio-economic development, provided a rich source of information for understanding methodological issues and policy priorities for SARD.  The systems were:
· The maize/bean based farming system in Honduras, Central America: This traditional food production system is pervasive throughout Central America. In Honduras, 80 percent of the land allocated to this system is found on sloping terrain. Two of the poorest  departments, Lempira Sur and Santa Barbara, located in mountainous northwest Honduras, were selected for the study.

· The cereal/root crop based farming system in Mali, West Africa: The system is most crucial for food security and poverty reduction in West Africa. The region of Sikasso in south Mali was selected for the study. The introduction of cash crops has intensified land use, destroyed the ecosystems balance and led to new market-oriented options and to social and cultural transformation of the region. 

· The lowland rice based farming system in Philippines, South-East Asia: This system feeds 860 million people in the world. It covers 44% of rice area in the Philippines, where Nueva Ecija in Central Luzon was selected for the study. To be self-sufficient in rice, the country’s production needs to increase by about 80 % by 2025, while addressing the poverty and environmental sustainability issues. 

Table 2.  Characteristics of the major farming systems selected in Honduras, Mali and the Philippines   

	
	Maize-beans – Honduras
	Cereal/root crop – Mali
	Lowland rainfed rice – Philippines

	Regions & countries with farming system 


	México, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Belize, Nicaragua, Panamá
	Senegal, Mali, Burkina Faso, South Chad, ,Sudan, Mozambique, Angola, Zambia
	East- and Southeast China, west Korea, Mainland Southeast Asia, Java, Sulawesi, Philippines

	Regional importance of farming system


	Population supported: 77 m. in total, 11 m. agricultural, 1.4 m. producers; cultivated area more than 6 m. ha (2 m. ha irrigated)
	Population supported 85 m. in total, 59 m. agricultural; cultivated area 31 m. ha (< 0.5 m. ha. Irrigated) 
	Population supported: 825 m. in total, 474 m. agricultural; cultivated area 71 m. ha (33 m. ha irrigated) 

	National & institutional context

 
	HDI rank 115; Independence 1821; ex-Spanish colony; democratic since 1982; medium institutional capacity and human resources, per capita income of $2,600; poverty incidence  53%.   
	HDI rank 174; Independence 1960; ex-French colony; democratic since 1991; low institutional capacity and human resources; per capita income of $900; poverty incidence 64%. 
	HDI rank 83; Independence 1898 (ex Spain) & 1946 (ex-USA); democratic since 1992; high institutional capacity and human resources ; per capita income of $5000; poverty incidence 40% 

	Environment


	Agriculture affected by droughts (El Niño) and tropical thunderstorms; high altitudes and broken topography; rainfall 1200-2200 mm/year; clay-like soils, suitable for coffee & vegetables 
	High incidence of drought, soil degradation & diseases; rainfall 600-1300 mm/year, highly variable & declining; ferruginous, unstable & degradable soils; lack of mineral & organic inputs reduce yield & cause desertification
	Rainfall variable & unpredictable; El Niño & typhoons; rainfall 1,873 mm/year; soil erosion, sandy soils & flat topography with good potential for agriculture 

	Production factors


	Land: high incidence of unequal land distribution (only 1.3% of all farms have more than 50 ha, while 90.7% have less than 10 ha); average farm size 3.5 ha; fragmen-tation due to population growth. 

Labour: average HH size 5.5; farming uses all HH labour but creates little demand for hired labour; off-farm employment yields incomes but limited in region & available elsewhere in country, El Salvador and USA, hence import of remittances. 

Capital & infrastructure: lack of roads & other infrastructure, esp. irrigation, education (but increase in number of schools & roads) & health facilities; irrigation not important for maize-beans but yes for diversification; formal credit available at interest rate of 28%; low use of agro-chemicals 
	Land: size for parcels increasing, from 0,86 to 2 ha for cotton, from 1 to 4 ha for cereals, while they are much smaller for tubers at 0,05 ha; there is almost no regular market for land, instead managed by traditional law. 

Labour: average HH size 5.9; off-farm employment hardly available in local area, so long-term migration occurs regularly & increasing significance of remittances. 

Capital & infrastructure: most available infrastructure for cotton production, also helps mixed systems; even cotton prod is rainfed; on average low use of technology; availability of draught animals increased significantly; 

credit & inputs available only for cotton farmers 
	Land: land frontier almost reached, thus intensification; farm size 2.28 ha; 10-30% landless; fragmentation due to population growth, most farmers are owner-cultivators, many farmers indebted & land consolidation trend by moneylenders/ landlords.  

Labour: HH size 4-6; on-farm work as main activity, some additional work as farm labourers; farm-labour demand increased with new varieties, hence formalization of labour markets; 

Capital & infrastructure: 46% without electricity (Talugtug); use of technology low due to high prices & insufficient training; also, formal credit insufficient, with rates 30-40% from formal sources, & 30-90% from informal ones; seed varieties used & chemical fertilizer overused; need for more irrigation, a primary input 



	Production & income generation

 
	1.4 t/ha for maize, 0.5 t/ha for beans, both well below potential for meso-American sites; production diversified into coffee, livestock, citrus, vegetables, both for HH use & income generation; 75% farm production for self consumption; marketing improved with access to El Salvador market; on- & off-farm income $1789 (national: $2,278); most on-farm income from beans & vegetables & maize; 65% of HH get their income from agriculture.  
	1.2 t./ha for cereals, decreasing from 1.4 t./ha in 1993; cotton is cash-crop, while cereals are for HH consumption, 15% production marketed; citrus & vegetables also important, but suffers from insufficient infrastructure (i.e. storage & processing); 80% rise of cotton production due to increase of land, & the rest from yield rise. 


	2.2 t./ha, equal 30% that of irrigated rice; rice yield declining; cash crop production low, due to insufficient training & technology; most vegetables used for home consumption; income of 

US$725  – 3260 for irrigated rice; HH income/year US$ 543 for pure rice farms, $14,200 for farms with rice, other crops & livestock; 50% of HH income from non-farm activities, e.g. seasonal labourers; 5-10% of HH with members working abroad.  


NB: m  million, ha hectare, HH household, and mm  millimeters

3.3  Development of methodology

The methodological guidelines for implementing the case studies involve a logical, iterative sequence of analytical steps. Each meeting of the ITF and of the team leaders made improvements to fine-tune the guidelines.  The last version was the fifth iteration in this process.  These are the six steps:  

· Deciding on institutional organization, the research team and the implementation strategy in country

· Analyzing the social and economic importance of the farming system for the region and country. 

· Understanding the meaning of SARD for local stakeholders and accordingly diagnosing the strengths, weaknesses and potentials of the current farming systems in the study areas for achieving SARD

· Analyzing the endogenous and exogenous factors influencing farming system evolution towards SARD in terms of long-term past trends and future scenarios of the farming systems

· Identifying policy and institutional priorities and actions that can enable the farming systems to evolve towards SARD in the future

· Validating whether the policy/institutional and methodological recommendations, synthesized from all case studies, can be adopted, adapted and implemented in a cost-effective manner in each country.

In each step, the objectives and expected outputs were defined (including lessons learnt on this step) and suggested methods and references are provided for consideration of the national teams
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3.4   Main issues identified for policy and institutional recommendations

The selection of different farming systems and countries in different stages of development yields an interesting basis for an integral analysis and comparisons. However, to achieve their own goals for SARD and based on the factors influencing the past trends and future scenarios of their farming systems, the stakeholders identified some major issues on which recommendations were formulated in the country case studies.  These were:

· Need for more favourable macro-economic policies. They include policies on interest rates, investment and agricultural prices, and policies on physical and service infrastructure, e.g. water, health, education, electricity, roads and information systems. 

· Provision of a strong political-administrative boost and advocacy for SARD. This involves raising the profile and priority of agriculture and rural development in national policy since agriculture is the main if not only means for economic growth, and poverty and vulnerability reduction.  There is need for a higher appreciation for farmers and for professionals working in the agricultural and rural sectors.

· Trade and marketing linkages, access and stability:  The priority should not be only on export-led development, there is concern and uncertainty about imminent international trade agreements (Philippines and Honduras), and capacity is lacking to enhance product and SPS standards, price stabilization and farmer-market linkages.

· Decentralization of skills/ resources in addition to responsibilities:  Skills and finance not available to carry out devolved responsibilities, municipalities have and are articulating development vision and strategies (Honduras, Mali & Philippines) but they have no way to access public support.

· Governance and social participation: Most rural people do not have political voice. The participation of key groups is needed in decision-making, i.e. women, youth and the landless.  Institutional structures are centralized at the national level, and there are serious concerns about institutional responsiveness and accountability.  There is duplication, fragmentation and inefficiencies of effort, particularly with respect to the multiplicity of externally funded programmes and projects. 

· Strengthening of farmer organizations, cooperatives and associations: This is needed for entrepreneurship and enterprise development and to achieve economies of scale for specific operations and services for smallholders, through strong business management, accountability and sustainability.

· Support for research/extension, farmer training.  These are extremely weak due to restructuring of public sectors, and there is need to focus on the food chain, integrated farming systems for improving productivity and ecological balance, which means that the public, civil society and business stakeholders have important roles to play in providing such support services.   

· Accessible credit and financing schemes:  The current costs and risks are high (35-50 % interest rate), hence the need for appropriate instruments for rural finance and reduction (pooling risk), need to reduce the cost of financial intermediaries, and to understand and manage the pros and cons of remittances.  

· How to enhance farming systems productivity:  Water (and irrigation) is a strategic resource (only resource- rich farmers are able to tap the water table in Philippines), soil fertility management is critical in all areas (level of inorganic inputs is low in Mali and Honduras), and land conversion in Philippines is drastically reducing arable land. Income diversification, also out of agriculture, has high priority, e.g. high value, high quality commodities such as fruits, vegetables, livestock and niche market products, handicrafts and services for tourism.

A matrix approach was used for defining strategic objectives, analyzing recommended measures to address the policy and institutional constraints, taking into account, e.g. the existence and valuation of existing policy instruments and innovations at different levels, targeted achievements, responsibilities of the stakeholders, required implementation strategies, and associated costs in the short, medium and long terms.
3.5 Regional workshops

As the process moved from step 5 to step 6 of implementation, the project carried out a workshop in each region.  The specific objectives of each regional workshop were to:

· Review and provide feedback on the methodological guidelines, lessons learnt and recommendations of the SARD-FSE case study implemented in that region

· Identify current and future issues and priorities for policy and institutional analysis to develop agriculture and the rural sector toward SARD 

· Develop preliminary proposals for regional collaboration on SARD policy and institutional issues and implementation in support of national efforts, including all key actors.

An underlying objective of the regional workshops was to develop the foundations of the dissemination strategy and to explore the basic agenda for follow-up collaboration with national/regional initiatives of FAO and others.  

The workshops were held in Tegucigalpa, Honduras (13-15 July, 2004), Antipolo City, Philippines (19-21 July, 2004) and in Sikasso, Mali (26-28 October, 2004). Approximately 40 senior professionals, practitioners and local stakeholders participated in each workshop, representing FAO, the host country and other countries in the region. Table 3 presents a list of the countries and agencies, other than those of the host country, and the main recommendations of each regional workshop on methodology and outputs of the case studies and the prioritized themes for regional collaboration on SARD.

Another important result of the regional workshops related to a suggested strategy for effectively disseminating project results so they can lead to action. For example, they suggested that policy makers and government parliamentarians need to be made aware of the importance of SARD and its tangible benefits for poverty reduction and rural development and that concrete proposals for budget allocation should be made to them. The best means for doing so are through direct dialogue, international consultants, information kits, as well as policy makers participating in SARD workshops and farmer groups putting pressure on them. To implement pro-SARD methods and strategies, they recommended developing real partnerships, results-oriented alliances and networking that involves farmer organizations, local government units, government departments, NGOs, research institutes and the private business sector.

The regional cooperation proposals of the workshops were valuable for all participating agencies.  Accordingly the national lead agencies (i.e. PASOLAC, ANGOC and IER) and FAO expressed commitment to find ways and means of inserting their proposals into on-going programmes and initiatives, to use them to complement and strengthen project proposals which are currently under negotiation with donors, and to develop them into fully-fledged proposals for donor funding.

Table 3.  Participating countries and main results of regional workshops held from July – Oct. 2004 

	Criteria
	Honduras
	Mali
	Philippines

	Participating countries & agencies


	Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Colombia, Venezuela, CIAT, FAO, GTZ & EU
	Benin, Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Niger, Chad, Togo, FAO, French Embassy & Sahel Institute
	Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Nepal, Pakistan, Spain, Sri Lanka, Thailand, FAO, IRRI and ICRISAT (IARCs) & universities (Los Baños, Central Luzon)  

	Strengths of  

methodology

	Strong on mobilizing & empowering stakeholders to effectively influence SARD policies & programmes.   

Analysis of SARD goal follows a holistic, integral & dynamic process 

An effective & continuous participation of local, municipal, national & international stakeholders
	Participatory approach appreciated by Sikasso stakeholders & other country participants  

Bottom-up approach articulates priorities well at local, regional & national levels 

Temporal analysis integrating diagnosis of SARD situation, analysis of past & future scenarios
	Good multidisciplinary capabilities employed in Project Coordination Committee & research team, and gender balance in research team 

Good response from local stakeholders in diagnostic & future scenarios analyses

Very good documentation on FSs, gender & youth roles, NRM & emphasis on culture & other issues for SARD 

	Suggested improvements 
	Ground, prioritize & transform SARD diverse components & interventions, into action & be realistic about context & capacities of local stakeholders. 

Need more knowledge on stakeholders, to harmonize strategies, i.e. historical background, values, needs, incentives, knowledge, asymmetries

Territorial approach as possible effective framework to refine, replicate & apply project’s methodologies & recommendations


	Strengthen gender approach and involve women organizations

Design precise terms of reference to better manage multi-sectoral & multi-institutional team 

Improve communication on project when implementing case study & disseminate its outputs to involve and get support of all stakeholders

Emphasis on lessons learnt as part of project’s methodology. 


	Define SARD in total context of rural development, not only agriculture.

More flexible approach for better fit of methodology with local culture & bottom-up assessment from start

More participation of Rice Research Institute 

Clearer focus on enhancing role of women and how to motivate youth to return to agriculture 

More holistic descriptions of FS/ community interactions 



	Pro-SARD policy and institutional strategies 
	Develop options based on traditional & modern technology for efficient use of water, sloping lands & other resources, e.g. organic production, agroforestry & environ services 

Diversify FS components & add value to primary products by vertical integration within food chain  

Recommend payments & incentives to farmers for environmental services

Strengthen entrepreneurial & financial capacity of FS stakeholders 

Guide & insert farming systems more effectively in national & international economic & marketing processes 

Explore all ways and means to  reduce vulnerability to natural, economic and social risks

Need continuous support & collaboration from public, private & technical cooperation agencies


	Give value to agriculture & agric professions, e.g. design a particular statute for farmers; design & implement financial safety net for natural disasters 

Implement existing legislation on decentralization, e.g. strengthen capacity of public, private & NGO support services, & implement M&E policies

Design & implement policy & measures for restoration & conservation of productive ecosystem, e.g. strengthen contracting of research & its funding; design & implement national & decentralized policies for ecosystem & NRM

Mobilize funding, technical & human resources, e.g. strengthen managerial & technical capacity of public sector; strengthen ability of local stakeholders to mobilize financial resources
	Focus on mixed cropping, organic farming, past crop improvement, community-developed seeds, appropriate irrigation facilities and water sources, & farmers’ access to seeds, land and water. 

Explore ways of increasing investment for small farmers & for sustainable agriculture 

Develop viable marketing systems and village-level processing enterprises 

Professionalize government in external relations for building effective trade-marketing linkages 

Provide strong financial support to local people orgs., e.g. cooperatives, enter-prise development, horizontal linkages 

Link farmer extension & education with local government planning & programs (e.g. Farm Science Centre of India), & gender-sensitive approaches to expand livelihood opportunities for women



	Priority themes for regional collaboration
	Strengthening sustainable production systems, e.g. issues of technology generation & validation, GMO policies, service provision, roles of public & private sectors, & replicate & up-scale success stories    

Territoriality, institutional development & participation strategies for SARD, i.e. integrated land use planning, decentralization strategies, & capacity building  

Training municipal & local stakeholders, to improve policy formulation, sustainable FS management, enterprise development, & curriculum dev for SARD   

Exchange of experiences on pro-SARD strategic topics, i.e. effective policies & institutions, partnerships & alliances, multi-stakeholder/ community participation, & strategies for food security & poverty reduction.  
	Promoting sustainable NRM, e.g. strengthen management capacity of grassroots people; design & implement policies for NRM by grassroots people

Strengthening capacity and competences, e.g. implement regional framework for concerted action of concerned stakeholders; design of relevant legislations

Promotion of SARD regional partnerships and network, e.g. develop a regional network; nominate regional coordinator & national focal points; develop resource facility on SARD-related strategies, laws  & regulations, and disseminate projects/case studies outputs & lessons learnt 

	Land reform & resource rights to make SARD a people-centred process, i.e. rally public opinion for more equitable resource distribution, halt corporate sector gaining more control of resources, & making land reform a priority.   

Rural enterprises & markets, i.e. promote understanding of markets, build market links & negotiating capacity of farmers, & promote enterprises for diversification, support services & infrastructure, & social marketing of SARD

Capacity building on GAP, e.g. integrated NRM, diversified & integrated FS, appropriate training, communication & effective mechanisms for SARD policy recommendations

Solidarity network & info exchange, to build partnership & advocacy for SARD among NGOs, government, private sector, UN & donors, & strengthen SARD capacity at regional & local levels


NB: FS farming systems; GAP good agricultural practices; GMO genetically modified organisms; GO government organizations; IARCs International Agricultural Research Centres, M&E monitoring and evaluation; NGO non-governmental organizations; NRM natural resource management;    

3.6  Synthesis of project

The project team gave huge attention to a global analysis and synthesis of the results and lessons learnt with respect to the methodological and operational results, on the one hand, and with respect to the policy and institutional results and lessons drawn from the case studies, from the regional workshops and other engagements.  These were integrated and presented in the following publications of the project. 

A manual, Participatory policy development for sustainable agriculture and rural development, was produced to enable local people and other stakeholders to contribute to appropriate policies, technologies and other interventions that address the economic, social, cultural and environmental priorities of local communities, including the rural poor and marginalized people. It provides decision-support tools and resources for decision makers and other stakeholders to use in diagnosing the current situation in rural areas and their farming systems and to analyze policy, legal and institutional priority actions to improve them.  The manual is aimed at local authorities, non-government organizations and other development agencies working at the regional and local levels. It will also be useful for national policy makers, donors, researchers and educators concerned with policy and institutional issues in rural areas.  The manual has user-friendly and cost-effective decision-support tools for promoting and working towards SARD, adapted to the needs and capacities of the different types of stakeholders. The manual contains three main sections:

· A justification, the meaning and principles of SARD.  This part highlights the challenges that need to be addressed, that require the active participation of the stakeholders who can make it happen, and that require coherent and integrated policies, institutional capacities and actions at the local (municipal), territorial (district or provincial) and national levels.  The manual emphasizes the real value of these procedures for national and local decision makers, e.g. for empowering local stakeholders, building democratic participatory processes, monitoring of the progress of programs on the ground, and mobilizing resources for SARD.

· Steps for participatory policy development.  They are: Getting organized, Selecting the focus area, Analyzing the current situation, Identifying scenarios for the future, and Identifying potential policy changes.  The participatory policy development process requires a series of workshops and meetings with stakeholders at the various levels in order to ensure an effective process of understanding, sharing and learning from each other and also to ensure that all stakeholders, especially the marginalized groups such as women, the very poor, young and elderly people, and the indigenous minorities are involved in the discussions.

· A range of decision support tools and techniques.  These include a checklist of indicators for sustainable agriculture and sustainable rural development, brainstorming to generate ideas and priorities, diagramming and mapping techniques, semi-structured interviews, card sorting, focus group discussion, stakeholder analysis, historical trends and milestones, SWOT analysis, agri-food value chain analysis, scenario analysis, stakeholder negotiation encounters, policy action matrix, writeshops, and Project logical framework analysis.  Relevant resources are identified for each tool.  

Six policy briefs were prepared to summarize the key recommendations of the project intended for national policy makers, other decision makers of relevant institutions, and donors.  Each brief has a basic structure that includes the key issues or problems that justify the topic, the key policy issues or options involved, the options or directions being recommended, the benefits that may accrue if they are addressed, and references for additional information. The overall presentation and language, technical content, and in particular the pragmatic attributes of the recommendations were intended to enhance their relevance, cost-effectiveness and user-friendliness for the intended audience. 

· SARD: the Policy Challenge.  The brief explains what is at stake in rural areas in terms of poverty reduction, social cohesion at the level of villages, communities and society as a whole, the ill-effects from urbanization and rural emigration, the viability of the natural resource base and the production systems, and cultural freedom and democracy. These require that urgent policy decisions be taken at different levels. National governments are responsible for leading in the development of a long-term vision and strategy for SARD and enabling its implementation through effective policies for decentralization, international and internal trade, budget allocation and investment, regulation of food quality and safety, research and technology dissemination, natural resource management, strengthening producer and farmers organization, and building strong rural-urban linkages. They are also responsible for advocating for and defending the agricultural and rural sectors of low-income countries in international policy making and trade negotiations. At the regional and local levels, decisions makers and other stakeholders must ensure adequate local institutional and infrastructure development, an active participation and empowerment of the rural poor. The cultural, social, economic and environmental dimensions of rural development must be addressed comprehensively by considering a coherent and integral mix of relevant policy, institutional and technological options.

· Engaging stakeholders in policy development for SARD.  This brief explains why it is important to involve local people in policy development, especially the rural poor and marginalized groups such as women, youth and elderly, the disabled, the landless, rural workers and indigenous peoples.  Success in abolishing poverty requires good knowledge and understanding of all the stakeholders, management of conflicts or competition among stakeholders, and empowering all to participate effectively in decision-making.  From the case studies, it is clear that all groups need empowerment: the poor farmers, landless and marginalized groups need help to develop viable businesses and sustainably manage natural resources; producers and business people to develop enterprises and create market and export opportunities; NGO/CSOs in addressing human resource constraints through helping local people organize themselves for employment and income generation; research institutes and universities for generating appropriate SARD technologies and analyzing development policy and strategic options;  donors too for harmonizing their funding policies and programmatic strategies to support a long term agenda in which local constituents take the lead and ownership; and governments in taking the lead in developing visions and strategic programmes and providing the enabling policy/legal frameworks and “public goods” for sustainable development.  Current experiences can be significantly strengthened by focusing on: understanding stakeholders’ knowledge, assets and weaknesses; opting for a participatory process to develop strategic objectives; promoting joint activities; and establishing partnerships for specific programmes.  However they all need good leadership, management, and careful nurturing. 

· Strengthening sustainable agricultural and rural enterprises.  This brief deals with major policy issues related to strengthening the local economy such as those on international trade, markets, productive options and technology, natural resource and environmental management, human resource management and entrepreneurship, and effective institutional frameworks and capacity.  Some key policy challenges affecting production and income generation by small farmers and the rural poor include: promoting equitable access to assets (e.g. land, water and technology); promoting access to markets through development of infrastructure; promoting competitiveness through home-grown strategies and technological innovations; identifying opportunities to diversify agriculture; developing niche markets and small enterprises; identifying ways to support local post-harvest processing to add value to local commodities; and encouraging investment in non-agricultural activities (e.g. rural industries, tourism and other services).  These priorities require effective action at national level (e.g. macroeconomic and trade policies), at sectoral level (e.g. traditional and non-traditional food production and exports), and in the non-agricultural rural sector (e.g. rural tourism, rural factories, environmental services, and non-rural options). Today remittances from migrants bring major benefits and changes to the rural economy. At the institutional level, the major drivers of the productive sectors must be given priority, i.e. rural education and training; market development; access to resources and credit and insurance services; information and communication technologies; local taxes and incentive systems; and strengthening small farmer/producer/rural worker organizations.

· Decentralization and SARD.   Developing country governments and donors are committed to decentralization but problems are emerging as decentralization is put into practice.  This brief focuses on four key issues and how one can deal with them: a) how to ensure effective policies and regulations; good governance requires raising the capacity of national and local institutions (both government and non-government) to work together in planning and executing programmes; an inter-ministerial mechanism or council in charge of SARD could be set up in the central government; line ministry agencies could function under the direction of the provincial government; and local and sub-regional administrative units can be upgraded; b) how to mobilize resources to address priorities; this could be achieved by responding effectively to local constituents (especially the poor) rather than being controlled by a few elite or interest groups; funds required at the decentralized level generally could be mobilized through local taxes, safety net programmes, external donor support, remittances for local projects, community financial and in-kind contributions, payment for environmental services and other fund-raising opportunities; c) how to ensure sound resource management; many projects are relevant to the local economy and the resources involved are substantial; however, because they often do not fit into any unified plan, and local authorities know little about them, coordination is necessary at all levels, and sub-regional authorities and local units must be strengthened to enhance their impact; and d) how to support the local economy and environment.  Decentralization entails for local authorities and stakeholders new tasks related to the production and income generation by small farmers and the rural poor. Appropriate decentralization leads to more focus on SARD at national and local levels and better achievement of the MDGs, international environmental agreements and sustainable development.

· Some policy priorities for SARD.  Rural communities in developing countries very often have three major concerns for SARD: poverty and a depressed rural economy; degrading natural resources and environment; and vulnerability to natural and human-made disasters.  To address these, this brief offers recommendations in four key areas of policy development which are: a) empowering the rural poor and improving their access to resources through education and skills development to improve their productivity and livelihoods, land and other natural resources tenure, and credit and finance suitable for agricultural production, value adding and environment-friendly; b) macroeconomic policy with particular attention to fiscal policies and incentive frameworks, external trade policy and agreements, and budget allocation for the agricultural and rural sectors and their infrastructure, marketing and trade as a major driver of change in rural areas, viable enterprises and off-farm job creation through information and communication technologies and other production-related infrastructure, local taxes and incentives for rural industries, and promotion of linkages with cities and the outside; c) agricultural productivity and environmental management through promotion of sustainable agricultural practices that build on traditional and modern technologies, diversification of farming systems and adding value through processing, research agendas suited to the specific needs of the small farmers, exploration of incentives being set up under the Kyoto Protocol and other international conventions, and affordable savings, credit and insurance services; and d) improving institutional capacity for effective decentralization, education and training, markets development, access to resources, and strengthening small farmer/producer organizations that can contribute effectively to many of the above in a globalizing environment. 

· Participatory monitoring and evaluation for SARD.  A participatory monitoring and evaluation (PM&E) is part and parcel of a management system. M&E provides decision makers with the data and information that measure progress towards established objectives and that assess overall relevance and performance of actions undertaken. This brief explains how PM&E can be a powerful tool to produce positive outcomes for SARD, e.g. for learning what works and what does not; for engendering real participation and empowerment of local stakeholders to influence policymaking, for demonstrating impact on the livelihoods of rural people, and for mobilizing and allocating resources for development.  In this respect, the brief proposes an approach that starts with involving the key stakeholder groups in identifying priority goals and clear targets, then deciding on a small set of practical indicators relevant to them, checking to find what indicators and data are already available, enlisting cooperation from interested partners to collect and analyze data, and rehearsing with decision makers and other stakeholders in using the indicators to decide on policy actions. It is emphasized that indicators should be meaningful and easy to draw conclusions, relevant to policy and institutional decisions and action, reliable in reflecting what they are intended to measure, and cost-effective in data collection and analysis. The brief provides a set of examples of PM&E indicators developed for use at district (territorial) and local (farming system) levels for SARD.  The indicators are grouped into five key areas: environmental, social, economic, cultural and institutional.  Finally it is recommended that a significant responsibility for PM&E be attributed to local governments which can then seek collaboration with the national government, university, non-governmental organization or international partner organizations, for data collection, analysis and communication.

3.8 Mobilization of resources 
From early in the project’s implementation, the current donors indicated that they would not invest more resources in a possible follow-up or expansion phase.  Thus an important activity of the Project was to identify potential donors and to mobilize resources for more case studies and/or further application of the lessons learnt.  In this regard, a donor proposal was prepared with the VASI team so Vietnam could participate in SARD-FSE project; a concept note was prepared for the GFAR under its Pillar 1 (Policy Advocacy, and Strategic Thinking) to explore with its donors possible support for carrying out three more case studies; and the project contributed to the formulation of a project on SARD in Mountain Regions . The Project team also made valuable contacts with Ghana, Morocco and Venezuela with the objective of exploring possible support for their participation in the SARD-FSE Project. Of all these initiatives, only the proposal SARD in Mountain Regions was successful.  
4.  Strengthening national capacity 

The project was focused on national capacity from the start, hence the adoption of a strategy and programme that was implemented with the full participation of the national institutions and professionals in each case study and in the development and adaptation of the project methodology. As a result, the project guided and interacted with a large number of institutions and professionals to enhance the understanding of SARD, the methodology and/or the generated recommendations.  Annex 3 provides a full list of the membership of the national coordinating committees and technical teams, per country, as well as the participants in each of the three regional workshops, summarized as follows:  

· National coordinating committees (3 committees comprising 23 representatives of national organizations)

· National technical teams (3 teams comprising 23 national professionals).

· Regional workshops (three regions, 80 senior professionals and practitioners from 22 countries).

In addition, there were some 200 participants, per country, involved in the numerous national, territorial and local stakeholder workshops and consultations.

The SARD-FSE proposals will strengthen national and global perspectives, stakeholder capacities and action-oriented initiatives on relevant policy and institutional analysis, innovations and issues of critical importance to SARD.  The Project team had also made valuable contacts with institutions and professionals in Ghana, Morocco, Vietnam, Venezuela and with donors during the implementation process.

The SARD-FSE methodology has sparked interest among some national institutions such as universities in Honduras and the Philippines. For example, during an eight-month period in 2005, senior students of the Economic School of the National University of Honduras carried out thesis research entitled, “Assessing the implementation of PRONADEL in the municipalities of Concepcion del Sur and Zacapa in the Department of Santa Barbara, Honduras”.  PRONADEL is the national program for local development funded by IFAD.  The objective of this research is to analyze the past trends in the two communities and to diagnose the changes occurring during the project period as well as the present situation, in order to determine some impacts of the project. The research is applying the SARD-FSE methodology for participatory monitoring and evaluation using indicators relevant to the different stakeholders in the communities.  This research will contribute to the professional development of the graduating students, to the improved execution of the PRONADEL and also to demonstrate the usefulness of the SARD-FSE methodology in Honduras.  The costs of executing the research were shared among PRONADEL, the National University and the students.  A similar development is evolving at Central Luzon State University. 

As part of the capacity building objective, SARD-FSE team collaborated with many FAO programmes and projects that involve regional and national institutions as explained below.  

4.1 Coordination of the SARD Initiative

The SARD-FSE was a key member of the Interdepartmental Task Force on Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development, led by the Rural Development Division of the Sustainable Development Department, which was formed to provide internal guidance on FAO’s contribution to SARD during the preparatory process for WSSD and subsequently internal oversight on FAO’s contributions to promote the SARD Initiative as a follow up to the WSSD and other relevant global agenda. An important output of this collaboration was the design of an FAO coordination mechanism that would promote the long-term objective of developing a coherent and coordinated position, a strategy and an action programme on SARD, encompassing all of FAO’s units interested in SARD.  There was agreement on the specific functions that required coordination such as:
· Providing leadership on SARD within FAO in terms of developing an FAO-wide interdepartmental SARD plan of action, coherent communication with member governments and other key stakeholders 
· Exercising FAO Chapter 14 Task Manager responsibilities of inventorying, monitoring, evaluation, and reporting on the progress of the Johannesburg Plan of Action.  
· Developing and maintaining an inventory on SARD related projects and programmes to facilitate monitoring and reporting on SARD achievements and progress
· Identifying FAO-wide potential priorities among the Organization's various programmes and projects related to SARD, including through the SARD website
· Defining indicators, targets and methods to monitor and evaluate FAO and global progress in SARD
· Developing partnerships and information sharing to support Governments, Major Groups, and other stakeholders in their collaboration and involvement in SARD

· Communicating regularly FAO technical contributions and findings of governments and other stakeholders and responding in a timely manner to their requests about SARD

· Mobilizing political support and financial resources from government, inter-governmental, external donors and other stakeholders for addressing SARD priorities at international, national and local levels.  

4.2 The Role of Agriculture Project

The SARD-FSE was designed to complement the FAO project on the Roles of Agriculture which aimed to contribute to improving policy environments and institutional frameworks in developing countries in order to generate sustainable increases in the availability and accessibility of food and other agricultural products.  Its main objective was to provide policy-makers with specific insights, tools and information with which to analyse the various roles of agriculture within their societies and from which to make informed policy decisions in pursuit of SARD.  SARD-FSE was well informed on this project and collaborated in the Mali case study, in order to be fully conversant with the methodology developed for identifying and analysing the roles of agriculture in developing countries, synthesising the major findings on agricultural roles and their policy implications according to the different country settings, and addressing the key issues involved in deciding on a best possible allocation of resources across sectors so as to contribute more effectively to the sustainable development of these countries.

4.3 SARD in Mountain Regions

SARD-FSE collaborated effectively in the design and initial stages of the SARD-M Project.  The SARD-M is a follow-up activity to the 2002 Adelboden Declaration which was the result of the International Conference on SARD in Mountain Regions, attended by representatives from 57 countries, during the International Year of Mountains, and which was presented at WSSD in 2002.  The overall objective of SARD-M is to facilitate the participatory design, implementation and evaluation of innovative SARD-inspired policy packages for mountain areas and highland-lowland integration at global, regional, national and local levels, in order to enhance sustainable livelihoods in mountains. The planned action-oriented and demand-driven activities aim to raise an awareness of the need for SARD policies for mountain regions and highland-lowland integration and to build capacities to design and implement such policies.  The SARD-M Project provides the coordination and support for regional initiatives and projects, with regional and national partners.  Regional and inter-regional workshops will be organized to develop capacity in identifying common operational recommendations, formulating proposals for promoting effective and innovative SARD policies specific to mountain regions, and sharing relevant approaches, lessons learnt and best practices in pursuit of SARD.  The SARD-M Project started operations in late 2004. 

4.4 Global Forum for Agricultural Research (GFAR)

GFAR’s overall objective is to facilitate and promote partnerships and alliances among all agricultural research stakeholders to alleviating poverty, increase food security and promote sustainable use of natural resources. For the GFAR conference in Dakar on 21-26 May 2003, SARD-FSE organized a Sub-Plenary Session on Policy Directions and Strategies with international renowned experts which gave basis to a Conference recommendation that GFAR should include policy and institutional development as a strategic theme and proceed to build a global partnership among its stakeholders in order to mobilize political, financial and technical support at the national and international levels for sustainable agriculture and rural development.  Subsequently, on 1-4 February 2004, SARD-FSE was involved in the development of GFAR’s three-year business plan that included, as the first of its 4 strategic pillars,  “Policy Advocacy, Liaison and Public Awareness,” which, inter alia, comprised these components: adding voice and GFAR perspectives to the global debate and initiatives on relevant policy and institutional issues, promotion of a holistic integrative approach to agricultural research for development (ARD) in the context of rural development, a focus on neglected issues at regional level, and information dissemination (lobbying too) to national and regional policy makers including those responsible for finance and economic planning decisions.

4.5 The International Planning Committee (IPC) Agro-Ecology Working Group

SARD-FSE was a member of this FAO Working Group that focused on mainstreaming the agro-ecological approach in FAO field programmes as an effective means to solve food insecurity of rural people in marginal environments and as an economically viable option for farmers in better environments too. The agro-ecological approach is of great importance to smallholder farmers’ organisations and civil society organisations, and thus the IPC recognised the need for greater support by governments and stronger collaboration between governments and NGOs/CSOs to foster enabling policies and expansion of agro-ecological programmes. The IPC is relevant to SARD-FSE since the objective of the IPC process is to build a coherent and effective FAO capacity to provide member governments and other stakeholders with policy advice and technical support for agro-ecology as an approach to sustainable food production.  A preliminary effort in this direction was initiated in Mali in late 2004.  

4.6 Task Force on Small Island Developing States (SIDS)

As an opportunity to promote SARD principles and approaches in small countries, SARD-FSE was pro-active as a Task Force member in helping to review FAO experiences and relevant documents on SIDS priorities.  SIDS comprises 38 independent countries of the world (i.e. 14 countries in the Pacific, 16 in the Caribbean, and 8 in the Atlantic, Indian Ocean and South China Seas). The aim was to design an FAO programme as a component of the Barbados Plan of Action and later endorsed in the Mauritius Strategy in January 2005. In November 2005, FAO convened in Rome a Special Ministerial Event to review its proposals on Food Security and Sustainable Development in SIDS attended by Ministers of Agriculture and high-level officials of 27 SIDS, six intergovernmental organizations, three international non-governmental organizations and seven UN agencies involved in SIDS programmes.  The meeting endorsed all 12 proposed modules and unanimously agreed that those dealing with policy coherence, adaptation to climate change and land tenure are of key importance for SIDS. In brief, of the 12 models adopted, SARD-FSE collaborated and/or supported the development of the following: 

a) Developing capacities for strategic and coherent policy responses to sustain food security and to reduce poverty.

b) Mainstreaming disaster risk management and climate change adaptation into agriculture and fisheries policies.

c) Securing property rights and supporting territorial planning through participative land management, land use regulation and registration. 

d) Diversifying agricultural production through value-added commodity chains.

e) Improving the performance of agriculture and agriculture-related activities by promoting agro-enterprises and enabling policies and investment for small and medium entrepreneurs. 

f) Increasing off-farm income by promoting agriculture-tourism linkages, including supplying local foods and beverages to tourists and involving farmers/fishers in agri-ecotourism. 

g) Enhancing traditional staple food systems and household capacities to cope with and recover from stress. 

h) Improving the competitiveness of agricultural and rural products through island specialties and high quality products such as organic and fair trade. 

4.7  Collaboration on agri/rural tourism strategy with the World Tourism Organization (WTO)

SARD-FSE spearheaded the development of a first draft of an FAO strategy on agri/rural tourism (November 2004) based on a review of past FAO initiatives and current efforts, the Sustainable Tourism for Eradication of Poverty of the WTO and preliminary results of SARD-FSE. The FAO strategy was presented at a coordination meeting of UN agencies in Madrid, Spain, on 21-23 November 2004. Two important results came from this effort:

a) A proposed agreement between FAO and WTO for collaboration on information exchange to serve as a clearing-house on tourism policies and other sectors’ policies affecting tourism, facilitation of collaborative arrangements in programmes and projects among UN agencies, policy coherence and advocacy: to promote tourism and tourism-related linkages in support of the WSSD Plan of Action, the Barbados Programme of Action, and other international conventions and agreements affecting tourism, institutional and capacity building for mutually supportive initiatives in developing countries, and monitoring and evaluation to assess progress towards the achievement of the MDGs.
b) In late 2005, FAO (AGST and SDAR) started collaborating with WTO in implementing agri-tourism projects in the Dominican Republic and Cape Verde that started in late 2005. Their objective is to reduce rural poverty and food insecurity by introducing economically viable and competitive alternatives for income generation and sustainable livelihoods among the rural people. In addressing this goal, the project will render special attention to gender and youth issues and will enhance the sustainability of agri-food systems and contribute effectively to national priorities such as foreign exchange savings, increased employment and sustainable rural wellbeing.  The first phase of the project will constitute a diagnostic phase wherein constraints, potentials and institutional arrangements are assessed at the national level as a basis for defining priority interventions and formulating project priority components. This phase will be implemented over a nine-month period, during which a two-week formulation mission will be undertaken to each participating SIDS country. 

4.8  Education for Rural People (ERP)

Given the critical role of education for SARD, the project collaborated with FAO’s ERP flagship to strengthen its agricultural and rural components.  SARD-FSE’s most important input dealt with the planning and conduct of an Africa Ministerial Seminar on ERP held on 7-9 September 2005 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  The objective was to raise the education of rural people to the rank of a top priority in national policies and strategies in Africa and to contribute to strengthening policies, capacities and investment in ERP for achieving the MDGs.  The Seminar was organized by the Association for the Development of Education in Africa, FAO and IIEP/UNESCO in collaboration with the Ministry of Education of Ethiopia and brought together Ministers of education, agriculture, rural development and fishery from eleven African countries (Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Guinea, Kenya, Madagascar, Mozambique, Niger, Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania and Uganda) and representatives of NEPAD, the African Union and other African Organizations, including civil society organizations, as well as a variety of bilateral and multilateral development bodies such as the ILO, Oxfam, UNECO, UNICEF the Swiss cooperation agency (DDC), the Dutch Cooperation, the German Adult Education Association and the World Bank.  The project coordinator co-authored and presented a background paper that took stock of the current situation of rural development, poverty and education of rural people in sub-Saharan Africa and reviewed possible policies, strategies and priorities, including SARD and sustainable livelihoods, for education and skills training in order to reduce rural poverty and work towards the MDGs.  Two main results of high interest were generated from this effort for SARD:

· In the official communiqué, the Ministers recommended that the Ministries of Education, Agriculture, Rural Development and Fisheries work together with each other and also with civil society and the business sectors to develop and deliver national and decentralized policies, initiatives and strategies for Education for Rural Peoples with clear targets that respond to national and local development priorities (in addition to MDGs and PRSPs), build effective community leadership and their participation in decentralization processes; the impact of ERP should be measured in terms of building community leadership, economic and social empowerment and better rural livelihoods.
· A news article on the background paper presented at the Seminar was published in the Africa Weekly magazine, and on 10 November 2005, another article on Rural People’s Skills, based on a synthesis of the main recommendations of the Seminar, was highlighted on the international networks of Yahoo! (http://biz.yahoo.com/prnews/051110/dcth028.html?.v=30), Fox News, Dallas News, Forbes, KRON 4, National Hispanic Corporate Council, PR Newswire and TXCN.com – Agriculture.  

4.9  Strengthening the capacity of national policy makers

The project coordinator participated in FAO’s policy working group that aims to develop effective and appropriate policy “products” for agriculture and rural development that respond to the needs and priorities of member states. In 2004 the WG carried out an inventory of available policy products in house and furthermore, based on agreed criteria, identified priority objectives for further policy development by interdepartmental teams, i.e. 

· Manage the transition to more globalized agri-food systems.

· Promote pro-poor agriculture and rural development

· Access and manage natural resources including land water, forests and fisheries

· Manage global climate change and agriculture: mitigation and coping practices

· Improve access to productive technology and knowledge

· Address food safety concerns and the proliferation for food standards

In 2005, as part of the restructuring process of FAO, members of the policy WG and others were tasked to design an FAO capacity development programme addressing major strategic issues and policy challenges. This programme is intended to provide an opportunity to senior officials in developing countries to exchange, learn and draw lessons from FAO and country experiences in order to achieve broad-based agriculture and rural development to combat hunger and poverty and contribute to the attainment of the MDGs. The WG proposed that the programme should focus on cutting-edge knowledge, practical mechanisms to implement policy changes, and analysis of strategic issues to enhance the contribution of agriculture and rural development to national development MDG objectives and to the MDGs. Such issues could include:

· Roles of agriculture and rural development in overall social and economic development

· Priority setting within the agriculture sector

· Strengthening ARD linkages for improved livelihoods and poverty reduction

· Private investment in agriculture, e.g. fiscal, price and finance policies and institutional and regulatory frameworks, etc.

· Modern agri-food systems and development of value-added chains in agriculture in the context of globalization

· Institutional policy for agricultural services delivery, e.g. research, extension, marketing, finance, crop and animal health

· Water control, environmental and rural infrastructure

· International trade, including food quality food safety standards and related issues

· Sector-wide approaches, sector investment programmes and "bankable" projects

· Strategy and programme monitoring and evaluation.

SARD-FSE results are very relevant to the implementation of this programme that expects to capacitate every year some 160 senior officials such as permanent secretaries or equivalent of relevant ministries for agriculture and rural development, and also national directors and senior advisers to ministers and Heads of State or Government.

4.10 International Farming Systems Association (IFSA)

IFSA is a global non-profit professional association built on the challenge 'to give voice to small farmers'.

The IFSA mandate is: "To move beyond doing good research to making a difference to the lives of small farmers' and the rural poor."  IFSA comprises seven active regional associations or groups of professionals, i.e. Australia & the Pacific, Africa-East & Southern, Africa-West, Asia, Europe, Latin America, North Africa & Middle East and North America.  IFSA holds regional meetings every year and global meetings every 2 years.  IFSA’s global meeting held on 31 October – 3 November 2005 in Rome, was particularly designed in an innovative way to promote maximum interaction, identification and analysis of strategic issues and mutual learning, primarily through the use of round-tables and aiming at establishing future partnerships among participants. Thus the meeting was titled a Global Learning Opportunity (GLO) with an overall challenge theme of “Farming systems and Poverty: Making a Difference” and focused on 4 specific themes: Food, Agriculture and Rural Development Policies in a Globalizing World; Trade and Market Linkages; Knowing and Learning Processes; and Development Strategies, Pathways and Synergies.

SARD-FSE coordinated and led the planning, organization and analysis of theme 1 before, during and after the GLO, and some of the main results and lessons are the following:

a) Innovations in policy are a priority concern for many stakeholders in the context of globalization, structural adjustment, decentralization and privatization processes. These have contributed to the reduction or even withdrawal of Government support from the agricultural and rural sector and the collapse of services to farmers.  Farming systems practitioners reported (45 papers) on impacts on smallholders, exciting R&D work in the field, debated good practices and the ‘State-of-the-Art’, and demonstrated the contribution fo their work to the agenda of World Food Summit and MDGs.
b) The participation of stakeholders was considered to be a very fundamental principle for policy making and delivery.  The added value of each stakeholder is based on the fact that they all have their own objectives and needs, knowledge, skills, other resources, networks. However, can they participate freely? No. Would they put their cards on the table? No. The bottom line is trust but trust needs time, transparency and information sharing.  Can they all participate at the same time? Difficult.  Different stakeholders participate in different stages of the process. Who are the key stakeholders? They are government at different levels, farmers, women, local authorities, business/ industry, youth and adults, science and technology community, workers and trade unions, NGOs, indigenous people, informal sector, and the vulnerable and the “unreachables.”

c) Several overarching policy approaches/ issues merit deeper analysis by the stakeholders because they do determine to a large extent specific policy directions, decisions and outcomes for agriculture, food and rural development.  These approaches include: the market-driven development (presently the “dominant” school); the SARD/ livelihoods and territorial – driven approaches; public-private partnerships; issues dealing with competitiveness & future of smallholders; rights-based approaches (e.g. gender-sensitivity); sustainability of mainstream development models, synergy and learning among developed/developing countries; and global/ intergovernmental/ civil society conflict management approaches.  

d) Professionals and practitioners have made significant progress in policy development.  These can be summarized under three headings: 

· Understanding the critical roles and priorities for agriculture and rural development in national economic growth with social equity, e.g. to increase the effective impact of poverty reduction strategic programmes (PRSP), sector-wide, livelihood and other approaches on food security, poverty reduction, social equity and MDGs, and for the effective coordination, management and evaluation of partnerships involving government, civil society, private sector, universities, CGIAR centers and external donors.

· Sustainable production, income and job generation, including policies on international/regional trade, marketing and pricing systems, to upgrade or modernize agri-food systems and services, for strengthening institutional capacity and infrastructure for service delivery, for boosting agricultural, rural and diversified enterprises and promoting private investment in these areas and for integrated natural resource management and management of environmental externalities and services.

Fig. 5 Components of the policy development cycle based on IFSA-GLO results
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· Social/human capital and asset enhancement, including policies for enhancing participation, information exchange, networking and communication for sustainable development, on access and security of resource tenure, especially for the rural poor, the marginalized and the unreachables, for human capital development through quality education and training for rural people/poor and business management skills.

e) In the context of the policy development and management cycle, most of the proven practices dealt with the identification of policy issues, ex-ante policy analysis, and a few papers with policy implementation and ex-post policy evaluation (see Fig 5). To develop effective practices, a strong participatory monitoring, evaluation and learning process is required to link all the phases in the development/management cycle, as shown below. 

Develop an effective dissemination strategy to explore scaling up and extrapolation of the Project results; the strategy should be targeted to other FAO units at HQ, regional offices, field programmes or projects, as well as OECD countries.

4.11  Paper outputs of SARD-FSE

The outputs for the Project to 2005, listed in Annex 4, are summarized as follows: 

· Information brochure on SARD-FSE Project in English, French and Spanish, (1000 distributed)
· Preliminary guidelines for the case study team, version dated 20/03/04 (28 p. + 6 annexes).
· Three case study reports: Honduras (Spanish), Mali (French) and the Philippines (English) 
· Three reports of the proceedings of regional workshops: Latin America (Spanish), Asia (English) and West Africa (French)   

· Project progress reports sent to the two donors (1/semester)

· Back-to-office reports after field missions (15) 

· Contributing author to the Proceedings to the GFAR Conference in Dakar

· Two proposals for donors (one with GFAR, SARD-M proposal). 
· Special articles for FAO websites: SD Dimensions, UN System Network, International Farming Systems Newsletter, Asia-Japan Network for Poverty Reduction
, and Africa Weekly (James Kanu article)
· SARD related technical papers presented by the coordinator at the GFAR Conference (May 2003), Ministerial Seminar in Addis Ababa (Sept 2005), Navarra Conference in Spain (October 2005), and IFSA Global Learning Opportunity (Nov 2005)
· A participatory policy development manual and an information brief on the manual (English, French and Spanish)
· Six policy briefs (English, French and Spanish)
· Project mid-term report (March 2004) and 
· Project final report (February 2006).   
Hard copies of the main publications of the project (i.e., the three case studies, three regional workshops, policy development manual, and the six policy briefs) will be distributed to all the national institutions which participated in the case studies and regional workshops.  Electronic copies of these main publications will be made available to the offices of the FAO Representatives and placed on the relevant FAO websites, e,g, SARD, SD Dimensions, UN System Network on Rural Development and Food Security. A wider dissemination of these publications would require additional resources.          

5. Main Lessons Learnt 

5.1 Organization and Management of the Project

At FAO HQ, there are three issues of significance to comment on the management of the project:

a) The efficient work of alternating chairs of the PSC meetings by France, Japan and the Director of Rural Development, respectively, contributed to the collegial analysis of progress, decision-making and seamless process of Project implementation.

b) The PSC did not receive the envisaged level of participation from other Departments.  Generally, the same members of the ITF represented their Departments on most PSC meetings.  These members performed the PSC responsibilities well, including informing their superiors on the directions and progress of the Project.

c) The participation of most members of the ITF was not as strong as expected. While informal comments are always constructive on the Project’s approach and progress, only about half of the members attended meetings. Competition for time is intense since the number of in-house meetings is sometimes overwhelming. The Project team is very grateful to the ones who have been very responsive and engaged all along.

At the national level, there was a major change in the management of the project.  The original design involved extensive use of international consultants, however the Project adopted a different strategy to achieve its salient objectives of building national capacity. It secured the commitment of national stakeholders, and in the process, developed a more effective and refined methodology. This strategy logically necessitated an important change, i.e. using national teams and giving a greater role to the national institutions for implementation, having regular meetings with the team leaders at critical points during implementation, placing greater emphasis on dialogue and consultations among stakeholders (particularly at the local and territorial levels), and inserting field missions to monitor progress at sensitive stages of analysis. The lessons from this experience were:    

d) Clearly institutional organization and management are a challenge, and thus more time is needed for communication, consultations and involvement of others relevant to SARD. However, as in one of the case studies, the NCC was not efficient with too many institutional members. There was an issue of careful selection of venues and processes to achieve effective participation and sharing.

e) More attention to the qualifications of the team members based on case study objectives and guidelines, more interaction and discussion on the methodology, and continuity of team leaders, would help. A change of leadership occurred early in the process of implementation of Honduras, in the middle of project implementation in the case of Philippines and in the late stage in the case of Mali. The first two changes were managed without disruption since they coincided with a team leaders’ meeting.  In the Mali case, it caused an unexpected delay in delivering a draft final report.   

f) Alternating the venues of team leaders’ meetings among countries permitted involving the national team and other stakeholders in each country and enabled the team leaders to gain a first-hand appreciation of the similarities and differences among the selected farming systems and institutional contexts. 

g) Stakeholders’ participation and sharing: Simple but effective participation was achieved because of some key joint activities, such as defining objectives, indicators, key factors, future scenarios, etc (Honduras). Local stakeholders expected funding from SARD (Mali).

5.2  Operations of the Project

There were a few administrative issues that delayed the operations of the project, i.e.

a) The Project Coordinator arrived 8 months late.  Fortunately, during this period, the Project Officer who arrived in February 2002 advanced the groundwork in some key areas such as desk reviews on farming systems typologies, SARD issues, methodological approaches, and analysis of relevant in-house programmes and capacities. This enabled an acceleration of activities and decisions at the start.  

b) For the half-time administrative/financial clerk at the G4 level, it was extremely difficult to find a competent clerk who was willing to work half-time, thus the rapid turnover of staff in this position.  Except for the first 8 months, the Project had to manage with a lower-level clerk supplemented with the assistance of other clerks in the Service. 

The implementation of the core activities of the case study extended over a 18 month period (from March 2003 to July 2004).   The extended period was due to several factors, e.g. the part-time involvement of the team members, problems of coordinating schedules for consultation meetings and local workshops, and extra preparations related to the team leaders’ meetings, lack of prior agreement on detailed aspects of the methodology and the time required for mutual learning in sorting out some critical steps of the analysis.    

c) Therefore the Project should have invested adequate time and resources on conceptualizing the analysis, identifying the decision-support tools, communication, information and training activities, and guiding the involvement of stakeholders at different levels of decision-making.

d) The experience gained in developing and applying these guidelines would indicate that the key phases of such studies could be sequenced and implemented efficiently within a period of five months, a shown in Figure 5.  This would require at least three members of the technical team to be involved full-time on the project and the other three members to be half-time.  The cost of the study would not be affected.  

Fig.  4  Optimal timeline for implementing the SARD-FSE case study  
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	Selection of farming system/territory 
	

	Characterization & diagno-sis of FS & territory 
	

	Past trend & future scenarios analysis
	

	Recommendations & action plan
	

	Report writing  & publication
	


Note: NSC= National Steering Committee;  FS = farming systems. 

5.3 Methodology

The following lessons are highlighted on key methodological issues of the Project:  

a) The selection of farming systems and territory for the case study should not be driven by external considerations (SARD-FSE used the global context to identify systems and countries) or by national political considerations (which was necessary to attract the interest of national authorities to participate). The selection of both should be based on how well they represent the country in terms of its agro-ecological and socio-economic conditions; hence this would enhance the importance and attention given to the study by national stakeholders.

b) On the SARD indicators, secondary data at the national level are available, not so for secondary data at the territorial and local levels.  The teams appreciated the value and the usefulness of the range of indicators recommended for each pillar of SARD; however, each country has to adapt them to their specific systems under study.

c) The farming systems and territorial frameworks are relevant and effective for policy and institutional analysis; however, stakeholders need to be more informed on them to analyze their systems better.  The territorial framework was found to be a more appropriate level (compared to the local and national) to understand local society, municipal issues and technological variables and to analyze scenarios, stakeholder issues and political factors, and to make recommendations on institutional collaboration and programmes.

d) The analysis of the long-term past trends was found to be effective for analyzing changes related to climate, land tenure, diversification, infrastructure and education. Good information was generated on these issues, but this analysis must also focus on the link between institutional change and farming system development.  The analysis of influencing factors was important for establishing effective sharing and for an integral understanding among stakeholders, which was essential for the analysis of future scenarios and recommendations. Sometimes the workshop results (recall discussions) were not supported by empirical data. 

e) The exercise on future scenarios enabled excellent participation from stakeholders and enabled them to reflect, independently and as a team, on their own concerns, interests and recommendations, and they came up with quite similar results and conclusions. The exercise was particularly useful in terms of focusing on constraints to achieving the optimistic SARD-oriented scenario, although some farmers may find it difficult to think many years in advance, or some specialized technicians to think in a more integral and futuristic manner.

f) The regional workshops identified 4 specific strengths of the SARD-FSE methodology which are:

· Mobilizing and empowering local, territorial and national stakeholders through multiple mechanisms in the iterative process of sharing, learning and identifying mutual areas of cooperation and for influencing SARD policies and programmes.

· Implementing a holistic, integral analysis of cultural, economic, social and environmental issues with respect to the analysis of natural resources, tenure systems, production systems and diversification, marketing, trade and other issues of interest to stakeholders.

· Applying the bottom-up approach for dialoguing and analyzing SARD priorities at the local, territorial and national levels, eliciting good response and appreciation from the local stakeholders, for example, in the diagnostic and future scenarios analysis, and strengthening stakeholders in their efforts to cooperate with high-level decision-making authorities. 

· Employing sound multidisciplinary capabilities and gender balance in the national project coordination and the technical teams.

g) The regional workshops also identified five specific areas for improving the SARD-FSE methodology, which are:

· Prioritizing the multiple and diverse SARD components and interventions in order to be able to transform them into a realistic, workable action agenda given the capacity of stakeholders.

· Creating more opportunities for stakeholders to communicate and learn more about each other in order to enable them to harmonize strategies, share values and strategies, and get the support and commitment of all stakeholders..

· Strengthening the SARD focus on and participation of women, youth and other relevant organizations, in order to motivate them to be pro-active and committed to SARD.

· Leveraging the territorial approach as an effective framework and flexible approach, in the context of rural development, not only agriculture or farming systems, to refine, replicate and apply the project’s methodology and recommendations.

· Designing precise terms of reference to better manage the multi-institutional and multi-sectoral teams and emphasizing the lessons learnt as part of the project’s methodology.         

5.4 Policy and institutional priorities 

a) After much debate and analysis, local stakeholders in each case study attempted to formulate their joint SARD goal, which are: a productive and organized municipality with food security, health facilities and capacity for marketing, diversification and profitability for sustainable life conditions (Honduras); household food security, increased income, community and family togetherness, and peace and harmony in the agriculture and rural sectors (Philippines); higher incomes, food self-sufficiency and maintenance of soil fertility (Mali).  To achieve this goal, there seemed to be three strategic objectives that must be pursued in a coordinated manner with the government authorities, civil society and private sector:   

· Empowerment of rural people in terms of  political voice, access to land and other key resources, education and training, entrepreneurial and financial capacity, and basic social services, with special attention to the women and youth.  

· Production and wealth creation in terms of improving options such as intensification alternatives built on traditional and modern knowledge, technologies that use local resources efficiently, diversification of production and value-adding in the agri-food chain, and non-agric options in off-farm employment, environmental services and agri/rural-tourism.

· Reduction of vulnerability in terms of strategies to prepare, manage and/or recover from natural hazards, economic shocks and social conflict situations.   

b) The selection of different farming systems and countries with different cultural traditions, ecological conditions, political-administrative systems and stages of socio-economic development, rendered a rich basis for an integral analysis, comparisons and synthesis across case studies. In the context of the next 10-20 years, the key areas for policy action pro-SARD, are: 

· More favourable macro-economic policies, e.g. interest rates, investment, prices and infrastructure for agriculture and rural development services. 

· Provision of a strong political-administrative boost and advocacy for SARD policy.

· Trade and marketing linkages, access and stability for exports and to enhance product and food safety standards, price stabilization and farmer-market linkages.

· Decentralization of skills and resources to enable municipalities and other local stakeholders to strategize and execute SARD in a coordinated, holistic and cross-sectoral manner. 

· Governance and social participation so the poor and marginalized can participate politically, institutionally and economically. 

· Strengthening of farmer organizations, cooperatives and associations for entrepreneurship, business development and sustainability.

· Support for research, extension and farmer training, to tackle the new challenges in the agri-food chain.    

· Accessible and cost-effective financing schemes for the poor, small and medium producers and farmers.  

c) The strategic priorities for promoting SARD in developing countries, according to the regional workshops included the following recommendations for immediate action:

· Marketing SARD at national and local levels.    

· Strengthening institutional capacities for SARD policy, land reform & resource rights, land use planning and decentralization approaches.   

· Strengthening local stakeholders’ capacity to implement SARD-related programmes.

· Improving sustainable production and management of natural resources

· Developing rural markets and enterprises.     

· Networking for information sharing for SARD at the regional levels. 

· Mobilizing partnerships, technical resources and investment for addressing regional, national and local SARD priorities identified in these case studies. 

c) One great lesson learnt came from the feeling expressed by the local stakeholders, e.g. Honduras, that the value of this experience and the proposals generated show that the local community and farmers can participate in planning their own future and are ready to implement projects towards their sustainable development.  Also the local stakeholders, in particular the farmers in the Philippines, have developed a concept proposal to implement their action plans. 

d) Since the Project was essentially a planning exercise and supported with external resources, it automatically created expectations of a follow-up programme. Local efforts to mobilize resources to implement the recommendations of SARD-FSE have been a challenge, however.

5.5  Impact of SARD-FSE

It is too early to assess any impact of the Project on the local stakeholders due to the fact that the Project did not include resources for implementing the case study recommendations related to improving the policy environment or their rural production and livelihood systems.  The future impact will depend on their ability to mobilize political will, interested donors and needed resources.

A palpable impact of the Project was on the improved thinking ability and the coverage of relevant issues on SARD, which was observed among the national teams involved in the implementation of the case studies.  Across the three countries, there were 22 professionals on the teams representing 19 different national institutions whose policies and programmes could be significantly strengthened in favour of SARD.

As mentioned above, FAO programmes and initiatives benefited from the direct participation and inputs of the SARD-FSE team which made use of the methodological guidelines and preliminary results of the Project to influence and enrich their design and implementation, in particular those programmes and initiatives in the Rural Institutions and Participation Service of the Rural Development Division of FAO.           

6. Budget Expenditures  

The Project was funded by the Governments of France and Japan for three years at a cost of $ 1.28 million. The cost of seconding a project officer by the French Government should be added to this direct financial contribution. The expenditures were $77 045 for 2002 (Sept - Dec), $515 673 for 2003, $371 851 for 2004, $310,586 and $7,027 to September 2006 leaving a total balance of $3,912  (Annex 2). 

Given the delay experienced in completing the case study analyses and regional workshop reports, the proposed distribution for the 2005 budget was changed in order to be able to deliver on the expected outputs of the Project, without requiring any additional resources from the donors. As such, the PSC in February 2005 approved the extension of the Project period to 30 November 2005 and approved the following:

· An extension of the Project staff (i.e. the coordinator and administrative clerk to November 2005);

· Hiring of 2 international consultants, i.e. a minimum of 1.5 months for the policy analysis expert, and 2 months for a communcication expert ($30,000 for both)

· Investing $25 000 for contracting publication, editing and printing support, which was subsequently increased to $38,000 given the importance of publishing all the case studies and the manual and six policy briefs in three languages
· Support for the participation of one national team member from each case study in the Global Learning Opportunity of IFSA which took place in Rome ($10,330).
The main changes in the budget, i.e. comparing actual expenditures with the approved budget in the project memorandum, are presented in Annex 2.  As explained above, SARD-FSE made some changes in strategy which required budgetary changes, such as reducing the budget earmarked for international consultants and increasing the budget for national professionals (contracting through a letter of agreement) to form a national team coming from the institutions themselves (at least partially funded by the Project), and the allocation of more resources for international travel for the team leaders to meet at critical points during implementation and for more consultations and dialogue among stakeholders (particularly at the local and territorial levels).  Other budget changes were due to administrative expediency, e.g. putting the budget for regional workshops under contracts instead of the training account and using chargeback to pay for the administrative/financial clerk when using temporary staff. These budget proposals were submitted to and approved by the PSC, and therefore the budget of the Project was revised every year accordingly.  
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Annex 2.  Annual Expenditures of the SARD-FSE Project: 2002 – 2006
	ACCOUNTS
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	30 September 2006
	2003-2006      Total*
	 Original Budget

	5300 Salaries Professional 

         (5011 Parent)
	43,969
	160,640
	183,067
	172,493
	0
	560,169
	558,000

	5500 Salaries General Service

        (5012 Parent)
	7,310
	10,949
	15,921
	30,148
	0
	64,328
	108,500

	5570 Consultants

        (5013 Parent)
	0
	2,473
	2,761
	72,112
	6,087
	83,433
	292,500

	5650 Contracts

         (5014 Parent)
	0
	223,782
	87,300
	0
	0
	311,082
	40,000

	5660 Locally contracted labour

        (5020 Parent)
	0
	68
	0
	0
	0
	68
	0

	5900 Travel (5021 Parent)
	11,936
	63,561
	33,252
	1,814
	0
	110,564
	30,000

	5920 Training (5023 Parent)
	0
	2470
	0
	7,498
	361
	10,330
	108,000

	6000 Expendable Procurement

        (5024 P)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4,400

	6100 Non Expendable

        Procurement (5025 P)
	8,830
	126
	99
	-2
	0
	9,053
	1,600

	6130 Support Costs ** 

        (5029 Parent)
	4,361
	29,189
	21,048
	17,580
	              398
	72,576
	71,048

	6300 General Operating

         Expenses (5028 P)
	36
	747
	1,178
	18
	180
	2,159
	31,429

	6400 General Overhead

         Expenses (5040 P)
	45
	0
	12
	533
	
	591
	0

	6500 Chargeback

         (5050 Parent)
	558
	21,668
	27,213
	8,392
	0
	57,830
	34,000

	6510 Chargeout 

         (5060) Parent
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL 
	77,045
	515,673
	371,851
	310,586
	7,027
	1,282,183
	1,279,477


* The Government of France has contributed an additional $6,618 in interest earnings to the budget. Final expected expenditure is US$ 1,286,095 as US$ 3,912 has been provided to pay for interpretation and CD Rom production
** Support cost calculated at 6%

	


	SARD-FSE Project (GCP/INT/839/MUL)

	Accounts
	Details of expenses
	Total US$
	% of total budget

	5300 Salaries Professional
	Salary Project Coordinator (September 2002 – November 2005)
	560 169
	43,6

	5500 Salaries General Service 


	Salary Part-time Secretary (50%) ; several secretaries followed each other, some paid on this account, others on account 6500, according to the type of contract they were given 
	64 328
	5

	5570 Consultants 


	· Contracts related to the preparation, finalization, translation and printing of the products of the project, in 2005, the most important being:

· M. Deve: US$ 15 000 dollars (preparation of the methodological guidelines and  policy information briefs)

· M. Mundy: US$ 15 000 dollars (consultant in communications working in tandem with  F. Deve)

· Ms Morales  US$ 38 000 (editing and production of the documents – hard copy and CD – Rom)

· Contract Project Coordinator at the end of his contract, in 2006, in order to finalize the project final report: US$ 3 040 dollars
	83 433
	6,5

	5650 Contracts 

 
	Letters of Agreement  signed with the institutions responsible for the case studies: PASOLAC for  Honduras, l’Institut d’économie rurale for Mali, ANGOC for the Philippines:

-for undertaking the case studies,  in 2003 (US$ 74 000 per country, i.e. a total of US$ 222 000)

-for organizing regional workshops, in 2004 (US$ 30 000 dollars for the Philippines, US$ 28 000 for Honduras, US$ 28 700 dollars for Mali, i.e. US$ 86 700)
	311 082
	24,2

	5660 Locally contracted labour
	
	68
	-

	5900 Travel

	· Travel of project coordinator and project officer, mainly undertaken in  2002, 2003 and 2004 to select the countries (2 countries per region had been pre-selected by the Steering Committee), to backstop the implementation of the case studies (at least once per country), participate in the meetings with the team leaders and in the regional workshops – travels in economy class.
· Travel of the three team leaders, in 2003 and early 2004, to participate in 4  coordination meetings (Philippines, Honduras, FAO/Rome and Mali) – travels in economy class
	110 564
	8,6

	5920 Training 


	Participation of the Mali and Honduras team leaders in the presentation on the project at the 18th Global Learning Opportunity on “Farming Systems and Poverty: Making a Difference” organized by the International Farming Systems Association (IFSA) in Rome,  31 October - 4 November 2005

	10 330
	0,8

	6000 Expendable Procurement 
	
	0
	0

	6100 Non Expendable Procurement 
	Computers (2), software licences, printer and laptops (2), etc.
	9 053
	0,7

	6130 Support Costs 
	Rate applied: 6%
	72 576


	5,6

	6300 General Operating Expenses 
	Various expenses related to the organization of meetings with the team leaders 
	2 159
	0,1

	6400 General Overhead Expenses 
	Dispatch of DHL and various packages
	591
	-

	6500 Chargeback 
	Salaries of various temporary, part-time secretaries  (see account 5500)
	57 830
	4,8

	6510 Chargeout 
	
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	
	 

                                 1 282 180
	100


Annex 3. Participants in national committees, technical teams and regional workshops

     of the Project 

a) Honduras

	Name


	Designation/Organization
	Contact Details

	National Coordinating Committee

	Patricia Panting
	Ministra de Secretaría de Recursos Naturales y Ambiente (SERNA)
	Secretaría de Recursos Naturales y Ambiente (SERNA)

Tegucigalpa, Honduras

	Hernán Avila
	Representante del Director

Dirección Nacional de Desarrollo Rural Sostenible (DINADERS)
	dinaders@pronaders.hn
Oficinas de DINADERS

Colonia Palmira, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

	Germán Pérez 
	Vice Ministro

Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	gperez72@sigmanet.hn

Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería

Tegucigalpa, HOnduras

	Selim Flores
	Director, Dirección de Ciencia y Tecnología (DICTA) de Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	sflores@sag.gob.hn
DICTA, Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

	Miguel Ayarza
	Coordinador

CIAT, Honduras
	Oficinas de DICTA, Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

CIAT@cablecolor.hn

	Lincoln Villanueva
	Representante de Unidad de Planificación y Estrategia  (UPEG) de la Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	UPEG, Secretaría de Agrícultura y Ganadería, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

lvillanueva@sag.gob.hn

	National Technical Team

	Jaime José Salinas
	Líder  del Equipo SARD

Economista y consultor
	Rdo.PASOLAC Apartado postal 3202, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

jsalinas@cablecolor.hn

	Oscar Rolando Vaquedano
	Ingeniero Ambiental

Equipo de Investigación SARD

Representante de SERNA
	Secretaría de Recursos Naturales y Ambiente (SERNA)

Tegucigalpa, Honduras

	Edgardo Navarro
	Ingeniero Agrónomo

Equipo de Investigación SARD 

Coordinador Proyecto Semilla, FAO
	FAO Honduras, Apartado Postal 1808 Colonia Palmira, Tegucigalpa edgardo.navarro@fao.org.hn

	Norman Humberto Sagastume
	Ingeniero Agrónomo

Administración de Proyectos de Inversión
	PASOLAC, apartado postal 3202, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

nsagastume@cablecolor.hn

	Edwin Rodríguez Guerrero
	Ingeniero Agrónomo, Planificación de Desarrollo, facilitador de talleres SARD
	Rdo. a PASOLAC apartado postal 3202, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

crg@cablecolor.hn

	Participants at Regional Workshop

	Dominique Legros
	SARD-FSE Project Officer

FAO
	FAO Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00100 Rome Italy

Dominique.Legros@fao.org

	Marcelino Avila
	SARD-FSE Project Coordinator
	FAO vialle delle Terme di Caracalla

00100 Rome Italy

Marcelino.Avila@fao.org; ceomaf@yahoo.com

	Edwin Rodríguez G.
	PASOLAC – Consultor y facilitador del Taller Regional
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras

crg@cablecolor.hn


	Carlos Alberto Pineda
	Vice-Alcalde

Municipalidad Arada, Santa  Bárbara
	Barrio La Pesa,  Arada, Santa Bárbara, Honduras

	Darío Madrid F.
	Alcalde

Municipalidad Arada, Santa  Bárbara
	Barrio El Centro,  Arada 58, Santa Bárbara, Honduras

	Carlos J. Pérez
	Coordinador Regional PASOLAC/Intercooperation
	Apartado postal 6024 Managua, Nicaragua

cperez@cablenet.com.ni

	Felipe Maradiaga
	Representante del Director

DINADERS-PRONADERS
	Col. Palmira, Edificio Gómez Andino, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

fermaradiaga@yahoo.com

	Guillermo Giraldo
	Representante del Coordinador

CIAT
	Apartado Postal No.15159 Tegucigalpa, Honduras,  g.giraldo@cablecolor.hn

	Javier Gómez Pineda
	Alcalde

Municipalidad Candelaria,  Lempira
	Calendaria Centro,  Lempira, Honduras

	José Maria Bonilla
	Director,  Instituto Técnico Comunitario

José Maria Medina
	Candelaria,  Lempira, Honduras

	Jan Johnson
	Coordinator, Livelihood Support Program, FAO  
	FAO, Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00100 Rome Italy
Jan.johnson@fao.org

	Lincoln Villanueva
	Representante de la Unidad de Planificación  (UPEG) de  la Secretaria de Agricultura y Ganadería
	SAG-UPEG, Secretaría de Agrícultura  y Ganadería, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

lvillanueva@sag.gob.hn


	Ericka Carcamo
	Regional Unit for Technical Assistance, Secretaria de Agricultura y Ganadería
	Apartado Postal 5941 Tegucigalpa, Honduras

escarcamo@sag.gob.hn

	Jaime Salinas
	Líder Equipo Proyecto SARD-

PASOLAC 
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras

jsalinas@cablecolor.hn

	John Dixon
	FAO-HQ Roma
	FAO, Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00100 Rome Italy
John.dixon@fao.org

	Ian Cherrett
	FAO RCL
	Santiago, Chile

Ian.charrett@fao.org

	Gloria Esperanza Cortes
	Fundación San Isidro
	Vereda San Antonio Sor. Duitama –Boyacá Colombia AA 1222, Colombia

gloescogut@yahoo.com.co

	Mario Antonio Alarcón
	Centro Nacional de Tecnologia Agropecuario (CENTA)
	Final Av. Morazán, colonia Santa Maria #45-D Sonsonate, El Salvador

	Manuel E. Pérez
	Universidad Javeriana
	Calle 51 No.5-46 Apto. 601 Chapinero Alto. Bogota/Colombia

manperez@javeriana.edu.co

	Pedro José Zavarse Gilly
	Instituto Nacional de Desarrollo Rural, Venezuela
	Av. México con sur 21 Torre Bellas Artes PH 2 Ider, Caracas, Venezuela

pzavarse@inder.gov.ve      pzavarze@cantv.net

	Antonio Franco
	Director General, Ministerio de Agricultura y Tierras, Venezuela
	Dir_gral_planif_desa_rural_int@mat.gov.ve


	Edgardo Navarro
	Coordinador Proyecto Semillas FAO
	Col Palmira Av. Perú 402 Frente a Parque Benito Juarez, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

Edgardo_navarro@cablecolor.hn

	Compton L. Paul
	Representante en Honduras

FAO
	Apartado Postal 1808 Colonia Palmira, Tegucigalpa

Compton.Paul@fao.org.hn

	Hiroko Yashiki
	FAO/SDAR
	Viale delle Terme Di Caracalla Roma 00100 Italia, Hiroko.Yashiki@fao.org


	Guillermo E. Villanueva
	Director 

IICA
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras



	Fausto Lazo
	GTZ
	Apdo. 1729 Tegucigalpa

profor@hondutel.hn

	Víctor Gustavo Espinosa
	ADEL-MORAZAN
	Km. 165 de la carretera q conduce del Km. 18 Sn. Francisco Opto. De Morazán,  El Salvador

adelmorazan@navegante.com.sv

	José Ramón Ramírez
	Representante de Dirección de Ciencia y Tecnología (DICTA) de la Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras

jramirez@sag.gob.hn

	Carlos Galo Reyes
	UNAG-Nicaragua
	Supermercado Salman 4c1/2 al oeste León-NICARAGUA 

Cargrl13@hotmail.com

	Erick Granados
	Director, ECAO
	13 calle 20- y8 zona 13 km. ecaocontral@intelnett.com

	Melvin Ucelo
	Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganadería  de Guatemala - PRONAGRO
	32avenida 11-44 zona 7 colonia Centroamérica Guatemala

maucelog@intelnet.net.gt  agrog@intelnett.com

	Luís Álvarez Whechez
	Asistente 

FAO-Honduras
	Apartado Postal 1808 Colonia Palmira, Tegucigalpa,Honduras

Luis.alvares@fao.org.hn

	Carlos Andrés Zelaya
	Asistente

FAO- Honduras
	Apartado Postal 1808 Colonia Palmira, Tegucigalpa

Carlos.Zelaya@fao.org.hn

	Carlos La Face
	Representante 

Comisión Europea
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras

Carlo.la-face@cec.eu.int

	Marta Loyman
	Ministerio de agricultura
	Km1/2 carretera Masaya

mloman@magfor.gob.ni

	Oscar R. Matute
	Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	Tegucigalpa, Honduras

ormatuteb@hotmail.com

	Daniel Meza Palma
	Director, RUTA

Secretaría de Agricultura y Ganadería
	Apartado Postal 5941 Tegucigalpa, Honduras

Unthon@ruta.org

	Norman Sagastume
	Oficial del Programa

PASOLAC/Intercooperation
	Apartado Postal # 3202,

Tegucigalpa, Honduras

nsagastume@cablecolor.hn

	Manuel Antonio Martínez
	Coordinador

PASOLAC/Intercooperation
	Apartado Postal # 3202,

Tegucigalpa, Honduras

mmartinez@cablecolor.hn


b) For Mali

	Name


	Designation/Organization
	Contact Details

	National Coordinating Committee 

	Moussa Kienta
	Assemblée Permanente des Chambres d’Agriculture du Mali
	B.P. 3299 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 221 8918  Fax (223) 221 8737

E – mail : apcam@malinet.ml

	Santigui Coïré 
	Conseil de Concertation et d’Appui aux Organisations Non Gouvernementales
	CCA- ONG, BPE 3216 Bamako,

Tél. (223) 223 2369 / 223 9257

Fax (223) 223 0413

E- mail: cssantigui@yahoo.fr

	Boubacar Diallo
	Institut du Sahel
	B.P. 1530 Bamako (Mali) 

Tél. (223) 222 3043 / 8086 / 4706

Fax  (223) 222 7831

administration@insah.org,  www.insah.org

	Hamidou Sangaré
	Direction Nationale de l’Appui au Monde Rural
	B.P. 1098 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 222 28 77

Fax (223) 223 33 61

	Adama Coulibaly
	Cellule de Planification et de Statistique
	B.P. 2357 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 221 4499  Fax (223) 223 0425

cps@mdr.gov.ml 

	Mamadou T. Traoré
	Direction Nationale de la Conservation de la Nature
	B.P. 275 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 223 36 96 / 97

Fax (223) 223 36 96

ftppmali@datatech.toolnet.org

	Lassine Diallo
	Association des Organisations Professionnelles Paysannes
	Tél. (223) 228 67 81

aopp@cefib.com

	National Technical Team 

	Alpha Oumar Kergna
	Economie des Filières/ Institut d’Economie Rurale
	PRODEPAM 

akergna@prodepam.org.ml

	Ibrahima Cissé
	Economie des Filières/ Institut d’Economie Rurale
	B.P. 258 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 228 53 96

ibrahima.cisse@ier.ml

	Zana Jean Luc Sanogo
	Equipe Systèmes de Production et Gestion des ressources Naturelles /Institut d’Economie Rurale
	IER/ESPGRN B.P.186 Sikasso

Tel : 620346 Fax 620349

zana.sanogo@ier.ml

	Mamadou Komota
	Direction Nationale de la Conservation de la Nature
	B.P. 275 Bamako (Mali)

Tél. (223) 223 36 96 / 97

Fax (223) 223 36 96

conservatinature@datatech.net.ml

	Amadou Mody Diall


	Consultant Institutionnaliste
	

	Stéphanie Diakité


	Consultante Institutionnaliste
	

	Participants in Regional Workshop

	Ibrahima Cissé
	Institut d’Economie Rurale (IER), Mali
	BP 258, Bamako

Ibrahima.Cissé @ier.ml

	Dolo Zeinab Diarra
	CMDT, Mali
	BP 487, Bamako



	Bougouna Sogoba
	ONG-AMEDD, Mali 
	BP 212 Tél 2640962 Koutiala

amedd@afribone.net.ml

	Moulaye Diabaté
	ELU, Mali
	Kadiolo

diabatémoulaye@yahoo.fr

	Stephanie Diakité
	IER, Mali
	BP 48 

sdiakité@aol.com

	Soumaïla Maïga
	CCIM, Mali
	Tel: 644 79 80

NakoshiFR@yahoo.FR

	Youssouf Dembélé
	Chambre d’agriculture, Mali
	BP 164 Koutiala

 Tél : 601 61 77

	Moussa Kienta
	APCAM, Mali
	BP 3299,  

Tél 221 8725

abouare@are.net.ml

	Boubacar Diallo
	Institut du Sahel, Mali
	BP 1530

bdiallo@insah.org

	Jean Martin Kambiré
	SP/CPSA, Burkina Faso
	BP 7010 Ouaga – 03

sp-apsa@cenExtra.bf

	Amidou Sangaré
	DNAMR, Mali
	Tél 224 10 38

	Ousmane Sanogo
	IER, Mali
	Tél 644 07 13

ousmane.sanogo@ier.ml

	Marie B. Traoré /Sissoko
	FAO¸ Mali
	Tél 223 80 05

Marie.Sissoko@ml.Fao.org

	Dominique Legros
	SARD-FSE Project Officer


	FAO, Viale delle Termes di Caracalla, Rome

Dominique.Legros@fao.org

	Alpha Oumar Kergna
	PR0DEPAM, Mali
	Tel : 674 3829

aKergna@prodepam.org.ml

	Yacouba Coulibaly
	IER, Mali
	Tel : 673 70 00

Yacouba.coulibaly@ier.ml

	Abdou Y. Maïga
	IER, Mali
	Tel: 644 95 83

Abdou.maiga@ier.ml

	Youssouf Cissé
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP E 2564

Ycissé@ier.ml

	Boubacar Diallo
	DNCT, Mali
	Tél 228 15 232

	Mamadou Komota
	DNCN, Mali
	BP 275

conservatimature@datatech.net.ml

	Lamissa Diakite
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258, Tél. 648 52 79

Lamissa.diakite@ier.ml

	Ado Kanta
	DCV/MDA, Niger
	BP 323 Tél 93 1613

adokanta@Yahoo.fr

	Lawey Assoumane
	CONACOOP/Niger, Niger
	BP 296 Ny 

Tel 73 44 48

	Mme Diongoto Delphine
	Société Civile, Tchad
	BP 1303 ND Jaména

afJt@itned.fr

	Jean Ngamine
	MINAGRI, Tchad
	BP 116 ND 

Tél 23 2940

	Idrissou Abdoulaye
	MAEP/DPRH, Togo
	BP 341, Tél: 222 0248

Yiirissa@Yahoo.fr

	M’Badia Tikpentiyéna Dénis
	Chambre d’Agriculture, Togo
	BP 650 – SOKODR, Tél 228 550 00 13

Tihpentiyena@yahoo.fr

	Ahmed Zeidane Ould Ahmed
	MDRE, Mauritanie
	Tel: (222) 631 17 54

azeidane@hotmail.com

	Tokannou Réné
	REDAD, Benin
	04 BP 0670 Cotonou Bénin

redad@leland.bj rtokannou@yahoo.fr

	Maliki Raphiou
	INRAB, Benin
	BP 112, SAVE, Tél (229) 98 9844

MALIKIRO@YAHOO.FR

	Babin Delphine
	SCAC/Ambassade France
	BP 84 Bamako, Mali

dpjbabin@afribone.net.ml

	Santigui Boiré
	CCA ONG, Mali
	Tel 222 5564/223 23 69

cssantigui@yahoo.fr

	Amadou Samaké
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako amadou.samake@ier.ml

	Zana Jean-Luc Sanogo
	IER/ESPGRN-S, Mali
	BP 186 Sikasso

zjlsanogo@yahoo.fr

	Ba Aminata Diarra
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako colleyddz@yahoo.fr

	Aboubacar Traoré
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako traore71@yahoo.com

	Tidiane Diarisso
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako diarisso21@yahoo.fr

	Aïché Kondo
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako aicheKondo@yahoo.fr

	Khoule Dembélé
	IER/ECOFIL, Mali
	BP 258 Bamako Khouled@yahoo.fr


c)   Philippines

	Name
	Designation/Organization
	Contact Details

	National Coordinating Committee 



	Fr. Francis B. Lucas


	Chair, Asian NGO Coalition for Agrarian Reform and Rural Development (ANGOC)
	6-A Malumanay St. UP Village, Diliman, Quezon City

Tel: (632) 4337653-54 Fax: (632) 9217498

	Dr. Arsenio Balisacan
	Director, South-East Asia Regional Center for Graduate Study and Research in Agriculture (SEARCA)
	SEARCA Bldg, College, Los Baños, Laguna 

Tel: (6349) 5362290/ 5363459 

Fax: (6349) 5364105

	Dr. Patricio Faylon
	Executive Director, Philippine Council for Agriculture, Forestry & Natural Resources R&D (PCARRD)
	PCARRD, Los Baños, Laguna 4030 

Tel: (6349) 5360014

Fax: (6349) 5360016

	Mr. Arcadio Cruz
	Deputy Program Coordinator, 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Philippines Country Officer
	29th Floor, Yuchengco Tower
RCBC Plaza, 6819 Ayala Avenue 
Makati City

Tel: (632) 9010350
Fax: (632) 9010361/2  FAO-PH@fao.org

	Dean Candida Adalla
	Dean, College of Agriculture (CA), University of the Philippines Los Baños
	UPLB, College, Los Baños

Laguna 4031  Fax: (6349) 5363551

	Dr. Rodolfo Undan
	President, Central Luzon State University (CLSU)
	CLSU, Science City of Muñoz, Nueva Ecija 3120

Tel: (6344) 4560688 / (632) 5214216

Fax: (6344) 4565202 / (632) 5237516

	Hon. Sec. Elisea Gozun
	Secretary, Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR)
	DENR, Visayas Ave., Diliman, Quezon City

Tel: (632) 9252329  Fax: (632) 9204352

	Hon. Sec. Luis Lorenzo, Jr.
	Secretary, Department of Agriculture (DA)
	DA, Elliptical Road, Diliman, Quezon City

Tel: (632) 9204323   Fax: (632) 9298183

	Mr. Felizardo Virtucio
	Director, Agriculture Staff, National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA)
	NEDA sa Pasig, Escriva Drive, Ortigas Center, Pasig City, Telefax: (632) 6313714



	Mr. Jose Mari Ponce
	OIC, Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR)
	DAR, Elliptical Road, Diliman, Quezon City

Tel: (632) 9200380   Fax: (632) 9293088

	National Technical Team



	Nathaniel Don E. Marquez,

Coordinator
	Executive Director, ANGOC
	C/o ANGOC

ndmangoc@philonline.com 

	Dr. Danilo S. Vargas

Research Team Leader 

Territorial Section


	Associate Professor/Researcher

Central Luzon State University (CLSU)
	Angat Buhay Office, CLSU, Science City of Muñoz 3120 Nueva Ecija 

Telefax: (6344) 456-5206

dsvargass@digitelone.com

	Antonio B. Quizon

Research Team Leader

Socio-cultural Section
	Board Member, ANGOC

Chair, Center for Agrarian Reform and Rural Development (CARRD)
	C/o ANGOC

angocabq@philonline.com  

	Roel R. Ravanera

Economic Section
	Project Coordinator

Asia-Japan Poverty Reduction Network (AJPN) 
	6-A Malumanay St. UP Village, Diliman, Quezon City

rrrangoc@philonline.com.ph 

	Dr. Arnulfo Garcia

Environmental Section


	South-East Asia Regional Center for Graduate Study 

and Research in Agriculture (SEARCA)
	SEARCA Building, College, Los Baños, Laguna, Philippines
Fax: (6349) 5363459 ext. 401
Tel: (6349) 5364105  agg@agri.searca.org

	Dr. Beatriz del Rosario

National Policy Section
	Deputy Executive Director for Research and Development, PCARRD
	PCARRD, Los Baños, Laguna

Tel (6349) 5360014 -20 

betty_delrosario@yahoo.com
delandel@laguna.net

	Dr. Digna O. Manzanilla

Institutional Section
	Director/ Chief Science Research Specialist, Agricultural Resources Management Research Division (ARMRD), PCARRD
	PCARRD, Los Baños, Laguna

Tel (6349) 5360014 –20

d.manzanilla@pcarrd.dost.gov.ph
digs38@hotmail.com

	Dr. Florentino Monsalud

Technological/Farming Systems
	Professor, Farming Systems and Soils Research Institute (FSSRI), University of the Philippines at Los Banos 
	College of Agriculture, University of the Philippines Los Baños, College, Laguna

Tel (6349) 5363229  Fax (6349) 5365282

fcm@laguna.net

	Dr. Marideth Bravo

Economic Section
	Associate Professor, School of Urban and Regional Planning (SURP), University of the Philippines Diliman
	SURP, E. Jacinto St., University of the Philippines Diliman, Quezon City

Telefax : (632) 9291637   

	Maria Teresa Agarrado

National Policy Section
	Science Research Specialist, Agricultural Resources Management Research Division, PCARRD
	PCARRD, Los Baños, Laguna, Philippines 

Tel: (6349) 5360014  Fax: (6349) 5360016

t.agarrado@pcarrd.dost.gov.ph 

tere_agarrado@yahoo.com 

	Maricel Almojuela-Tolentino
	Project Officer, ANGOC
	C/o ANGOC

msaangoc@philonline.com

	Catherine Liamzon
	Project Officer, ANGOC
	c/o ANGOC

cclangoc@philonline.com

	Participants in Regional Workshop 



	Mr. Saman Amarasinghe

	Chairman
National NGO Council of Sri Lanka (NNGOC)
	50, Haig Road
Bambalapitiya, Colombo 4, Sri Lanka
Fax: (94-11) 2599395   nngoc_sl@visual.lk 

	Dr. Miguel Aragon
	Central Luzon State University
	CLSU, Science City of Muñoz, Nueva Ecija, Philippines, Fax: (6344) 4560698

	Mr. Yosef Arihadi

	Director for Development
Bina Swadaya

	Jl. Gunung Sahari 111/7 P.O. Box 1456
Jakarta Pusat 10610, Indonesia
Tel: (62-21) 4204402  Fax: (62-21) 4208412

lpum@cbn.net.id 

	Dr. Marcelino Avila
	Cooridnator, SARD-FSE Project  
	FAO, Viale delle Termes di Caracalla, 00100 Rome, Italy

Tel (39) 0657056077 Fax 0657053250

Marcelino.Avila@fao.org; ceomaf@yhaoo.com  

	Mr. Cezar Belangel

	National Coordinator, Philippine Partnership for the Development of 

Human Resources in Rural Areas (PhilDHRRA), TWG on Organic Rice
	59 C. Salvador St., Loyola Heights, Quezon City 1110 Philippines
Tel: (632) 4266740 Fax: (632) 4260385
nc@phildhrra.org

	Mr. Hok Bun Thoeun


	Executive Director
Cambodian NGO Alliance for Cooperation (CNAC)

	No. 8, Village Chhrey Korng, Section Chom Chav, District Dang Kor, Phnom Penh, Cambodia  
Tel: (855)(11) 901 683 Fax: (855)(23) 365 708 

	Dr. Justo Canare, Jr. 

	Assistant Professor
Central Luzon State University (CLSU)
	College of Agriculture, CLSU, Science City of Muñoz, Nueva Ecija, Philippines

Tel: (6344) 4565337  Fax: (6344) 4565187/88

	Dr. Madonna C. Casimero

	Chief Science Research Specialist 

Philippine Rice Research Institute (PhilRice)

	PhilRice Central Experiment Station, Maligaya, Science City of Muñoz, Nueva Ecija, Philippines,  Fax: (6344) 4560285 loc. 212 mcasimero@philrice.gov.ph

	Dr. William Dar

	Director General
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT)
	Patancheru, Hyderabad 502 324
Andhra Pradesh, India
Tel: (9140) 23296161 Fax: (9140) 23241239
w.dar@cgiar.org

	Mr. Cyril Ekanayake

	Vice President
Lanka Jathika Sarvodaya Shramadana Sangmaya (SARVODAYA)
	No. 98 Rawathawatte Road, Moratuwa, Sri Lanka
Tel: (94-1) 2714829  Fax: (94-1) 738932

sarvs101@sri.lanka.net

	Dr. Julian Gonsalves
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EVOLUTION OF FARMNING SYSTEMS FOR  SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (SARD-FSE) Project











Building on Policies, Strategies and Tools 





Funded by France and Japan











Project Justification


			Rio Conference 1992


			WSSD 2002


			Convergence on critical importance of policy and institutional strategies


			FAO’s long-term expertise on FSD and SARD  
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Project Objectives 


Purpose:


			enhance capacity of governmental and non-governmental stakeholders to work together in planning, implementing and evaluating SARD policies, institutional strategies and programs 





Stakeholders participating (PSC, Research Team, Participants):


			government agencies at national, territorial and local levels


			NGOs/CSOs and CBOs


			Private sector and producers’ organizations 


			Research, extension and educational institutions


			International agricultural research centers


			External cooperation and donor agencies.








Differing knowledge, perspectives and priorities produce win-win outcomes ! 











Expected Outputs of SARD-FSE


Analysis of past evolution, present and future pathways of farming system developments, understanding their driving forces and various social and institutional constraints for  achieving SARD. 





Relevant and flexible policy guidelines and institutional strategies, based on practical experiences and lessons learnt.





User-friendly and cost-effective decision-support tools for promoting and working towards SARD, adapted to the specific needs of each type of stakeholder and decision maker. 











Country Case Studies 





			Maize/bean based farming system in Honduras, Central America (Lempira/ Sta Barbara).





			Cereal/root crop based farming system in Mali, West Africa (Sikasso) 





			Lowland rice based farming system in Philippines, South-East Asia (Nueva Ecija) 
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PROJECT MILESTONES


			Activities			Dates


			Project start-up 			Jan – Sept 2002


			Country selection			Dec–Jan 2003


			Negotiation/ signature LoAs			Mar-May 2003


			“Field”  implementation
Synthesis of country proposals
Validation of outputs 			Apr 03 – Mar 04
Mar – Nov 04
Dec 04 - Feb 05


			Workshops
     National (3)
     Regional (3)			
Dec 04
Feb 05


			
End of Project			
Sept 2005















































Project Budget


			Total budget:  US$ 1.28 million


			Year 1		


			Year 2		


			Year 3 





	


			National and regional 


			Case studies(3):   		$ 74,000 each


			Regional workshops(3): $ 30,000 each 














COLLABORATION


			SARD Initiative





			SARD-M Project





			GFAR Policy and Institutional Development





			IPC Agro-Ecology Working Group 





			SDAR activities   














             Thank You ! 
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 Fig 3. Objectives of SARD as People-Centred Development  
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Fig 4.  Methodological Steps
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