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To promote both accountability and learning, Oxfam will share evaluation conclusions and 
recommendations with relevant stakeholders, both within  
the Oxfam system and externally in accessible language and ensuring that stakeholders 
have an opportunity to participate in discussion of those results  
in meaningful ways.  In addition, to ensure transparency, Oxfam will publish  
the evaluation reports on our webpage. 
 
As a rights-based organization, accountability, particularly to the communities  
we seek to serve, is of the highest importance to us.  For Oxfam, accountability requires 
Oxfam to regularly and honestly assess the quality of its work, share and learn from its 
findings with primary stakeholders, and apply that learning  
in future work. 
 
 
 
This is an evaluation of Oxfam America’s Farmer-Led Agricultural Innovation for Resilience. The program has been operating in 
2 countries since 2010 and this evaluation covers the work undertaken between 2010-2012 (and some of 2013) within 
Cambodia and Vietnam. 

 
The evaluation was commissioned by Brian Lund, Director of Oxfam America East-Asia Regional Office, with funding from 
Oxfam America. The evaluation process was managed by Ly Yann Kauv, former Program Coordinator  from Oxfam 
America.  The major evaluation activities took place between October 2013 and March 2014. The evaluation was carried out by 
Ludovic Pommier, External Evaluator through a competitive process and reflects the findings as reported by him in validation 
with stakeholders.  

 
For additional information regarding the evaluation Terms of Reference, please refer to the report appendices. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

OVERVIEW OF THE FARM-LED AGRICULTURAL 
INNOVATION FOR RESILIENCE 

The Farmer-Led Agricultural Innovation for Resilience (FLAIR) program was launched in 

Vietnam and Cambodia by Oxfam America East Asia Regional Office in 2010 and represents 

a significant commitment with an expected end in 2022. 

The ultimate goal of FLAIR is “By 2022, 1.5 million small scale rice farmers in Cambodia and 

northern Vietnam will have led a structural transformation that empowers women and men to 

agriculturally innovate, improve their food security, and secure their livelihoods in the face of 

drivers exacerbated by climate change”. To achieve this goal, three Strategic Change 

Objectives (SCO) have been identified and detailed in eight impact domains. 

SCO1: By 2020, small-scale rice farmers innovate and adapt to improve their 
agriculture-based livelihoods, and use their collective power to transform the 
extension system 

1. Household income and food security 

2. Environmentally sustainable increases in production 

3. Farmer adaptive capacity (originally 'level of investment by farmers in innovations') 

4. System adaptive capacity (originally 'farmers' innovations taken up by the system')  

5. Adoption rates of technologies that are likely to improve farmer resilience (whether 
innovated among farmers or introduced from outside) 

6. Farmer voice and influence 

SCO2. By 2022 small-scale rice farmers farming women will have gained equitable 
access to and control over resources and decision-making for agricultural-based 
livelihoods, particularly at household and community level. (GENDER EQUALITY) 

7. Women's empowerment 

SCO3. By 2022 government protects and respects the rights of small scale rice 
farmers, by demanding and implementing policies that enable them to improve their 
agriculture-based livelihoods. (POLICIES & FUNDING STREAMS) 

8. National policy and budgets 

During its first phase, FLAIR has drawn on previous Oxfam America’s programs in the region 

and used the System of Rice Intensification (SRI) as an entry point for supporting most of its 

activities. It has targeted six provinces in Vietnam (Hanoi, Ha Tinh, Nghe An, Phu Tho, Thai 

Nguyen and Yen Bai) and five in Cambodia (Kampong Speu, Takeo, Svay Rieng, Prey Veng, 

and Pursat). 



 

2 
 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION  

An external evaluation of FLAIR 2010-2012 was commissioned in October 2013 and 

completed in March 2014. Its key objectives were: 

 To produce a synthesis of the current status of FLAIR by impact domain 

 To review the program Theory of Change, with regards to its relevance at the time of the 

design of FLAIR and at present. 

 To provide recommendations at different levels 

The Evaluator was specifically asked to focus on recommendations that could be fed into the 

design of the next phase of FLAIR (2014-2017) and to attempt to build a consensus on the 

nature and objectives of FLAIR within Oxfam America. 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

Oxfam America’s expectations, understanding of the program, and constraints of the 

assignment directed towards: 

 Relying mostly on secondary data regarding beneficiaries’ experience of change (existing 

documentation and Oxfam America’s staff interviews). 

 Limited fieldwork to gain an understanding of the context of FLAIR, but not as a data 

gathering exercise, including interviews with national stakeholders and primary 

beneficiaries in Cambodia and Vietnam to triangulate findings. 

A first draft of the report was circulated for comments in January-February 2014, an internal 

validation workshop run on the 19-20 February 2014, and validation workshops with FLAIR 

stakeholders took place in Vietnam and Cambodia on the 13th and 17th of March 2014. All 

remarks collected during review and validation workshops have been taken into account in 

the current document. 

Several constraints were encountered during the evaluation, major ones being: (i) lack of 

documentation; (ii) unavailability of a functioning Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 

framework; and (iii) low reliability of previous baseline study that was supposed to be a key 

source of information.   

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Major achievements  

If one considers only agricultural extension, FLAIR successes are hardly believable with a 

coarse calculation giving a 13-fold return on investment.  



 

3 
 

Uptake of SRI with economic, food security and environmental benefits 

FLAIR has achieved tremendous success in introducing SRI to a large number of small-scale 

farmers. In both countries, SRI adopters experienced significant positive impacts on food 

security and income. 

SRI Adoption and its benefits in Vietnam and Cambodia 

 Number of SRI adopters Avg annual income increase 

in 2013 (USD/HH/year) 

Avg Yield Increase (%) 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 

Vietnam 405,199 609,257 691,650 734,168 40 9-15 

Cambodia 0 4,428 9,805 14,143 185 48-130 

 

In Vietnam, environmental impact of rice cultivation (and profitability) was also remarkably 

improved with a reduction of 80% in the use of pesticides, 66% in the use of herbicide, and 

30% in the use of water. Field observations indicate similar trends in Cambodia, albeit 

unsupported by documentation. In addition to SRI, Minimum Tillage Potato (MTP) has been 

introduced successfully in two provinces in Vietnam. 

Influencing the agenda in Vietnam 

FLAIR, largely through the building of a critical mass of SRI adopters and cooperation with 

the Plant Protection Department and its line agencies, has influenced the Vietnamese 

agenda. Key successes have been: 

 Large budgetary and political commitments to SRI from provinces and from the 

government. 

 Integration of SRI and MTP into national strategies for sustainable agricultural production 

and for coping with climate change. 

 Initiation of agreement for collaboration amongst different actors of rural development at 

provincial levels.  

Weighting in on Climate Change in Cambodia 

FLAIR has been instrumental in building-up the capacity of the Climate Change Department 

(CCD) of the Ministry of Environment (MoE) and climate change CSO at the beginning of its 

first phase and thus can be credited with some of the successes of the Royal Government of 

Cambodia in designing a policy framework for climate change (one of the most advanced for 

a Least Developed Country). However, influence of FLAIR on the climate change agenda 

has gradually decreased during the first phase  

Initiating community and women leadership 

In both countries, FLAIR has run training on environmental awareness, on coping with 

climate change, on community leadership and on women empowerment for government 

officials and farmers. However, this has started to gain momentum at the end of the first 
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phase (2012-2013) and efforts on women empowerment have mostly taken place in a sub-

set of targeted areas of Cambodia.  

Areas for improvement 

Program Design and Management 

The design of FLAIR suffered from several short-comings: 

 Different perspectives on program core intention (ranged from FLAIR is about SRI to it is 

about empowerment) 

 Lack of involvement of partners 

 Poor quality of Monitoring Evaluation and Learning framework (MEL) that could not be 

operationalized during the program 

 Insufficient expertise on gender and ethnic groups 

 Confusion between impact domains, impact benchmarks and outcomes 

 Vague Theory of Change 

These were compounded by: (i) a lack of rigor in management associated to a high turnover 

of Program Coordinator (non-respect of Oxfam America’s guidelines on documentation and 

design); and (ii) insufficient resources with regards to the ambitions of the program. 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 

During the whole of its first phase, FLAIR has operated without a MEL framework. This is a 

very serious issue that led to absence of key baseline studies, little documentation and 

difficulties in fully doing justice to the program. This has impaired the capability of the 

program to promote SRI and advocate for the empowerment of small-scale farmers.   

Gender 

Despite efforts at the end of the first phase, FLAIR approach to gender remained un-

sophisticated and short of the standards promoted by Oxfam America. Interventions have 

been few and far between and there have been very few attempts at gender mainstreaming. 

At best, in Cambodia, number of female participants in trainings was recorded. In addition, 

appropriateness of SRI as a livelihood options that increases women empowerment remains 

to be proven. 

Innovation for resilience 

Innovation through adaptation of SRI to promote resilience is at the core of FLAIR. During 

implementation, innovation was mostly understood as the capacity of farmers to adapt SRI 

(or MTP).  No evidence of capacity to innovate in other livelihood areas could be found. This 

casts serious doubts on the premise that if farmers adapt SRI, this increases their overall 

capacity to innovate. Moreover, resilience can hardly be based on the promotion of one crop.  
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Changing the nature of extension system and raising farmers’ voices 

FLAIR has the very ambitious goal of changing the nature of the extension system in 

Cambodia and Vietnam. Building blocks necessary during phase I were hardly put in place, 

especially in Cambodia. In both countries, communication/advocacy strategies were not 

articulated and consisted mostly of ad-hoc interventions. The dysfunctional nature of 

Cambodian extension system casts serious doubts as to the possibility of increasing ability of 

extension system to respond to farmers. 

MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Review the role of SRI within FLAIR: entry point for achieving other objectives or objective 

in itself? This implies reviewing/commissioning research on key assumptions: SRI as a 

tool to increase overall capacity to innovate; SRI and gender empowerment; SRI versus 

other livelihood options; and gender and innovation. 

 The program logic and MEL framework ought to be redeveloped from scratch with a 

redefinition of impact domains, benchmarks and outcomes in line with Oxfam America’s 

guidelines (ROPE II). A strong gender perspective needs to be rigorously applied together 

with attention to ethnicity. 

 Several baseline studies are critical: environmental impact, economy of SRI versus 

conventional rice farming, gender roles (in Vietnam), existing agricultural techniques, 

policies (hindering and enabling). 

 Number of partners in Cambodia should be reduced. In Vietnam, FLAIR should stop 

supporting SRI in Hanoi and Phu Tho. Geographical targeting in both countries has to be 

more focused (target smaller, more diverse agro-ecozones to build evidence). 

 A shift in resources utilization should be initiated: (i) to increase efforts on national 

advocacy (a clear strategy is warranted) and on collaboration with private sector (kick-

starting value chains) with identification of partners in both countries; and (ii) to make 

more efficient use of unrestricted funding.. 

 Spaces for innovation and its dissemination, together with an enabling environment 

(technical support, finance…), need to be fostered. 

 Management responsibilities, reporting requirements and administrative processes have 

to be unambiguous and enforced. 

 If no additional resources are available, the program should be made less ambitious. 

FLAIR shows remarkable successes in its agricultural dimension. Achievements on 

empowerment of small-scale farmers and women are far from impressive and warrant more 

attention. Finally, a strong focus needs to be placed on designing and implementing a 

strategic approach to advocacy. To conclude, MEL and documentation ought to be 

considered critical for the remainder of FLAIR as it would leverage advocacy efficiency; allow 

Oxfam America to ensure that SRI is taken on board by development partners; and ease the 

workload currently placed on the staff by providing a stronger sense of direction.   
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INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW OF FLAIR 

The Farmer-Led Agricultural Innovation for Resilience (FLAIR) program was launched in 

Vietnam and Cambodia by OA EARO in 2010, building on the earlier Food and Income 

Security (FIS) and on the later program on Livelihood and Income Security (LIS). FLAIR PSP 

(OA EARO, 2011) sets out the core components of the program, including the changes it 

hopes to see by 20221, a basic PIP and a rudimentary MEL framework. 

The program focuses its efforts on men and women small scale rice farmers in Cambodia 

and Vietnam. It aims to ensure that women are seen as key agents of change in rural 

communities. 

Program Goal and Objectives 

GOAL: 

By 2022, 1.5 million small scale rice farmers in Cambodia and 
northern Vietnam will have led a structural transformation that 
empowers women and men to agriculturally innovate, improve 
their food security, and secure their livelihoods in the face of 

drivers exacerbated by climate change. 

 

SCO1: 
By 2022, small-scale rice 

farmers innovate and adapt 
to improve their agriculture-
based livelihoods, and use 

their collective power to 
transform the extension 

system. (FARMER AGENCY, 
ORGANIZATION, AND THE 
‘EXTENSION’ SYSTEM) 

 SCO2: 
By 2022 small-scale rice 

farmers farming women will 
have gained equitable access 
to and control over resources 

and decision-making for 
agricultural-based livelihoods, 
particularly at household and 
community level. (GENDER 

EQUALITY) 

 SCO3: 
By 2022 government 

protects and respects the 
rights of small scale rice 
farmers, by demanding 

and implementing policies 
that enable them to 

improve their agriculture-
based livelihoods. 

(POLICIES &FUNDING 
STREAMS) 

 
 

Source: FLAIR PSP, OA EARO (2011). 

Theory of Change and impact domains 

Essentially, FLAIR is about working at two levels to create synergies to empower SSF 

(including women and taking into account issues of climate change): 

1.      Building confidence, adaptive capacity and “voice” of SSF 

2.      Increasing responsiveness of governments to SSF 

                                                           
1
 The program is divided into three phases: (1) 2010-2013; (2) 2014-2017; (3) 2018 to 2022. 
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FLAIR TOC is presented in the PSP together with a context and power analysis and with 

impact benchmarks for each phase of the program. To keep this section brief, only the main 

diagram used to illustrate the TOC is presented below. 

Figure 1 - Schematic representation of FLAIR Theory of Change 

 

Source: FLAIR PSP, OA EARO (2011). 

EVALUATION OF THE FIRST PHASE OF FLAIR (2010-2012) 

An unusual evaluation 

The Author has been contracted by OA to conduct an evaluation of FLAIR for 2010-2012. 

The initial objectives of the evaluation were reframed in a concept note presented to OA in 

November 2013 (see initial TOR and concept note in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 

respectively) and were agreed upon: 

 To produce a synthesis of the current status of FLAIR 

 To respond to key questions in TOR (gender, advocacy, management) 

 To provide recommendations at different levels: program content, structure, resources, 

and management 
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During discussions with high-level management of OA, it appeared that the evaluation had to 

focus on operational recommendations for FLAIR that could directly be fed into the next 

phase of planning (to be completed in March 2014) and to attempt to build a consensus on 

the nature and objectives of FLAIR within OA. In addition, OA management insisted on the 

need for a very critical outlook to be taken during the evaluation as FLAIR, despite its 

successes on agricultural issues, is still very much a subject of debate within Oxfam and OA.  

Approach 

OA’s expectations, current understanding of the program, and constraints of the assignment 

directed towards: 

 Relying mostly on secondary data regarding beneficiaries’ experience of change (existing 

documentation and OA staff interviews). 

 Limited fieldwork to gain an understanding of the context of FLAIR, but not as a data 

gathering exercise (the low level of resource allocated to the evaluation and the fact that 

grant making for the next PIP has already begun reinforce this perspective).  

 Interviews with national stakeholders to triangulate findings. 

Evaluation took place during November 2013 - January 2014 and was solely conducted by 

Mr. Ludovic Pommier, with the assistance of translators during field trips and the support of 

OA Cambodia and OA VN for logistics (4 days in Cambodia and 6 in Vietnam). In addition, a 

first draft of the report was circulated for comments in January-February 20142 and a 

validation workshop (see presentation in Appendix 3) run on the 19-20 February 20143. All 

remarks collected during draft review and validation workshop have been taken into account 

in the current document. 

Limitations 

The TOR called for evaluating FLAIR’s first 3 years, namely 2010-2012. However, the 

program has already undergone an additional year of implementation and granting for 

activities under the next implementation phase (2014-2016, an intermediary PIP was 

produced for 2013 – FY2014) has already started. It raises concern as to the capacity of the 

program to implement some of the recommendations of this evaluation. 

FLAIR lacks a functional MEL system and indicators. Although one can judge how well the 

program has performed based on expert-knowledge, best practice or/and return on 

investment, this potentially introduces a strong evaluator bias (mitigated as far as possible 

by triangulation of sources).  

                                                           
2 Comments were received from Mrs. Gina Castillo, OA Climate Change Program Lead; Mrs. Nguyet Bao Dang, 

OA EARO Regional Policy Advisor; Mrs. Maria Ezpeleta, OA EARO Program Policy Advisor; Mrs. Ly Yann Kauv,  
OA EARO regional program coordinator – FLAIR; Mr. Luong Dinh Lan, Flair program officer Vietnam; Mrs. Le 
Minh, OA Agriculture Global Advisor; Mr. Pham Giang Linh, Flair program officer Vietnam; Mr. Piseth Rith Luy, 
FLAIR Program Officer Cambodia; Mrs. Annaka Peterson Carvalho, OA Senior Program Officer - Adaptation 
Finance Accountability Initiative; Mr. Barry Shelly, OA Agriculture and Climate Change Global Advisor. 
3
 Participants included Mrs. Nguyet Bao Dang, OA EARO Regional Policy Advisor; Mrs. Maria Ezpeleta, OA 

EARO Program Policy Advisor (via voice-conferencing facilities); Mrs. Maliha Khan, Learning Evaluation 
Accountability Director; Mr. Luong Dinh Lan, Flair program officer Vietnam; Mrs. Solinn Lim, OA EARO Deputy 
Regional Director; Mr. Pham Giang Linh, Flair program officer Vietnam; Mr. Brian Lund OA EARO Regional 
Director, Mr. Piseth Rith Luy, FLAIR Program Officer Cambodia; Ms. Roth Chansophearet, OA EARO Niek Srer 
Project Consultant; Mr. Piseth Try, OA EARO Business Development Officer. 

https://padare.oxfamamerica.org/content/595
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A reference study was prepared by an external firm in April 2013 (ALINe/Firetail) and it was 

envisaged by OA that this should serve as a baseline for the program and be used as a 

reference for the evaluation of FLAIR. Unfortunately, it proved unsatisfactory as: (1) it did not 

attempt to reconciliate data from several sources, and (2) it adopted a  partial approach with 

strong bias in favor of qualitative data gathered through PMEL. Substantial time had to be 

invested to obtain correct data for the present evaluation. 

FLAIR suffers from weak documentation, be it in term of quantity, quality (some documents 

are not available in English and many are still in draft form) or organization (no central 

repository or organized archiving). Despite the active support of FLAIR staff, there are no 

doubts that key information may have been missed. Unfortunately, this could not be 

addressed by collection of primary data due to budgetary constraints. This was somehow 

mitigated by numerous interviews with OA staff and key informants, either in person 

(Vietnam, Cambodia) or through video-conferencing (Philippines, USA). 

Document structure 

Structure of this document was finalized during a meeting with OA EARO Regional Director 

and FLAIR PC4. First, a section presents progresses and impacts of FLAIR in Vietnam and 

Cambodia. It focuses on recommendations and is lengthier than initially expected in 

response to request for detailed program background by FLAIR management. Then, 

assumptions (explicit or not) behind the TOC of FLAIR are critically assessed. It is followed 

by a brief review of program management. A final section collates all the recommendations 

in an organized manner, with a low degree of detail. No section on a MEL framework for the 

next PIP is included, as it became evident that recommendations may render such a section 

redundant. Indeed, some radical changes are suggested for FLAIR and both OA Team and 

the Writer agreed that a more efficient use of resources would be achieved by dedicating 

one day of the Consultant time to assisting FLAIR team with a MEL framework once a new 

PIP had been discussed for FLAIR 2014-2017. 

The TOR for evaluation called for a document of a maximum length of 25 pages. Agreement 

for disregarding this clause was reached as it was considered detrimental to the quality of 

the work package proposed.  

                                                           
4
 Phnom Penh on 20/12/2013. 
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OVERVIEW OF FLAIR PROGRESSES 

AND IMPACT 

DISCUSSION ON IMPACT DOMAINS 

Ordering 

Originally, FLAIR had 9 impact domains. It was reduced to 8 during the first 3 years of the 

project with the merging of 2 impact domains into what is now impact domain 7. The 8 

impact domains (linked to SCO) are presented below. Numbering used is the same than the 

one in the PIP (OA EARO, 2011), but impact domains are re-ordered in what is believed to 

be a more logical order. 

SCO1: By 2020, small-scale rice farmers innovate and adapt to improve their 

agriculture-based livelihoods, and use their collective power to transform the 

extension system 

5. Adoption rates of technologies that are likely to improve farmer resilience (whether 
innovated among farmers or introduced from outside) 

1. Household income and food security 

2. Environmentally sustainable increases in production 

3. Farmer adaptive capacity (originally 'level of investment by farmers in innovations') 

4. System adaptive capacity (originally 'farmers' innovations taken up by the system')  

6. Farmer voice and influence 

SCO2. By 2022 small-scale rice farmers farming women will have gained equitable 

access to and control over resources and decision-making for agricultural-based 

livelihoods, particularly at household and community level. (GENDER EQUALITY) 

7. Women's empowerment (originally 7 and 8) 

SCO3. By 2022 government protects and respects the rights of small scale rice 

farmers, by demanding and implementing policies that enable them to improve 

their agriculture-based livelihoods. (POLICIES & FUNDING STREAMS) 

8. National policy and budgets (originally 9) 

Remarks on impact domains 

The list presents a number of inconsistencies with direct causal relationships between some 

of the impact domains. Impact domain 2 has a direct influence on impact domain 1. This is 

inappropriate as impacts should be as much as possible independent, and definitively not 

exhibit direct causal relationships. It is proposed that impact domains 1 and 2 be 

combined to read “Environmentally sustainable increase in income and food security 

at household level”, which would decrease the focus on yield.  
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SCO1 is about changes to the extension system and to farmers’ adaptive capacity. This 

implies building a critical mass to influence policy makers and stakeholders at all levels. As 

such, the adoption rate of resilient technologies (impact domain 5) is both a result and a 

condition for achieving impact on system adaptive capacity, and in a lesser respect, on 

almost all of the impact domains (even policy changes are often based on quantifiable 

evidence). While the focus on adoption rate is understandable in light of the decision of the 

program to promote SRI, one may consider impact domain 5 - adoption rate - to be an 

outcome (or impact benchmark), not an impact domain for the program. This remains 

to be debated within OA as this is the result of competing perspectives on FLAIR 

(empowerment versus extension/SRI – discussed later in this document). Moreover, much is 

made of the number of SRI steps adopted by SSF in different OA’s documents. This 

discussion is a rather unhelpful matter of terminology that arises mostly from   a 

confrontation between 2 approaches to science5 (bottom-up versus institutional). A partial 

adoption of SRI, while not bringing the full benefit of the system, reveals that (1) either 

training and extension are insufficient or (2) SSF have a high capacity to adopt elements that 

brings immediate improvements. It is essential to consider the basic decisions behind 

introducing SRI: providing additional options to SSF (one of the main characteristic of 

poverty is the lack options). Consequently, in the remainder of this report, the number of SRI 

steps adopted by SSF will be ignored.  

The result/activity “1.2.1 SRI training manuals revised and made more gender sensitive 

(KHM & VNM)” is not linked to women empowerment or participation of women in innovation 

in the original PIP. This indicates a lack of gender mainstreaming that is compounded by the 

absence of systematic gender-disaggregated monitoring. Moreover, there is no action on 

gender mainstreaming at policy level planned within the whole course of FLAIR. This seems 

to indicate a rather un-ambitious and unsophisticated approach to gender. PSP, MEL 

framework and PIP for next phase of FLAIR need to be entirely revisited with a gender 

perspective.  

Impact domain 6 is strongly correlated to impact domain 4. Indeed, if farmers’ innovations 

can reach high-levels of governments, it implies that mechanisms for governments to “hear” 

farmers’ voices are in place. Part of impact domain 6 is based on the questionable 

assumption that a key concern for SSF is climate change. Most of the activities under impact 

domain 6 in the first 3 years of FLAIR are related with building climate change awareness, 

rather than bringing farmers’ voice to higher level. It is felt that impact domain 6 has no 

significant value in term of program direction and that related outcomes and activities 

should be redistributed to impact domain 4 and, in a lesser respect, to impact domain 

8.  

VIETNAM 

Work on SRI in Vietnam started in 2006 under the guise of “The System of Rice 

Intensification – Advancing Small Rice Farmers in the Mekong Region”. This program 

focused on dissemination of SRI and started with Ha Tay (now included in Hanoi province) 

before quickly expanding to the 6 provinces that were later to be the target of FLAIR, i.e. 

Hanoi (Ha Tay), Ha Tinh, Nghe An, Phu Tho, Thai Nguyen and Yen Bai. 

                                                           
5
 See the excellent paper of Prasad and Prajit (2005). 
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Since the start, OA has worked closely with the PPD of MARD and its provincial (PPSD) and 

district (PPS) arms. This association is not surprising as PPD has been and still is the 

leading agency for the implementation of IPM6 programs in Vietnam. Other partnerships 

included Oxfam Quebec and a local NGO, namely SRD, but were halted once the initial 

phase of documentation of SRI (2008-2010) had been completed (for SRD) or because of 

programmatic choices (Oxfam Quebec changed its focus). 

Relation between impact domains, activities and impact benchmarks are presented in 

Appendix 2 for Vietnam. 

Impact domain 5. Adoption rates of technologies that are likely to improve 

farmer resilience (whether innovated among farmers or introduced from 

outside) 

Progress 

Progresses in diffusing SRI have been continuous (somehow caped by successes obtained 

before FLAIR), with a strong momentum for SRI adoption. FLAIR has relied on one model 

for diffusion (FFS with farmer groups and key farmers – F2F is a key component of the 

system) and one key partner, PPD and its provincial/district line agencies, PPSD/PPS. This 

was chosen based (1) on experience acquired during “The System of Rice Intensification – 

Advancing Small Rice Farmers in the Mekong Region 2006-2009” (OA VN, 2009); and (2) 

on comparison between different extension methodologies (VHCCD, 2010 and Le Duc 

Thinh, 2011).  

Diffusion of MTP also showed promising progress in the Northern provinces (PPD, 2012) 

with support from FLAIR for Phu Tho and Hanoi provinces starting in October 2011, upon 

the request of local PPSD. Extension methodology is similar to the one used for SRI.  

Vietnamese extension system is efficient at replicating technologies on a large scale due to: 

(1) its coverage (extension workers are present at commune level); (2) a command-and-

control model that, despite government efforts, is still very much in place7; and (3) the role of 

mass organizations (NFU and NWU) and party cells at all levels that act as relays for 

implementing governmental programs.  

Both SRI and MTP were introduced by the government (MTP under FAO/IPM program with 

OA and PPD in 2008). The technologies were developed at central level (PPD-led with some 

local input) before being locally adapted.  

Obstacles to increased adoption of SRI and MTP, as highlighted during Vietnam PMEL 

synthesis workshop (OA VN, 2012) for SRI and in PPSD reports, remain (in addition to the 

ones linked to systemic issues and farmer capacity that will treated in further chapters). For 

both crops, value chains for inputs (esp. organic manure, cheaper seeds) and outputs are 

not yet organized or there is a high price volatility (MTP in Vietnam). Difficulties affecting the 

adoption of SRI include: 

                                                           
6
 IPM insists on the importance of observation and experimentation by farmers, together with a view to promote a 

systemic, more environmentally friendly, form of agriculture. As such, it has many similarities with SRI. 
7
 Central government, under Tam Nong policy, is making efforts to devolve responsibilities to local levels (The 

Socialist Republic of Vietnam and FAO, 2013). However, this proves difficult as (1) local authorities are still 
functioning within an obsolete political framework; (2) possibility of failure is difficult to accept (“loosing face” and 
former command-and-control); (3) skills may not be available, esp. at commune level ; and (4) mass 
organizations, strong local stakeholders, are still operating in a top-down manner.  
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 Seed and fertilizer (organic) availability and cost (fertilizer cost may be decreased by the 

use of EM8). This is not specific to SRI and also stands true for conventional rice. 

 Irrigation facilities not “geared” towards SRI and water management by cooperatives are 

challenging when both SRI and non-SRI farmers are present 

 More labor is still required for SRI than for conventional rice farming to manage pests 

(esp. yellow snails), despite the existence of alternative (not diffused widely). Weeding 

also requires additional labor.  

Impact 

System of Rice Intensification 

Within the 6 target provinces of FLAIR (in target provinces, the question of attribution is not 

debated), the number of SSF applying SRI has virtually doubled from 2010 summer crop to 

2013 spring crop, as presented in the graph below.  

Figure 2 - Adoption of SRI in FLAIR target provinces in Vietnam 

 

Source: OA Vietnam Office/and PPD (December 2013-January 2014). 

 

The decrease in area per adopter from 2010 to 2011 is logical as FLAIR’s effect on the 

number of adopters has started to emerge in 2011. Since, the average area per adopter has 

slowly increased. By 2013, the average land under SRI per household is 0.21 ha. No data 

are available for the average land area of SSF that were targeted by FLAIR.  

Note: Data from the 2011 agricultural census9 suggests an average land holding of 0.19 

ha/HH for paddy cultivation in the provinces concerned, but this cannot form a sound basis 

for comparison as it takes into account all rice farming HH (even the smallest ones that 
                                                           
8
 FLAIR can assist with including EM in PPD trainings, but in no case should it subsidize the provision of EM to 

farmers as suggested during a field visit in Vietnam in December 2013. 
9
 General Statistics Office (2011). 
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would not benefit from FLAIR’s attention – esp. semi-urban ones). Data for FLAIR have been 

cross-checked several times with OA VN team and PPD, but there are still doubts regarding 

their accuracy, notably for Nghe An and Yen Bai provinces (table in Appendix 5). 

A detailed provincial analysis and a comparison between FLAIR target provinces and the 

rest of Vietnam is given in the appendix aforementioned. In 2012, FLAIR target provinces 

accounted for 58% of the overall SRI area in Vietnam, and for 54% of the number of SRI 

adopters. These numbers have been fairly stable since 2010 and indicate that SRI adoption 

in Vietnam is growing at a similar level in all provinces (whether targeted by FLAIR or not). It 

suggests, should data be confirmed, that FLAIR has influenced the national agenda (number 

of provinces growing from 22 to 28 from 2010 to 201310), but that the bulk of this influence 

may have taken place before FLAIR, under the past OA/OQ intervention. 

In targeted provinces, areas under SRI represent between 9 and 75% of total paddy land11 

(15 and 61% of SSF). Average area under SRI suggests a quasi-total uptake of SRI for 

adopters. In Hanoi and Phu Tho, the percentage of SSF using SRI is above 60% with 

respectively 75% and 46% of rice paddy land area covered. This and the fact that these 2 

provinces have enshrined SRI in their provincial development plans12 and invested heavily in 

its development lead to conclude that enough momentum has been built in these 2 

provinces. This is a significant achievement, both in term of local rural development and in 

term of political influence.  

Minimum Tillage Potatoes 

Unfortunately, no data could be obtained disaggregated by provinces for the adoption of 

MTP. A report from PPD (2012), gives adoption for northern regions (20 provinces in 2012). 

Table 1 - Area under MTP in Northern Provinces of Vietnam 

Years Nber of provinces Area (ha) 

Winter 2008 3 0.7 

Winter 2009 4 1.64 

Winter 2010 15 116.48 

Winter 2011 16 428.85 

 

Data source: PPD (2012). 

 

FLAIR’s intervention started in 2011. Data from Hanoi (170 ha in winter 2011) and Phu Tho 

(number of adopter growing from 118 in 2010 to 1,948 in 2011 - Phu Tho PPSD, 2012) 

suggests that FLAIR can be credited for at least 50% of overall area under MTP. 

Recommendation 

 Support should start shifting from SRI at provincial levels towards national level 

advocacy. Phu Tho and Hanoi ought to be the first 2 provinces that stop receiving support 

for SRI13 expansion.  

 In provinces where SRI support continues, FLAIR should target smaller, but more diverse 

zones, to build evidence in areas with different characteristics (be they ecological, 

                                                           
10

 PPD data obtained on 19/12/2013 from Dr Ngo Tien Dung, Vive-Head of PPD. 
11

 FLAIR 2013 data are compared to the Rural, Agricultural and Fishery census, from 2011. 
12

 Personal communication with OA VN in December 2013. 
13

 OA EARO has chosen to stop support for Nge Han, Ha Thin and Hanoi since 2013 (Hanoi to be supported at 
no cost for an extra year). Data presented in this report leads to a different conclusion. Support for MTP may still 
be relevant in all provinces. 
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economic, infrastructure, ethnic…). Results from these areas, monitored closely, should 

be fed into the national debate. 

 Strengthen local groups and equip them with skills in marketing, environment, gender… 

(using a model of cooperative groups, not cooperatives as formerly known in Vietnam – 

starting with informal farmer clubs) to increase capacity of SSF to identify livelihood 

choices/technologies that increase resilience (and to increase understanding of impact of 

climate change). 

 Work with PPD and MARD to research a model of farmer seed production groups for SRI 

and MTP, to be implemented in Phu Tho and Hanoi first. 

 Identify best channels to (1) introduce SRI tools (weeders), (2) cheaper seeds, and (3) 

organic fertilizer/pesticides. Actors are expected to be AEC, PPD and private sector. 

Pilots need to be run to identify the actors and levels of intervention (provincial, national) 

with the strongest leverage. A combination of different actors and intervention strategies 

may prove the most efficient.  

 Do not limit choice to SRI and carry on research on other resilient agricultural livelihood 

options (not limited to MTP), including a cost benefit analysis of SRI compared to other 

alternatives/crops. 

 Intensify efforts aimed at strengthening cooperation with NFU to include reflections (might 

be in pre-workshops using PMEL) on obstacles and solutions for resilience. 

 Run end of SRI-support workshops to ensure that SRI is recognized and adopted as a 

long-term strategy by local authorities (when phasing out support), including NFU. 

 Continuously monitor (with PPD/PPSD collaboration) target provinces, even the ones 

from which FLAIR shifts out (use partners’ data or sample surveys). 

Impact domain 1. Household income and food security 

Progress 

Opportunities for improvements/local adaptations are still plentiful, as highlighted during 

Vietnam PMEL synthesis workshop (OA VN, 2012) for SRI and in PPSD reports (Hanoi and 

Phu Tho) for MTP. There are similar to the one restricting adoption and will not be repeated.  

Impact 

Data on productivity compared to traditional rice-growing practices in target provinces are 

scattered across many documents and exhibit large variations. Moreover, they mostly rely 

on comparing SRI demonstration plots to farmers’ fields. The most convincing study was 

conducted by a team from VHCCD (2010) and compares farm-based SRI practices to 

traditional ones in 3 Northern provinces with 174 farmers in Hanoi, Yen Bai and Ninh Binh 

(not a FLAIR province). It is consistent with observations made during a field trip in 

December 2013. It reports that for SRI compared to traditional practice: (1) seed needs is 

reduced from 40 to 10 kg/ha; (2) urea need is reduced by 20 kg/ha; (3) there is one-third 

water-saving; and (4) yield is raised by about 600 kg/ha/crop or about a 9% to 15% increase 

compared to average yield. Despite the relatively small increase in yield, the average income 

has been augmented by 600,000 dong (or 30 USD) per HH (coherent with FLAIR program 
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brief - OA VN, 2013 - that estimates gains at about 100-280 USD/ha/crop – avg. of 0.20 

ha/HH gives 40-108 USD). 

Farmers in Northern Vietnam are already amongst the most efficient rice producers (within 

their agro-ecosystem) and yields cannot be expected to rise exponentially without very 

substantial investments14. Additionally, chemical fertilizers were used intensively within 

FLAIR target provinces. One of the limits of VHCCD ‘s study is that it does not take into 

account labor, and therefore makes it difficult to consider SRI in term of costs/opportunities, 

esp. with the development of “local urbanization” under Tam Nong policy15  that brings non-

agricultural employment to the countryside. Indeed, an increase of 30-50 USD per year per 

HH, with labor at a similar level, may not prove enough when other opportunities appear in 

an “SRI area”. 

Yield increases (and in a certain respect a strongest resistance to drought – although only 

anecdotal evidence during interviews could be unearthed in Thai Nguyen in December 2013) 

result in a direct decline in rice shortages and farmers and officials interviewed in Thai 

Nguyen province have either reported not suffering from food shortages since starting SRI 

(Phu Luong district) or being able to sell a surplus of rice for the first time (this was 

particularly striking in Dinh Hoa district where SRI promotion only started in spring 2011). 

MTP has been introduced as a cash crop that exhibits much higher potential than rice in 

provinces with good market linkages. Phu Tho PPSD (2012) estimates the gain by HH 

growing MTP compared to conventional methodology at between 36 to 73 USD/sao16 

(unfortunately, no data on average area per HH could be obtained).  

Recommendation 

Data available are approximate and this impairs the capacity of OA to advocate in favor of 

SRI. It calls for urgent action, including: 

 Income and production survey (labor taken into account), including costs/opportunities of 

SRI  versus other agricultural techniques/crops and other activities. 

 Develop common format for SRI monitoring across all PPSD and with other partners 

(NFU, NWU and AEC). 

 Understand alternatives to SRI that are starting to emerge (direct seedling, drum seeder). 

 Research into SRI improvements (including labor saving, productivity gain). 

 Understand impact for SSF with little land and review alternatives. 

 Work on value chains for both inputs and outputs (including branding – there is a growing 

market in Vietnam for “organic products”17). OA should not get directly involved in building 

value chains, but catalyze partnerships between private and public actors. 

                                                           
14

 Pareto effect. 
15

 Resolution No.26/NQ-TW on the Agriculture - Rural Area – Farmer policy in 2008, implemented through the 
Socio-Economic Development Strategy (SEDS) for the period 2011-2020. Reference FAO, 2011 and Prime 
Minister of Vietnam, 2010. 
16

 1 sao=0.036ha 
17

 Discussion with Dr Ngo Tien Dung, PPD Vice-Director on 02/12/2013 and personal observations in Hanoi. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C4%90%E1%BB%8Bnh_H%C3%B3a_District
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Impact domain 2. Environmentally sustainable increases in production 

Progress 

As noted above, there has been significant progress in terms of adoption of SRI. PPD/PPSD 

have a long history with IPM, and they include reducing pesticides and fertilizers use in SRI 

training. Anecdotal evidence of environmentally friendly pest control is available and a strong 

awareness about danger of pesticide use was noted18. 

Recent efforts by provincial governments (Thai Nguyen and Hanoi since October 2011) that 

focus on the production of compost using EM are promising but face several hurdles, 

including difficult access to EM, low understanding of composting (rice straw is still being 

burned in many target villages – observation in December 2013); and low availability of 

animal manure. 

Some farmers have benefitted from training on climate change (esp. in Thai Nguyen 

province). Moreover, the SRI manual has been revised in 2013 to include concerns about 

climate change. ICC has run several workshops (mostly at provincial level) to ensure a good 

awareness of the effects of climate change amongst provincial, district and commune 

decision makers. Nevertheless, all actors interviewed (PPD, ICC, PPSD Thai Nguyen) 

recognize that few farmers have an understanding of climate change that goes beyond 

knowledge of the need to preserve water and of the effect of drought (verified during a few 

interviews in Thai Nguyen in December 2013).  

OA VN introduced some interventions (indigenous rice variety promotion in Thai Nguyen and 

Hanoi provinces; and to a lesser extend MTP) on agro-biodiversity (a component of resilient 

farming systems). This was not called for directly by the PSP and this is viewed as a very 

positive initiative.  

Recent collaboration between NFU, AEC and PPSD (exemplified by the MOU signed in 

2013 in Thai Nguyen province – Thai Nguyen PPSD, 2013) is a step in the good direction to 

ensure that a more coherent (and pro-SRI) approach is promoted to farmers. So far, private 

sector – the most influent promoter of pesticide and fertilizer - has been left out (OA EARO, 

2013). 

Impact 

There has been a reduction in pesticides, herbicides and synthetic fertilizers use. 

Nevertheless, there is very little information about environmental impact. Under FLAIR, there 

is no data available on the amount of organic versus chemical fertilizer use, but PMEL 

synthesis workshop (OA VN, 2012) reveals that chemical fertilizers are still applied. 

Additionally, soil analysis (nutrients and texture) are not available and water quality is not 

considered (the fact that a fertilizer is organic does not mean that its effect is benign, 

especially on nitrate levels).  

Data from PPSD (substantiated by interviews with farmers in December 2013 in Thai 

Nguyen province and by Le Duc Thinh, 2011) claim (1) a reduction of pesticide use to an 

average of 0.55 spraying by crop season from 2.5 sprayings for non-SRI, and (2) a decrease 

in herbicide use from an average of 1 spraying to 0.3 spraying by crop season. These sharp 

reductions in chemical inputs are significant and indicate that some farmers have renounced 

                                                           
18

 During a visit in Bao Cuong commune, Dinh Loa district, Thai Nguyen province on the 29/11/2013, farmers 
mentioned the death of the local pesticide technician and were clearly attributing this tragic event to chemical 
over-exposure. 
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using chemicals (average under 1). Water use is also being reduced (about 1/3) according 

the pre-cited study (VHCCD, 2010).  

Many farmers in Northern Vietnam rely on seeds promoted by the government that cannot 

be re-used for next season (hybrid). This is a serious issue in term of cost, but also in term of 

limiting ability of farmers to innovate and to be self-reliant. In addition, some of the rice 

species introduced demand a precise management that is not conducive to experiments and 

requires labor at a fixed time, thus creating an incentive for farmers to look for labor saving 

techniques (pesticides), especially in the face of labor migration. Up till now, effects have 

been partially mitigated by local labor exchange practices and short-range migration 

(encouraged in Tam Nong policy). However, interviews with MARD officials19 confirmed that 

effects might soon be felt more acutely with an aging rural population and could lead to (1) 

an increase in the use of chemicals; and (2) shift to less labor intensive rice-growing 

techniques (direct seedling). 

Recommendation 

There are evidences that the program has a significant positive impact on environmental 

sustainability, but this is mostly in the form of outputs, not impacts, which reduces the 

legitimacy of the program to promote environmental benefits of SRI. 

 Longitudinal studies on farm biodiversity, water quality and soil are urgently required (can 

be participatory, farmer-led). 

 National level advocacy to build value chains for bio-pesticides/herbicides and bio-

fertilizers. 

 Intensify work on brand recognition of SRI. 

 Interventions on agrobiodiversity should either be systematized and included in the next 

round of FLAIR planning or abandoned. 

 Continue reinforcing collaboration at all levels to avoid contradictory extension messages 

and intervention at national level to get buy-in from private actors. 

 Continue strengthening farmer groups (understanding of climate change and of 

environmental impact). 

Impact domain 3. Farmer adaptive capacity (originally 'level of investment by 

farmers in innovations') 

Progress 

Little to no progress has been made on understanding and researching best 

spaces/mechanisms for fostering farmers’ innovations20. Regarding the gender dimension of 

innovation, the program has done very little and mostly focused on gender roles in 

agriculture with a view to modify this through bookkeeping (will be discussed in a further 

chapter).  
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 Mr. Thinh, Head of Department of Economic Cooperative and Rural Development, MARD – met on the 
02/12/2013. 
20

 Last research effort was in 2011, with a study on SRI extension in Ha Tinh province (Le Duc Thinh, 2011). 
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Demonstration plots at village level are owned by individuals. They are the setting for most 

experiments (rice variety, spacing, pest management, fertilizer…), which other farmers 

keenly observe and often replicate. A minority of farmers also engage in their own 

experiments and innovative adaptation of SRI. While this demonstrates that FLAIR’s 

introduction of SRI has developed some capacity to innovate/adapt for SRI, little to no 

evidence could be found that this capacity was being transferred to other crops/techniques.  

PMEL indentified a number of innovations by farmers (mostly related to SRI), but they stay 

anecdotal and there is little evidence that they are not part of normal farmers’ practice21. 

Discussion with extension staff showed that the value of experimentation and adaptation 

was well understood at national and provincial levels, albeit less so at district and commune 

levels22. National level partners (PPD) confirmed that the capacity of farmers to innovate was 

little understood at commune and district levels by extension system agents. 

Under the program, innovation is not well defined (adaptation versus innovation) and is not 

recorded. It is mainly diffused on an ad-hoc basis from farmer to farmer. With PMEL, the 

program has started to identify key impediments to innovation by farmers: access to credit 

(or some form of insurance); common space (demonstration plots are currently owned by an 

individual); government and mass-organizations’ culture of top-down decision-making, and 

irrigation systems that lack flexibility.  

Impact 

While some farmers have been innovating under the program (for examples see 

ALINe/Firetail, 2013), attribution is difficult for the reasons mentioned above. However, at 

this stage, it is unrealistic to expect farmers to have developed a high capacity to innovate as 

not all support activities have been well conducted. Notably, research activities on 

communication and learning approach (attempts were made to create communication plan 

with VHCCD but partnership stopped in October 2012 and no replacement partner at 

national level could be found23) have been neglected due to a lack of resources. Gender 

specific aspects of agricultural innovation have not been researched, thus leaving out a key 

aspect of the program. The program has shown some success in creating a culture of field 

experiment amongst key farmers, but spill-over effect to other technologies than SRI (and 

MTP in a lesser respect) is not evident. 

Recommendations 

 Significantly intensify efforts in creating a culture of recognition of innovation (NFU seems 

the most appropriate partner) by the broader system of agricultural extension, by local 

authorities and by farmers. 

 Research and foster spaces for local innovation with common plots for experimenting. 

 Facilitate provision of safety nets and capital for innovation. 

 Survey of existing agricultural technologies and practices. 

                                                           
21

 SSF continuously adopt new technologies, either through local innovations/adaptations or introduced by the 
government (Hähnke, 2007). 
22

 A case in point was an extension worker proudly reporting that farmers scrupulously applied SRI techniques 
during an interview in Bao Cuong commune in Dinh Hoa district, Thai Nguyen province (30/11/2013). 
23

 Thai Nguyen ICC has taken over this role, but this is a regional institution. 
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 Work with central government on furthering devolution and strengthening local extension 

staff training. 

 Urgently work out a coherent communication strategy about the importance of SSF-led 

innovations.  

 Research on gender and innovation. 

 Adopt a broader perspective on innovation with consideration of overall livelihood 

strategies, of local institutions structure and management, and of marketing and value 

chains. 

Impact domain 4. System adaptive capacity (originally 'farmers' innovations 

taken up by the system') 

Progress 

PMEL and annual workshops with all PPSD have proven effective exercises to share 

experiences and build collaboration between provinces (coupled with field visits). The 

program has made substantial progress in fostering provincial collaboration as evidenced 

the recent signing of a MOU between the major actors of agricultural extension in Thai 

Nguyen (Thai Nguyen PPSD, 2013), i.e. between AEC, FU and PPSD. This augurs of 

promising achievements for collaboration in the next phase of FLAIR.  

However, insufficient work has taken place in the development of bottom-up information 

flows for each of the different actors (to a lesser degree, this was initiated within 

PPD/PPSD/PPS with regular provincial workshops). Indeed, innovation and/or issues at 

local level may be brought up at higher level only when need arise for advice. Thus, 

innovations/adaptations by farmers are not gathered at national/provincial levels and 

therefore much less “picked-up” and recognized by the overall extension system. 

Innovations of farmers are spreading locally (F2F) and there are no systematic recording or 

promotion of innovation under the program or within the government (PPD). Some cross-

province field visits have helped to spread innovations, but this has been a very hit-and-miss 

attempt. The NFU organizes a yearly farmers’ innovation competition, but this mainly targets 

innovations that are technologically laden or of interest to better-off farmers.  

Several of the activities that are essential building blocks for creating system adaptive 

capacity have been left out. A successful SRI blog has been created, but little equivalent is 

accessible to farmers and local extension agents (since VHCCD stopped collaboration, 

communication has been left to different PPSD’s initiatives with often insufficient efforts 

being made and no national/program-wide strategy). In addition, despite its willingness to do 

so, the program staff could not yet find sufficient time to operationalise an adequate farmer 

innovation network, including competitions/fairs at different levels. 

One significant difficulty for the program in creating adaptive capacity at system level is the 

functioning of policy change in Vietnam. Several interviews (PPD and MARD) led to 

understand that before adopting any changes, policy-makers require to be provided with 

quantifiable evidences that practices at lower levels are effective. 

Additionally, the program needs to investigate adaptive capacity of the system beyond 

picking-up farmers’ innovations: can the system take into account prices, land pressure? 
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Can institutions reconfigure to adapt? How does the Tam Nong policy affect capacity to 

adapt (positively or negatively)? 

Impact 

There is no evidence that any farmers’ innovation under FLAIR have been adopted by the 

program on a larger scale, neither that they have even been identified in a systematic 

manner. However, capacity increase for PPSD staff and integration of PMEL in working 

process of PPSD and PPS are positive signs that extension services start considering 

farmers as agents of their own development (PPSD reports and OA VN 2012). Moreover, 

local introduction of SRI or MTP was sometimes prompted by farmers24. This suggests that 

the extension system may be slowly moving towards a more responsive approach to SSF’s 

requests and needs.  

Recommendation 

 Organize a systematic recognition of innovations within the extension system (NFU 

seems an appropriate partner). 

 Intensify work on reinforcing collaboration between AEC, NFU and PPD at all levels. 

 Coherent advocacy/media strategy at national level. 

 Foster a knowledge unit/hub within MARD (long-term) to act as a repository of information 

and as a central knowledge resource for extension workers. 

 Increase capacity of local extension staff to recognize local factors impacting SSF’s 

practices. 

 Assess information needed by SSF and, in the medium term, facilitate creation of 

appropriate information generation and distribution mechanisms (identification of actors 

and of channels). 

Impact domain 6. Farmer voice and influence (degree of satisfactory 

response/solution to SSFs agriculture-related demand) 

Progress/impact 

The PIP calls for a review of current agro-forecasting system in Vietnam. It is unrealistic in 

the current state of technology and in the Vietnamese context. Accordingly, no efforts were 

made on this. Other impact benchmarks under impact domain 6 are treated under impact 

domains 3, 4, 7 and 8. 

At this stage of the program, one should not expect farmers’ to be in a position to strongly 

influence the system as it depends on other impact domains (notably impact domains 3 and 

4) and as it is a very long-term (and ambitious) objective. Bringing about systemic changes 

in Vietnam requires a critical mass. In several provinces, there are enough SRI adopters for 

farmers’ voices to be “loud” enough to start shaping policies. It remains for FLAIR to tap into 

this potential in next phases. 

Recommendation 

 Continue to engage with NFU. 
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 Interview with Dr Ngo Tien Dung, Vice Director of PPD in Hanoi on 02/12/2013 
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 Reinforce fostering of collaboration at all level between AEC, FU and PPD. 

 Identify and foster national partnerships for the creation, in the long-term, of a bottom-up 

farmer-led network (either through transforming NFU or through federation of informal 

farmer groups). This would require identification of political spaces and mechanisms. 

Impact domain 7. Women's empowerment (originally 7. women leadership and 

8.joint household decision) 

Progress 

Mainstreaming gender has mainly been understood as increasing the proportion of women 

participating in training sessions and becoming key farmers and/or group leaders (role often 

cumulated with the one of local Head of NWU). Such an approach might be understandable 

when women have no or very little political space, however, it seems insufficient for Vietnam. 

Indeed, Vietnamese women are in a more favorable position than in neighboring countries25 

and are more likely to occupy position of powers (Nguyen Thanh Binh, 2011). 

This does not imply that they are on equal footing with men. They still bear a larger than 

average share of both agricultural and domestic work (Pham Quang Trung et al, 2012). Men 

often find paid work outside, and thus have higher income, which in turn entails a greater 

power in decision making. 

In addition to ensuring participation of women in SRI training, FLAIR has entered the second 

phase of the bookkeeping project from Sept 2010 to Sept 2012, in all its target provinces 

(initial phase was only in Hanoi province). This was a partnership with Hanoi University of 

Agriculture that aimed to empower women through household financial literacy (with the 

assumption that this would spill-over to community decision making). An independent 

evaluation of this project in 2012 (Pham Quang Trung et al) concluded that, although women 

were the ones recording expenses, it had little influence on their control over assets and 

decision making power regarding large expenses. 

Discussion about the inclusion of gender issues in SRI training manual showed this was 

mostly ignored due to a lack of local expertise26. This has started to be addressed under 

ICC’s partnership since late 2011 (OA VN, 2011). 

Unfortunately, understanding of the role of women in SSA and in innovation has barely been 

touched upon (bookkeeping) due to a lack of local expertise and support. Indicators for 

women empowerment have similarly not been developed. 

Impact   

There are no gender disaggregated data in provincial partner’s reports, but only anecdotal 

evidences about gender roles (collated in ALINe/Firetail, 2013). On one hand, women focus 

groups and individual interviews in December 2013 indicated that: (1) many women have 

been instrumental in introducing SRI to their household; (2) women are confident at 

community level; and (3) men have a good understanding of the importance of gender 

justice (interventions in case of gender violence were cited as example). On the other hand, 

                                                           
25

 This is explained by an active women-based mass organization (NWU) and by history. During the revolution, 
Vietnamese women have played a very active role and are still celebrated as “mothers of the nation” in the 
Vietnamese Communist Party’s rhetoric. 
26

 OA VN requested support on gender expertise but this was not granted. 
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women expressed difficulties in (1) controlling water resources and (2) benefiting from 

economic empowerment (this is a potential caveat of SRI that “keeps women in the field and 

in the house”). Changes are not documented adequately and their attribution to FLAIR, 

rather than to an overall socio-political context, is questionable.  

This is too early to assess FLAIR’s impact on women empowerment as the first phase of the 

program clearly intended to understand the role of women in SSA and in agricultural 

innovation. However, this understanding has suffered from a lack of resources and has not 

been developed.  

Recommendation 

 A large scale gender role survey/gender study is urgent. 

 Assessment of SRI as an entry point for gender empowerment is necessary, together 

with the identification of complementary options (other livelihood strategy, value 

chains…). 

 Next program phase needs to benefit from a strong input of gender expertise. 

 Collaboration with NWU should be explored (as for NFU, critical mass of “good practices” 

needs to be built at local level to influence national agenda) as well as with national 

gender rights CSOs (e.g. CGFED). This may lead to recognition of achievement of 

women SSF (competitions…). 

 It is critical that all reports from partners should contain data disaggregated by gender. 

 MEL framework to be revisited to ensure that all indicators are gender disaggregated 

when possible. 

Impact domain 8. National policy and budgets 

Progress 

Policy work in Vietnam has followed many strands (supported by a policy analysis from 

CASRAD in 2012): 

 Support to national government (mainly through PPD) for advocacy at national level. 

 Promotion of SRI in international events27 and government-to-government advocacy 

(Tanzania, Haiti, Ethiopia…). 

 Policy advocacy at provincial levels with annual workshops (and building of critical mass 

at provincial and sub-provincial levels).  

 Informal work with bilateral and multilateral donors to introduce SRI into their agenda 

(World Bank, Asian Development Bank, GiZ, AusAid, SNV, USAID, World Vision and the 

Japanese Foundation) that was halted about a year ago for want of time28.  

                                                           
27

 The 21st Asia-Pacific Seminar on Climate Change “Development and Transfer of Environmentally Sound 
Technologies in the Asia-Pacific”, Japan, July 2012; UNFCC, Technology Executive Committee to share 
experience on enabling environments and barriers to technology development and transfer, Thailand, September 
2012; InterAction Forum, USA, April 2012. 
28

 Personal communication with OA VN Team on 25/11/2013. 
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This has been complemented by advocacy under the GROW campaign and by participation 

in MARD Agricultural Working Group. 

Little policy work on influencing decision makers at national level on issues of climate 

change has been conducted, and awareness raising has taken place through SRI trainings 

at provincial, district and commune levels.  

 

Despite the remarkable influence that OA can claim on national policy and budgets, it 

appears that no clear communication strategy was devised (a lot of ad-hoc interventions 

took place) and that little effort was made to develop other options than SRI for SSA. 

Achievements in promoting SRI at all levels seem to have mostly been driven by (1) high 

levels of commitment and motivation from FLAIR VN staff; (2) by the web of relationships 

that FLAIR VN has nurtured with government officials (a prime relationship being the one 

with PPD); and (3) by the large numbers of SRI adopters that permitted an effective 

evidence-based advocacy. 

Impact  

FLAIR has remarkably influenced the national agenda as evidenced by (1) increased 

budgetary commitments for SRI from provinces (see figure below) with inclusion of SRI in 

provincial planning for Phu Tho and Hanoi province29; (2) recognition of MTP30 as an 

advanced agricultural technique in 2011 by MARD with instruction to provinces to support 

MTP (PPD, 2012); (3) inclusion of SRI in MARD’s strategy for coping with climate change in 

2011 (see later paragraph); and (4) winning of MARD National Golden Rice Award by PPD 

for its success with SRI in 2012 (award given on the 14/11/2012 in Hanoi during a ceremony 

broadcasted on national television31).  Further successes have been obtained after the 

period covered by this evaluation, including (a) winning of Ministry of Environment and 

Natural Resources Climate Innovation Award for MTP on 5/6/2013; and (b) inclusion of SRI 

(and REDD) in climate finance options for Vietnam in May 2013. 

                                                           
29

 email from OA VN Team on 16/12/2013 
30

 Similar recognition has been obtained with OA’s support in 2007 (MARD, 2007). 
31

 Web-page of Cornell University SRI-Rice accessed on the 18/01/2014 at 
http://sri.ciifad.cornell.edu/countries/vietnam/. 
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Figure 3 - Investment by Provinces and OA in SRI in FLAIR target provinces 

 

Data source: OA Vietnam Office (December 2013). 

 

Over the period 2009-201232, FLAIR has invested a total of 240,770 USD in its 6 target 

provinces. In total, provincial authorities have financed 1,139,247 USD in the same 

provinces, which represents a significant achievement with a financial leverage of nearly 4.7 

that can be directly attributed to FLAIR. 

In the period 2010-2013, FLAIR was approached by several ODA who have now included 

SRI in their projects: 

 GiZ with the “Poverty Alleviation in Rural Areas” in close cooperation with the IFAD 

funded project “Improving Market Participation of the Poor” in Tra Vinh Province. 

 ADB with  the “Low Carbon Agriculture Support Project“. 

 SNV with “Sowing the Seed of Change – Community based Climate Change Mitigation 

Through Sustainable Rice Production in Quang Binh and Binh Dinh Provinces”. 

However, latest documents on agricultural strategy (Prime Minister Decision No: 899/QD-

TTg dated 10/06/2013) show that the VN government is still very much advocating a high-

input approach to agriculture and this calls for a continuous effort to influence policy. Oxfam 

GROW campaign has made intense use of SRI results obtained in Vietnam to influence both 

national and international decision-makers (see Oxfam, 2012). 

The current devolution strategy lead by the Government with the development of provincial 

5-year strategic plans represents a key opportunity for OA EARO to articulate a clear 

strategy for advocacy and policy work, which up-till now has mainly been ad-hoc. 

Vietnam, a country expected to significantly suffer from the impact of climate change, has 

started to develop response mechanisms early. Amongst them the “National Target Program 

                                                           
32

 Data are not available for 2010-2012 only as many of the grants covering the period of the evaluation were 
started a year earlier. 
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to Respond to Climate Change (NTP-RCC)” and the “Action Plan Framework for Adaptation 

to Climate Change in the Agriculture and Rural Development Sector Period 2008-2020” 

issued both in 2008 (IFAD, 2011). In 2011, MARD issued its “Action Plan To Response To 

Climate Change Of The Agriculture And Rural Development In Period 2011-2015 And Vision 

To 2050 (RCC-ARD)” (MARD, 2011). Under this action plan, SRI - referred to as “3 

increases, 3 decreases” - has been recognized a  priority adaptation project to decrease 

GHG emission with 75,000 USD allocated out of a total of 250,000 USD for agricultural 

projects and 3,600,000 USD for all projects. This recognition can be directly attributed to 

FLAIR’s effort through lobbying of MARD by PPD33. 

Recommendation 

 Policy baseline with identification of impediments and opportunities to influence policies 

for SSA.. 

 Reflection on a broader base than SRI. 

 Continue planning work with provinces and support planning process at all levels. 

 Continue advocacy/influencing efforts with NFU, MARD (esp. AEC), PPD and NWU to 

ensure that top decision makers are targeted at all levels. More efforts ought to be 

focused on NFU, NWU and MARD as PPD is already a vocal advocate for SRI and SSF’s 

resilience.  

 Articulate a clear communication and advocacy strategy in relation to GROW and other 

Oxfam’s campaigns. 

  Systematic collection and monitoring of communication (documents in all media, 

references in official publications, references in other projects, SRI blog monitoring). 

 Revive/participate in informal and formal groups on SRI, SSA and climate change. 

CAMBODIA 

Oxfam has a long history of working with SSF in Cambodia and started intensive work on 

SRI under the Livelihood and Income Security (LIS) Program in 2009. LIS had a strong 

technical focus and this was recognized as a drawback, which led to the design of FLAIR in 

2009-2010 (finalization of PSP in 2010) and official Publication in January 2011. 

Relation between impact domains, activities and impact benchmarks are presented in 

Appendix 6 for Cambodia. 

                                                           
33

 Personal communication Dr Ngo Tien Dung, Vive-head of PPD, on the 02/12/2013. 
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Impact domain 5. Adoption rates of technologies that are likely to improve 

farmer resilience (whether innovated among farmers or introduced from 

outside) 

Progress 

Post partnership/intervention monitoring34 is missing in FLAIR, with the assumption that once 

SSF have adopted SRI, they don’t drop out. However, it does not stand to scrutiny as some 

SSF who adopted SRI with active support from Rachana are now switching to direct 

seedling due to a reported lack of labor35. 

No evidence of technology required by SSF and introduced by the extension-research nexus 

or partners could be unearthed, suggesting that (1) communication between partners may 

be insufficient36 despite OA’s efforts (biannual partner meetings; yearly partners experience 

sharing visits between Rachana, PADEK and Srer Khmer; SRI Secretariat annual meetings 

till 2011); (2) public extension is not pro-active; and (3) OA in Cambodia has not invested 

enough in researching other technologies that are alternative or complementary to SRI 

(including review of scientific trials and research on value-added rice – e.g. CGIAR/IRRI – or 

local research – CARDI, Royal University of Agriculture…).  

Impact 

Since 2010, SSF adoption of SRI in the target provinces in Cambodia has increased three-

fold (see figure below) with a marked augmentation in area by households (from 0.24 ha/HH 

to 0.57 ha/HH, taking into account the new SRI entrants). Year to year increase has been 

slowing down as the program has not been moving into new areas and has reached about 

50% of HH within the villages it targets, 30% within the commune targeted37. Land area 

under SRI by adopter (0.57 ha) indicates that a significant portion of adopters are using SRI 

for a large proportion of their wet rice land (weighted average of wet rice land per HH in the 

area targeted is 1.6 ha/HH – see Appendix 7). 

                                                           
34

 Partnership has stopped with PADEK and its overall programs have been downsized from 600 villages to 131 
villages; Srer Khmer reported that when work stopped in a village, there is no further follow-up; no follow-up of 
the SRI adopted under CEDAC – stopped in 2009 – has taken place. 
35

 Interview in Poun village, Tralach commune, Treang district, Takeo province on the 21/11/2013. Unfortunately, 
no data is available to estimate the order of magnitude of this shift. 
36

 Confirmed during interviews with Srer Khmer, Rachana and PADEK in November 2013. 
37

 Data on adoption in communes targeted are skewed negatively by the inclusion of the results of Srer Khmer 
that tends to disperse its effort in many communes with only a few villages per commune. 
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Figure 4 - SRI adopters with area under SRI in target provinces in Cambodia 

 

Data source: OA Cambodia Office (December 2013). 

 

While the achievements above are impressive, a key question remains the concentration of 

SRI adopters to assess if FLAIR is building a critical mass that can ensure (1) political 

influence; and (2) sustainability by stimulating/kick-starting value chains (for inputs and 

outputs) to support SRI. 

Table 2 - Percentage of rice farming HH adopting SRI by communes, districts and 

provinces targeted 

Partner 

Nber SRI  HH in 

2013 

% SRI HH in commune 

targeted 

% SRI HH in 

districts targeted 

% SRI HH in provinces 

targeted 

Rachana 5,011 57.8% 15.8% 2.8% 

PADEK 6,342 42.2% 20.0% 1.8% 

Srer Khmer 2,790 11.5% 4.7% 1.3% 
 

Data source: OA Cambodia Offices (December 2013) and NCDD (2010). 

 

Concentration is still insufficient in Cambodia to generate a critical mass and thus interest 

from RGC or from private sector. Nonetheless, recent initiatives from ODA (both IFAD and 

FAO projects under inception have contacted FLAIR with a view to make use of SRI38) tend 

to show that SRI is generating a consequent interest in the ODA community. 

The impact domain implies that SSF are able to recognize technologies that will improve 

their resilience (if their agency and power to make choice is acknowledged, which is an 

integral part of OA’s philosophy). From the study on perception on climate change (MoE and 

BBC World Trust, 2011) and from different partners’ reports, the following was observed: (1) 

few SSF are able to relate to climate change beyond immediate issues of water shortages or 

floods and they have a rather passive attitude; (2) resilience is not well understood amongst 

extension staff below national level; and (3) investing in resilience is not an option for most 

SSF with low income and no financial visibility for long-term planning.  

                                                           
38

 Personal communication with OA Cambodia staff in November 2013. 

Total nber 
adopter (HH), 
2010 - 2011, 

4,428 

Total nber 
adopter (HH), 
2011 - 2012, 

9,805 

Total nber 
adopter (HH), 
2012 - 2013, 

14,143 

Total area under 
SRI (ha), 2010 - 

2011, 1,053 

Total area under 
SRI (ha), 2011 - 

2012, 4,784 

Total area under 
SRI (ha), 2012 - 

2013, 8,109 

Avg area/adopter 
(ha/HH), 2010 - 

2011, 0.24 

Avg area/adopter 
(ha/HH), 2011 - 

2012, 0.49 

Avg area/adopter 
(ha/HH), 2012 - 

2013, 0.57 

y = 3528x - 2407.3 
R² = 0.9989 

Total nber adopter (HH) Total area under SRI (ha)

Avg area/adopter (ha/HH)
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Recommendations 

 Baseline on adoption (including large sample). 

 Concentrate SRI promotion effort geographically and avoid dispersion (this would 

probably involve stopping/reviewing some partnerships). 

 Strengthen local farmer groups and equip them with skills in marketing, environment, 

gender… to reinforce the marketability of their production and their ability to network, and 

thus increase both their benefits from SRI and their self-reliance through a farmer-based 

support network. 

 Continue effort started recently on working with community leaders and farmers on 

climate change issue and adaptation (notably with Rachana). 

 Use PMEL to assist partners and SSF in identifying constraints and opportunities for 

resilience. 

 Do not limit choice to SRI and carry on research on other resilient agricultural livelihood 

options, including a costs/benefits analysis of SRI compared to other alternatives/crops. 

 Take into account migration as a livelihood strategy that may improve resilience. 

 Strengthen Farmer-NGO-Forum to include reflections (might be in pre-workshops using 

PMEL) on obstacles to and solutions for resilience. 

 Continuously monitor (with partners’ collaboration) all targeted provinces, even the ones 

from which FLAIR shifts out (use partners’ data or sample surveys). 

Impact domain 1. Household income and food security 

Progress 

Significant productivity and production gains have been obtained with SRI (discussed in next 

paragraph). Nevertheless, opportunities for improvements/local adaptations are still plentiful, 

as highlighted during Cambodia PMEL synthesis workshop (OA Cambodia, 2012). The most 

notable concern: 

 Seed selection (use of salted water is too expensive for farmers) and storage. 

 Uprooting and transport of young seedlings. 

 Transplanting in rows. 

 Obtaining organic fertilizer and pesticides. 

Impact 

It is surprising that no reliable large scale data on income and food security are available 

under FLAIR. This is a direct consequence of difficulties in collecting data from partners. The 

study with the largest sample was the one conducted by Rachana in 2009-2011 on 50 HH 

using SRI (Rachana, 2011), reporting a net increase of income of USD 542 over 2 years. 

However, whilst the study takes into account rice home consumption, it does not consider 

labor. Other data concerning income are scattered amongst partners’ reports (e.g. Srer 

Khmer 2012a and 2012b) and prove of little reliability. 
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Production and income gains can be estimated approximately using yields (does not include 

reduction in inputs and labor costs or touches upon potential premium paid by collectors for 

SRI rice39). Estimates presented below are based on 2010 yields and farm gate prices in 

communes targeted (NCDD, 2010) and yield increases and surfaces under SRI reported by 

partners in 2013. 

Table 3 - Estimates of income and food increase based solely on yield 

 
SRI Farmers 

Avg Area/HH  
under SRI 
(2013) 

Avg Yield 
 T/ha for SRI 
(2013) 

Avg yield for 
conventional rice 
(2010) 

2010 median rice 
price in target 
communes 
(USD/ton)

40
 

Average gain/HH 
(USD, not inflation 
corrected) 

Rachana 5,011 1.09 3.15 1.9 244 333 

PADEK 6,342 0.17 3.76 1.62 226 83 

Srer Khmer 2,790 0.56 3.41 2.3 241 149 
 

Data source: OA Cambodia Offices (December 2013) and NCDD (2010). 

 

The above estimation is very conservative (input reduction and inflation not factored in). 

However, it is coherent with the findings of the study by Rachana (ibid.), with a weighted (by 

number of SSF) average of 185 USD/year/HH income increase. Whilst income increase 

calculation is very approximate, calculation of gain in production is established on a firmer 

basis. In this case, adoption of SRI has a strong impact on food security or rather ending rice 

shortages, as was reported by all farmers during a field trip in Takeo in November 2013. 

Nevertheless, caution is warranted when advocating SRI for farmers with little land as, in 

case “food gains” are insufficient, impact of SRI on income becomes negligible. Serious 

concerns are also called for by the causal linkage implicitly made between rice availability 

and food security. Indeed, WFP has long demonstrated that many SSF are suffering from 

malnutrition despite sufficient rice availability (and there is no evidence that potential income 

increase goes towards improving diet). 

Recommendations 

Data available are approximate and seriously impair the capacity of OA to advocate in favor 

of SRI. This calls for urgent action, including: 

 Income and production survey (labor taken into account), including costs/opportunities of 

SRI/staying in agriculture versus other agricultural techniques/crops and other activities. 

 Develop common format for SRI monitoring amongst partners. 

 Understand alternative and complementary techniques to SRI that are starting to emerge 

(direct seedling, drum seeders…). 

 Research into SRI improvement (including labor saving, productivity gain). 

 Understand impact for SSF with little land and review alternatives. 

 Research on productivity improvements (farmer seed groups, weeders…). 

                                                           
39

 Reported by farmers during a group interview in Takeo province on the 22/11/2013. 
40

 Farm gate prices for paddy, 1 USD = 4,000 Riels 
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Impact domain 2. Environmentally sustainable increases in production 

Progress 

A grant was given to Mlup Baitong, in collaboration with the Ministry of Water Resources and 

Meteorology, to create a system of localized agro-forecasting for farmers, starting with a pilot 

in Kampong Speu in 2010. This initiative was cancelled after 2 years for its failure to deliver 

expected results. Indeed, it was based on several incorrect assumptions41: (1) farmers will 

collect local data in a reliable manner; and (2) sufficient skills, historical data and 

infrastructure are available in Cambodia to generate weather predictions with a granularity of 

interest to farmers. Working on a flood/extreme weather events alert system would have 

proven a more judicious investment. 

As noted previously, there have been progresses in terms of adoption of SRI and in 

production increase. All partners are emphasizing reduction of chemical inputs in their 

trainings. This is reflected in the manual produced by the SRI Secretariat, which has been 

reprinted for several organizations/projects, including CAVAC/AusAid, PADEE/IFAD, 

TSSHDP/ADB&IFAD, JICA42 and is still being used by OA Cambodia and its partners to 

date.  

Impact 

No study of environmental benefits of SRI are available, even at the input level (this is 

different from impact). Individual case studies report a reduction in the use of pesticides or 

even a complete stop to their usage. They also highlight an increase in the use of organic 

fertilizer.  ALINe/Firetail (2013) reference study insisted that SRI adopters were diminishing 

their use of pesticides and increasing the proportion of organic fertilizer they utilize, albeit 

without reliable quantification. 

Data discussed are far from sufficient for drawing conclusion on SRI environmental benefits 

both on the short-term (less chemicals) and long-term (bio-diversity, water quality, soil 

structure and nutrients balance).  

One interesting impact of SRI adoption that is slightly better documented under FLAIR is the 

increased capacity of farmers to withstand extreme weather. This was exemplified during a 

drought in 2012 in Svay Rieng (PADEK, 2012) when farmers were able to salvage their rice 

crop and still obtain better yields than with conventional methods due to the increased 

resistance of the root system of SRI seedlings. In Bokeo, Rachana has also done innovative 

work on using short-term rice with SRI. 

Recommendations 

While it can reasonably be assumed that FLAIR had a positive environmental impact in 

Cambodia if one refers to results in Vietnam, there are only scant evidences collected by the 

program.   

 Longitudinal studies on farm biodiversity, water quality and soil are urgently required (can 

be participatory, farmer-led). 

                                                           
41

 Interview with Mrs. Bin Chann Mony, Ministry of Water Resources and Meteorology, Department of 
Meteorology. 
42

 Interview with Head of SRI Secretariat on the 04/12/2013. 
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 National level action to build value chains for bio-pesticides and bio-fertilizers 

(advocacy/incubation rather than direct involvement). 

 Build brand recognition of SRI (environmentally friendly, healthy/organic) and agro-

biodiversity (promote indigenous rice, threatened by the promotion of 10 rice seeds by 

RGC - Romnea Pech, 2013). In addition to create market for SRI, this is expected to 

attract premium prices for SRI rice. 

Impact domain 3. Farmer adaptive capacity (originally 'level of investment by 

farmers in innovations') 

Progress 

FLAIR has supported partners with 4 different approaches to extension: PADEK (network of 

commune extension workers), Srer Khmer (FFS and farmer groups) and Rachana (ToT, 

key-farmers, and farmer groups), SRI Secretariat (little work with only 250 HH). Review of 

the reports from the different partners indicates a focus on technical aspects of SRI and on 

increasing the number of farmers participating. Activities related to innovation development 

by farmers have mainly included field experimentations and field visits.   

Gendered aspects of agricultural innovation have been restricted to the role of women in SRI 

adoption. A detailed study of women role in agriculture/SRI in Cambodia was run by 

Rachana and OA (2012) and highlighted some caveats in using SRI to empower women. 

This was later taken on board by Rachana to run effective women leadership training and 

gender road maps under an OA grant starting in 2013. 

OA supported the NGO-Farmer-Forum (and some provincial pre-consultations) during the 

period under consideration, but this had no focus on innovation or adaptive capacity. PMEL 

brought-up some interesting issues on the difficulties experienced by SSF in adopting SRI 

(see paragraph on impact domain 1). Together with partners’ reports, it also highlighted 

women’s roles “in pushing” for adoption and in some experimentation.   

Impact 

SSF’s adaptation of SRI and capacity to experiment has been improved under FLAIR, but 

remains largely un-documented. Partner’s case studies, reports and field observations (Srer 

Khmer 2012b and 2012c, field observation in Takeo43) uncovered several cases where 

farmers had developed new agricultural methodologies. One evidence of farmers’ adaptive 

capacity, although controversial, is the fact that most farmers do not apply all SRI steps, 

which shows that they are capable of adopting/adapting a technology to suit their needs and 

respond to their constraints. 

Innovations by farmers tend to be disseminated amongst neighbors (F2F) - confirmed by all 

farmers interviewed in Takeo in November 2013 and during meetings with partners.  

                                                           
43

 On the 21/11/2013, a farmer in Takeo province, Koh Andeth, Pech Sar commune, Poun village explained 
how he managed to alternate 3 crops on his field (dry rice, wet rice, water melon) following his own adaptation of 
SRI. Additionally, during the interview, he also described an innovative way of transplanting seedlings in row. 
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Recommendations 

 Create a culture of recognition of innovation (collaborate with NGO-Farmer-Forum or 

CFAP-Cambodia44 or other unions of farmer groups, national/provincial/district 

competitions). 

 Research and foster spaces for local innovation with common plots for experimenting. 

 Provide safety nets and capital for innovation. 

 Baseline (list existing techniques using partners’ networks in order to be able to identify 

innovative practice in the future – evidently a balance between completeness and 

resource use will be necessary). 

 Urgently work out a coherent communication strategy about the importance of SSF-led 

innovations.  

 Adequate research on gender and innovation. 

 A broader perspective on innovation should be adopted with consideration of innovation 

in livelihood strategies, in local institutions structure and management, and in marketing 

and value chains. 

Impact domain 4. System adaptive capacity (originally 'farmers' innovations 

taken up by the system') 

Critic/discussion 

Countless references and practices from NGOs/development projects point to the fact that 

public extension in Cambodia is dysfunctional with (1) little to no presence at district level 

(DAO are typically severely understaffed and underfunded); (2) no presence at commune 

level; (3) a culture of service provision to donors; (4) absence of structured information flows 

within line ministries; (5) confusion between the mandates of different ministries (MRD, 

MAFF); and (6) little efficiency in using funds. Such a bleak assessment and the relatively 

small financial volume of FLAIR, lead to question the possibility of working with the public 

extension system, much less building its adaptive capacity. Three non-exclusive approaches 

stand out to bring extension services to SSF for OA: (1) working at national level on building 

a public extension system; (2) collaborating with ODA actors at local45, national and regional 

levels; or (3) actively engaging with private sector. The latter is part of OA strategic vision for 

2013-2019 (OA, 2013) and is also favored by many ODA-funded projects, but does not 

seem to bear fruit yet as (1) SSF have little disposable income; (2) RGC (Council of 

Ministers of RGC, 2010) and private actors are favoring large-scale farmers; and (3) 

involving public extension agents with private sector may lead to bias toward technology-

intensive agricultural practices (observed by the Writer). 

                                                           
44

 FLAIR has met with CFAP in the past and visited their farmer groups, but at the time, group formation was not 
clear and it seemed that CFAP mostly aggregated farmer groups originating from other initiatives/projects. This is 
not detrimental to collaboration with CFAP, but other national organisations need to be investigated. 
45

 Collaboration at local level is arduous as most ODA initiatives are constrained by rigid agenda. Duplication 
and/or competition are more typical than collaboration, which is precisely why OA should aim to address this 
issue (use of unrestricted funding for lobbying is a key strength). 
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Progress 

Although many of OA’s partners have involved DAO and PDA staff in their trainings (as 

service providers or as trainees), relationships have mainly been with individuals, not on 

institutional basis.  

In light of the ineffective extension system, FLAIR chose to work closely with village chiefs 

and commune councils (results and experiences sharing; involvement in training, field visits, 

field demonstrations and field days; and commune reflection workshops). While this ensures 

buy-in at local level, up-till-now no evidence of this strategy influencing the overall extension 

system could be found. It seems very unlikely that, with current SRI adoption rates in 

Cambodia, such an approach may be sufficient. 

Attempt to re-build the SRI Secretariat was not successful and whilst the structure nominally 

exists, it is not yet officially registered and mainly acts as a service provider to donors, with 

no clear strategic outlook. 

Gendered aspects of innovation/SRI adaptation have been discussed in the previous section 

and no attempts could be made by OA or its partners to engage the broader extension 

system on this issue.  

Impact 

Many communes in which OA’s partners are operating have requested fund for SRI 

dissemination, but most have been unsuccessful. With an extension system in disarray, very 

little has been achieved so far. The few signs of collaboration existing at provincial level are 

not expected to be sustained as they rely on individuals46. OA’s expectation of reinforcing 

extension system adaptive capacity may need to be reassessed. 

Recommendation 

 Complete re-think of OA work on system adaptive capacity is necessary. It ought to be 

more realistic in term of public extension system capacity and working practices. Options 

include: (1) work on advocacy at national level within technical working groups to 

advocate for basket funding from ODA to MAFF; (2) acceptance that public extension 

cannot be changed and more active collaboration with ODA and private sector. Climate 

change funds may prove an interesting leverage for designing interventions under (1) or 

(2). 

 Assess potential to work with the CFAP-Cambodia (or other unions of farmer groups) and 

focus on groups at local level. 

 Insist with partners that they have to systematically share data (beneficial in the short-

term with little investment) on innovations within their target areas (case studies are 

already available, but their collection and dissemination is not systematic).  

                                                           
46

 A case in point was the meeting with the Head of DAO in Kaoh Andaet district, Takeo Province. He has now 
passed the age of retirement and he is the only staff for crop extension in the district. However, he cannot retire 
because no replacement can be found (salary and location are not attractive for newly graduated students). 
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Impact domain 6. Farmer voice and influence (degree of satisfactory 

response/solution to SSFs agriculture-related demand) 

Progress/impact 

FLAIR has collaborated with SRI Secretariat and the NGO Forum to try and influence the 

extension system at national level: 

 SRI Secretariat did not prove an effective channel for farmers’ voice. Indeed, partnership 

has been discontinued and SRI Secretariat – affected by a dire lack of funds – tends to 

act as a service provider for ODA. 

 FLAIR has funded the work of the NGO Forum (through PWS grants), including 

workshops to prepare the NGO-Farmer-Forum and part of the forum itself. The NGO-

Farmer-Forum is co-organized by the NGO Forum and by the Council for Agriculture and 

Rural Development (CARD). Throughout the year, the NGO Forum lobbies CARD and 

relevant Ministries to influence RGC’s agenda in favor of SSF (inclusion of concerns in 

different RCG policies). However, to date, little to no progress on extension system 

response to farmers’ needs was obtained (impact benchmark: advocacy to increase 

investment for sustainable SSA).  

The dysfunctional extension system does not show any sign of accountability to farmers. SRI 

diffusion in Cambodia is still not concentrated enough to build a critical mass that would 

raise farmers’ voice.  

While there is a good awareness of climate change at national level, this permeates only 

marginally at lower levels (Rachana has just started to run Disaster Preparedness and Risk 

Reduction Trainings for commune/village leaders under a new OA grant agreement - 

Rachana, 2013) and there are little opportunities for SSF to get involved (the CCCN, started 

by OA, is planning its first national campaign in 201447).  

To date, little impact has been made on increasing farmers’ voice. This should be expected 

in the first phase of a 12-year program. However, it is felt that the program demonstrates 

insufficient progress to ensure longer term success. 

Recommendation 

 Review and assess all existing forums that could be used to create a space for farmers’ 

voice (NGO-Farmer-Forum, CFAP-Cambodia or other unions of farmer groups, 

Department of Cooperative in MAFF/GDA, CCCN). 

 Re-engage with CCCN and develop a communication strategy on climate change. 

 Advocacy/media strategy development (no more ad-hoc). 

 Re-assessment/identification of partners to find suitable allies for national advocacy. 

 Engage with ODA and act as a catalyst for farmer voices to reach ODA’s management 

and influence project design. 

                                                           
47

 Interview on the 19/11/2013. 
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Impact domain 7. Women's empowerment (originally 7. women leadership and 

8.joint household decision) 

Progress 

Discussions with the SRI Secretariat – in charge of mainstreaming gender into the SRI 

booklet – indicate that little was done. Following the halt of the bookkeeping project in 

Vietnam, it was decided that this should not run in Cambodia. These 2 activities were not 

replaced by other initiatives and it seems that gender work, a key focus for OA, has not 

benefited from enough attention during the first phase of FLAIR. Indeed, only basic data, 

monitoring activities, on women participating in training are gender-disaggregated (and the 

relevant indicators have not been developed).  

Gender inclusion has suffered from a lack of strategic direction and OA has adopted an 

approach that consisted mainly in leaving gender issues under partners’ responsibilities, with 

insufficient guidance. This resulted in gender concerns being mainly defined in term of 

participation with little data and reflection about impact. Partners and OA are aware of these 

short-comings as reported during PMEL Cambodia synthesis workshop 2012 (OA 

Cambodia, 2012).  

On a brighter side, a thorough gender in SSA study has been conducted by Rachana and 

OA Cambodia (2012) and has already informed Rachana’s practice (gender leadership 

training and gender roadmap started in 2013 under OA’s support). PMEL has also 

highlighted some gender issues. While these efforts prove valuable in term of understanding 

gender and SSA, they focus insufficiently on gender and innovation and are often restricted 

to adoption of SRI. 

Impact 

Gender inequalities are part of everyday life in rural Cambodia, and are strongly internalized 

by both men and women. With the rise of opportunities for non-agricultural income (often 

associated with migration), there is a strong trend towards a feminization (and to a lesser 

degree aging) of SSF. While men usually do tend to participate mostly in heavy labor tasks, 

women are still bearing most of rice cultivation burden on a recurrent basis. It may prevent 

them – together with domestic tasks – from engaging in other income earning opportunities 

(ibid.). 

FLAIR impact on gender roles has been two-fold: 

 Women have often been SRI adopters and have been empowered in the process, but 

there is no evidence that this empowerment has resulted in deeper changes within 

households or local communities (ALINe/Firetail, 2013). 

 There is the risk that, with wider adoption of SRI, ability of women to explore alternative 

livelihood options (costs/benefits) may become even more restrained. Strong evidence 

that SRI diminishes labor needs would be required to compensate for this risk48.  

During its first phase, FLAIR had a strong focus on understanding gender role in SSA. This 

is well on track, but needs to be reinforced with perspectives on innovation and alternative 

livelihood options for women. Relation between SRI and migration should also be an area of 

                                                           
48 Conflictual reports were obtained during interviews in Takeo in November 2013 and it seems that, rather than 
diminishing labor requirements (at least in the first years of practices), SRI shifts them and changes their 
intensity. 
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interest as this strongly impact women’s workload. Moreover, the question of labor time-

distribution, intensity-distribution and gender has not been addressed with sufficient rigor for 

SRI, neither have alternative livelihood options been assessed. 

Recommendation 

 Assessment of SRI as an entry point for gender empowerment is necessary, together 

with the identification of complementary options (other livelihood strategy, value 

chains…). 

 Next program phase needs to benefit from a strong input of gender expertise and from a 

clear gender strategy (including in the choice of partner). 

 It is critical that all partners’ reports should contain data disaggregated by gender that 

goes beyond number of women participating in trainings. Indeed, woman-headed 

households are not even specifically reported upon (land area, productivity…). 

 MEL framework to be revisited to ensure that all indicators are gender disaggregated. 

 Study on gender and innovation. 

 Study on migration impact on agricultural livelihood strategies and on gender power 

structures. 

 Research on question of labor time-distribution, labor-intensity distribution and gender to 

be addressed rigorously for SRI (incl. comparison with other techniques/technology, even 

non-agricultural). 

 Review of material and training methodology used by partners to ensure that gender 

issues are mainstreamed adequately. Training of partners is likely to prove necessary. 

Impact domain 8. National policy and budgets 

Progress 

Policy work in Cambodia has included: 

 Strong assistance to the start-up of CCD, but OA’s influence and collaboration with CCD 

seems to have faded away in the past year as more funds were obtained by the latter and 

OA’s contribution became almost negligible.  

 Key role in the inception of the CCCN, but disengagement of FLAIR in the past year49 

(apparently due to turn-over of managerial staff) with no clear strategy. 

 Personal relationships to try and influence MAFF/GDA/DRC with little effect as the 

institution is mostly donor driven. 

 Support to NGO-Farmer-Forum both during events and through preparation workshops at 

provincial level (clusters of provinces). 

                                                           
49

 The program manager for the Extractive Industry program now represents FLAIR in the CCCN meetings. 
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Impact  

Cambodia developed a NAPA in 2006 (MoE, 2006), several green growth related 

strategies50 and a Cambodia Climate Change Strategic Plan 2013-2023. It has also 

participated in the latest Conferences of the Parties (COP18 and COP19) and made 

significant progress in developing mechanisms for attracting funding for climate change 

mitigation and adaptation. FLAIR has been instrumental in building-up the capacity of CCD 

and climate change CSO at the beginning of its first phase and thus can be credited with 

some of the successes of the RGC in designing a policy framework for climate change.  

CCCN has just published its Strategic Plan 2013-2017 (2013) and is planning to start 

releasing policy briefs and running large public awareness campaigns in 2014. However, 

while it collaborates with CCD in the National Climate Change Forum, by its own 

admission51, it has little influence on CCD. Notably, advocacy for fairer repartition of Climate 

Change-related funds through the Cambodia Climate Change Alliance (under National 

Climate Change Committee) is progressing at a slow pace.  

The NGO-FarmerForum is, at the time of writing, the only forum for SSF’s voice. However, it 

meets infrequently and does not seem to influence government policy efficiently (2010 rice 

export policy is a case in point). This view was corroborated by personal communication with 

agricultural experts in Cambodia (December 2013). 

Recommendation 

 Policy baseline with identification of impediments and opportunities to influence policies 

for SSA. 

 Reflection on a broader base than SRI. 

 Articulate a clear communication and advocacy strategy in relation to GROW and other 

Oxfam’s campaigns. 

  Systematic collection and monitoring of communication (documents in all media, 

references in official publications, reference in other projects). 

 Revive CCCN and engage with ODA. 

 Engage in reflection mechanisms (working group/CCCN) at national level on climate 

change, sustainable small-scale farming, trade policies… If some of the fora are not 

articulated under a RGC’s umbrella (Technical Working Groups), OA should initiate them 

informally (at first). 

                                                           
50

 National Green Growth Roadmap in 2009 (first one developed by a Southeast Asian LDC - MoE and ESCAP); 
latest national Policy and Strategic Plan for Green Growth 2013-2030 (RGC, 2013). 
51

 Interview with CCCN on 19/11/2013. 
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REVIEW OF KEY ASPECTS OF 

PROGRAM DESIGN AND TOC 

TARGETING AND PARTNERS 

Vietnam 

FLAIR was launched in April 2010 and is expected to run till 2022. It focuses on 6 provinces 

in Vietnam, where a majority of farmers are small-scale with higher than average poverty 

rate and climate change vulnerability. While the targeting seems geographically appropriate, 

this calls for serious concern about program design. Indeed, FLAIR is operating in provinces 

where most of Vietnam ethnic minorities concentrate (UNFPA, 2011) and there is no 

mention of any specific indicators or interventions for ethnic groups. This ought to be 

corrected as a matter of urgency as (1) specific policies exist in Vietnam to subsidize 

health, education and other public services for ethnic groups; (2) manuals and 

trainings should be adapted for cultural specificities; and (3) opportunities for 

partnerships with ethnic groups representation may exist.  

The history of partners for FLAIR since 2010 is presented in the diagram in Appendix 8. 

FLAIR has mainly worked with institutional partners, namely the PPD and its line agencies, 

PPSD and PPS. By the end of 2012, it had become clear that this strategy, although efficient 

to disseminate SRI rapidly, was insufficient to reach more ambitious objectives of FLAIR 

(modification of the nature of the extension system and increasing farmers’ adaptive 

capacity) and FLAIR team has started to engage with other governmental/mass 

organizations partners (AEC, NFU and NWU in a lesser respect). In 2013, the program has 

also initiated cross-provincial and cross-institutional collaborations. This represents a very 

positive development. 

It should be noticed that FLAIR has not been able to successfully engage with local CSO, 

neither at national nor at local levels (failed attempt with VHCCD).  This is explained by (1) 

low capability of most non-state (or non-mass) organizations in Vietnam; (2) high turnover of 

staff in these organizations; and (3) insufficient time and resources available for FLAIR VN 

Team to nurture partnerships. 

 

For a while, FLAIR was the “representant” of SRI in Vietnam and ran a working group with 

ODAs. This too was stopped for want of time. It is advised that, while continuing to 

develop institutional partnerships at local and national levels, FLAIR invests 

resources in identifying and nurturing new ones with non-state (and non-mass) 

organizations and private sector. The amount of resources to do so should not be 

underestimated. However, with a program that should shift its focus towards more 

advocacy (see previous section), non-state partners are expected to become key 

relays, especially at national level. This is to be run in parallel with a reduction of the 

number of provinces targeted. 
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Cambodia 

One first ought to call for a review of the target of 870,000 farmers with one hectare or 

less of land in Cambodia (FLAIR PSP). With below 20,000 farmers participating in SRI in 

2013, this is hardly realistic. While few members of ethnic groups are participating in FLAIR 

in Cambodia, the program operates in provinces where members of the Cham ethnic 

minority are present. Consequently, should FLAIR wish to include these beneficiaries, 

interventions and monitoring tools for ethnic groups may be necessary in Cambodia. 

During 2010-2012, FLAIR has worked with a variety of local and national partners. 

Consequently, target zones evolved during the program, with main provinces being: 

Kampong Speu, Takeo, Svay Rieng, Prey Veng, and Pursat. This geographical targeting 

seems mainly partner-driven. Indeed, the areas targeted by FLAIR, to the exception of Prey 

Veng and Svay Rieng, are neither the most vulnerable to climate change nor the ones with 

highest rate of poverty (or even poverty head-counts) according to the WFP (2008). 

The history of partnership in Cambodia is presented by the diagram in Appendix 9. 

Partnerships with RGC’s institutions have proven (1) difficult to sustain; (2) of a low 

efficiency; (3) inappropriate to create active partnerships (culture of donor-driven projects); 

and (4) inefficient in reaching local beneficiaries52.  

Long-term partnerships with CSO53 have not fared well. Several intertwined factors have 

contributed to these difficult partnerships: (1) absence of adequate partners’ assessment54; 

(2) scheduling of FLAIR (grant agreements signed before PSP); (3) lack of participation of 

partners in design; and (4) understaffing of FLAIR (insufficient resources available to identify 

new partners or re-assess existing ones). 

OA, after the first phase of FLAIR, is starting to improve partners’ selection but this 

still warrants considerably more attention and a more strategic approach. In addition, 

a less dispersed geographic approach is needed to ensure the creation of a critical 

mass. 

THEORY OF CHANGE AND KEY DESIGN ISSUES 

A difficult gestation: conflicting perspectives 

Several iterations were necessary over a period of 2-3 years to obtain approval from OA on 

FLAIR PSP (7 iterations) in January 2011. The review of the different drafts (program 

originally named “Agriculture and Climate Change Program Strategy”) and discussions with 

staff involved indicate that difficulty in designing FLAIR was due to competing perspectives 

and agendas. At least 3 can be articulated: 

 FLAIR is about SRI. 

 FLAIR is about empowering farmers (incl. women) and changing the extension system. 

                                                           
52

 Little funding is available for local level of administration and of line ministries in Cambodia. This results in a 
quasi-complete absence of RGC provided services, especially with regards to agriculture and rural development. 
53

 This is reinforced by the fact the OA re-conducted the partnership with Srer Khmer in 2012 despite serious 
doubts about its relevance (lack of strategic vision for Srer Khmer). OA is now planning to stop this partnership. 
54

 Partners were often selected/kept for historical reasons with little re-assessment, despite ROPE II guidelines. 
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 FLAIR is about climate change or at least farmer innovative capacity. 

While a 12 year program should be expected to be multi-faceted, it is surprising that no more 

efforts were made to achieve a common understanding. This is partially explained by the 

novelty of the program approach (together with the introduction of the Theory of Change) 

and the large use of unrestricted funds under FLAIR (lack of external pressure). As a result, 

FLAIR PSP is sufficiently open to satisfy different internal stakeholders. This consensus was 

obtained at a high cost: (1) a relatively brief – an insufficiently explicit – Theory of Change; 

(2) lack of a strong monitoring framework (no targets and imprecise indicators); and (3) use 

of questionable assumptions (the first one being in the program title: linkage between 

innovation and resilience).   

During discussions with FLAIR staff, it became evident that non-reconciliation or at least 

non-acknowledgement of conflicting perspectives at inception was by far the biggest 

impediment to the development of clear PIP and associated MEL for FLAIR (indeed, 

committing to indicators is equivalent  to  committing to a perspective). FLAIR team, 

together with OA management, cannot make the economy of a debate on what is 

FLAIR. In the opinion of the Writer, SRI might be seen as an entry point for more 

ambitious goals. However, this needs to be articulated clearly and agreed upon within 

the Team as a pre-condition to the development of any implementation plan and 

strategy for the remainder of the program. 

Lack of partners’ involvement in the design and nature of partnerships 

There is a tension between OA programmatic approach and the advocated notion of 

partners with their own strategic interests. This has been mentioned in countless interviews 

as a reason for short-lived or inefficient partnerships. This tension was reinforced by the 

design process of FLAIR: the PSP was mostly developed “in-house” and then PMEL used to 

try and bring partners on board (regular week-long planning sessions were also held 

throughout the life of FLAIR and somehow mitigated the lack of partners’ involvement in the 

design). As such, the design was not participatory and several partners reported having to fit 

within OA’s design, even when their focus differed (e.g. Rachana wanted to have a broader 

approach to agricultural development). This could have been avoided by a truly participative 

design (including development of a common MEL). OA and FLAIR need to urgently clarify 

this and clearly define the nature of future partnerships: (1) either partners are taken 

on board with their own agenda and in this case they participate in the design of 

FLAIR for the next phases (PIP in March 2014); (2) either partners are selected for 

their ability to implement part(s) of FLAIR according to their own strategic focus; (3) 

either an equilibrium between (1) and (2) can be found.    

Review of key assumptions/logical articulation within the Theory of Change 

The analysis of progresses and impacts of FLAIR in Vietnam and Cambodia permitted to 

test many of the assumptions and logical articulations of the TOC. During analysis of 

FLAIR’s partnerships and program history, implicit ones have also been identified. Both 

these sources are used in the analysis below as the initial TOC presented in the PSP is 

extremely brief and somehow vague. 
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Assumption number 1: SRI adoption will lead to increased resilience 

It seems that this is the result of a misunderstanding of the concept of resilience55. Indeed, 

system science has reached the general agreement that resilience is the capacity of a 

system to reconfigure its different components to respond to changes or shocks. This is 

associated with adaptive capacity, itself linked to diversity (the higher the number of 

components in a system, the more adaptive). Basing resilience on one crop (even as an 

entry point) is the result of different perspectives about FLAIR evoked in the previous 

section. Shocks affecting SSF are economic, environmental, social and a focus on a single 

crop, even as an entry-point, can be seen as a conceptual misinterpretation of the concept of 

resilience. Such a focus even risks yielding the opposite effect (e.g. in case of rice prices 

fluctuation, farmers that may have relied on outside employment and have invested their 

time in SRI instead would be less resilient). It is urgent for FLAIR to clarify the concept of 

resilience and to clearly spell out the position of SRI within the resilience debate (SRI 

as an entry point is valid, but FLAIR has to go further). 

Assumption number 2: SRI will lead to farmers’ innovation 

This assumption is bold and ignores the complexity of (1) cognitive/learning patterns of 

farmers (conservative nature of farmers who are living on the edge) and (2) nature of 

agricultural innovation that usually take place over a long period. Such an assumption may 

hold only if accompanied by an enabling environment, including (1) access to finance; 

(2) safety net for innovators; (3) innovation space for sharing/experimenting; and (4) 

supportive institutions.  

Assumption number 3: SRI/rice cultivation benefits women 

While this is at the center of FLAIR gender focus, many would argue that this assumption is 

decreasingly true. Indeed, there is a feminization of agriculture in Vietnam and Cambodia. 

Men are seeking revenues outside of agriculture and these revenues are often higher than 

the one provided by agriculture, especially by rice growing. Women, with lower revenues 

associated with rice growing, are losing shares of household earning. A balance needs to 

be found between increasing revenue in rice production with SRI and engaging in 

other income earning activities (for both men and women, but more importantly for 

women), including non-agricultural work. 

Assumption number 4: rice cultivation benefits poor farmers 

This is related to the above. Food security is still strongly linked to rice production for SSF in 

both Cambodia and Vietnam. However, this link is becoming more tenuous rapidly in areas 

with (1) strong market linkages and (2) with good employment opportunities. Such areas are 

found primarily in Vietnam around large cities (Hanoi province is a case in point). FLAIR 

ought to ensure that it is targeting the most remote population, if it is to use rice as an entry 

point. This would entail mountainous areas of Northern Vietnam and of North-East 

Cambodia (land access and land grabbing may be an issue in these areas). 

Assumption number 5: it is possible to influence extension system adaptive capacity 

and response to farmers 

This assumption is highly problematic for Cambodia. Indeed, the dysfunctional nature of the 

Cambodian extension system at all levels is well documented (including in FLAIR PSP). 
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Trying to increase adaptive capacity and service-level of such a system is believed to 

be beyond the scope of FLAIR in Cambodia, especially using current implementation 

model (most work is done with CBOs). A much less ambitious target is warranted for 

Cambodia. OA may want to use its competitive advantage (advocacy and unrestricted 

funding) to (1) lead an ODA basket-funding effort that would fit with the Paris 

Declaration on Aid Effectiveness56 (esp. with the key principles of ownership, 

alignment and harmonization); and (2) kick-start value chains (outputs, inputs and 

extension) with private sector partners. For Vietnam, despite Government’s efforts at 

devolution, extension system and mass-organizations are still locked in a top-down 

mechanisms and FLAIR may focus efforts in assisting with local planning as a mean 

to improve extension system response to farmers. 

Assumption number 6: SSF are keen to share with their peers 

SSF are operating in an environment that entices competitive behavior (timing, quality of 

production). In addition, in Cambodia, recent history has created strong social fractures 

within villages57. Unwillingness to cooperate and share information has been observed 

countless times, even in Vietnam58. While most SSF are willing to share new agricultural 

methodologies with their peers, this needs to be nurtured to ensure that (1) difficulties 

expressed above are catered for; (2) local champions/best sharers are selected 

(easier in Vietnam with the role of NFU); and (3) sharing covers large geographies 

(cross-regional visits and regular meetings). 

Assumption number 7: local government can be motivated to support agricultural 

development of SSF 

In Vietnam, provincial governments have increased their support for SRI following OA’s 

intervention. In Cambodia, in most FLAIR communes, there is strong back-up from local 

authorities, but it does not translate into financial or technical support. Funding sources for 

local governments or for extension system need to be explored for both countries 

(more actively for Cambodia). 

Assumption number 8: climate change funding can be channeled towards SRI and 

FLAIR 

In Vietnam, SRI has been recognized as technology to help mitigate effects of climate 

change. Nevertheless, OA had little influence on channeling any climate change funds 

towards FLAIR/SRI, albeit for some ODA funds. In Cambodia, the situation clearly 

demonstrates that channeling climate change funds in a specific direction is an extremely 

difficult undertaking. The assumption ought to be revisited to be less ambitious and 

different mechanisms for intervention, e.g. more national policy work, more 

engagement with government (not only MAFF and MARD), and a greater accent put on 

the role of civil society (long term partnerships) are necessary.     

Assumption number 9: farmers are keen to influence government 

Farmers are keen to get better livelihood opportunities. Equaling this with being keen to 

influence government is at best a semantic confusion. Indeed, most farmers are not viewing 

government as a positive force (neither in Cambodia, nor in Vietnam) or as something they 
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 OECD (2005). 
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 It is a common occurrence to meet neighbors who fought on different side during the Khmer Rouge conflict. 
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 During a field trip in December 2013, women in of the FGD reported that one farmer who had developed a 
cheaper and less environmentally harmful fertilizer was voluntarily using a label from another one on his 
container. 
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are in a position or willing to influence. This does not signify that FLAIR should not aim to 

empower SSF and to raise their voice, but rather that it should base its intervention on a 

clear assessment of SSF‘s perceptions and relationships with governments and their 

agents. 

Assumption number 10: top-down and bottom processes converge at provincial level 

In Vietnam, the government has been trying to devolve planning to provincial level. However, 

this does only concern PPC, not line agencies that are still operating in a more or less top-

down fashion (in PPD, some attempts are made for PPSD to intervene in planning, but 

overall MARD planning is very much top-down). Additionally, production targets for rice are 

fixed at national level, together with areas to be maintained under rice cultivation. In 

Cambodia, provinces have the possibility to request funding from national government, but in 

general only the bare minimum is allocated. Once again, within ministries, decisions are very 

much taken at national level. OA ought to target national level for advocacy with much 

more pugnacity while carrying on to build local policy evidence and working on 

assisting provincial, district and commune levels with planning. 

Assumption number 11: Private sector 

The PSP (and OA strategy - OA, 2013) calls for involvement of private sector. However, 

FLAIR has not yet made any attempts in this direction. This would lead one to think that 

FLAIR Team assumes that private sector is not an appropriate partner for SSF. Field 

observation and Author’s experience shows that: (1) private sector is one of the key actors of 

extension in Cambodia and Vietnam (often with negative consequences); and (2) public 

sector extension agents are sometimes employed by the private sector, leading to biased 

advice.  Influence of the private sector cannot be ignored and FLAIR has no choice but 

to engage actors of this sector. This ought to take place at all levels with a strong 

focus on creating appropriate value chains (FLAIR as a catalyst at national level) for 

SSF for both inputs and outputs. 

Assumption 12: Farmers want to keep on farming 

FLAIR’s focus is on improving resilience of SSF. During discussions with numerous SSF in 

Southeast-Asia in the last 10 years, not a single farmer has expressed the desire for her/his 

children to become farmers. Moreover, in more advanced economies such as Vietnam, the 

number of SSF is following a downward trend. By no means does it imply that SSA, the 

source of a large portion of daily subsistence for many, ought to be abandoned to market 

forces and to the whim of powerful interest groups. Nonetheless, it is essential for FLAIR 

and OA to explicitly recognize the current agricultural transition. Only in this case will 

OA be able to articulate a strategic outlook to reverse this trend or to a least ensure 

that the most vulnerable groups are protected during the transition. Post-harvest, 

post-processing technologies and cottage industries may play an important role in 

maintaining vibrant rural economies.     



 

45 
 

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND 

MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

In sections on FLAIR impacts and progresses, strong differences were highlighted between 

Cambodia and Vietnam. The most salient are: 

 Rice eco-system (incl. economy, agricultural technologies, funding, capacity of extension 

systems and farmers, integration into market economy, use of and access to chemicals, 

impact of migration…) are fundamentally different. The most significant divergence is 

probably to be found in the efficiency of the extensions systems and thus in the manner 

that FLAIR ought to approach development of adaptive capacity and policy interventions. 

 Management teams are country-based (with a Program Coordinator in Phnom Penh) with 

a large degree of independence (exemplified by the fact that more than 50 % of program 

documents that were obtained from OA VN during the evaluation were only available in 

Vietnamese).   

 Partners are mostly governmental in Vietnam (inc. mass-organizations) while they are 

almost entirely CBO-based in Cambodia. 

 SSF targeted are living in mountainous agro-ecosystems in Vietnam and in plains in 

Cambodia. 

 In Vietnam, FLAIR has started to shift its focus from SRI to a broader one (inc. MTP and 

EM). 

For the last few years, Oxfam has embarked into the SMS strategy (OA, 2013) through 

which country programs will become progressively the responsibility of only one associate by 

country. FLAIR was started as a regional program and it has become a multi-country 

program in 2013. In the view of the differences highlighted above; in the light of OA SMS 

strategy; and considering the absence of regional initiatives under FLAIR (FLAIR results are 

fed into GROW, but in itself FLAIR has few, if any, regional activities), it is advised that 

FLAIR be restructured to become 2 different programs, one for each country (or that, 

should it be kept as a multi-country program, more attention be paid to synergies 

between interventions in Vietnam and Cambodia). In addition to ease integration into a 

new structure under SMS and to being more fitted to the reality of targeted countries and 

implementation strategies, such a re-organization would allow each program to clarify its 

approach. Indeed, aforementioned confusions in FLAIR59’s direction are believed to be the 

result of, in addition to different perspectives and a vague design, “trying to fit too much into 

one basket”.  
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MANAGEMENT AND STANDARDS 

During the lifecycle of FLAIR, OA and Oxfam as a whole have been going through radical 

changes: introduction of ROPE I and II; change from a grant-making to a programmatic 

outlook; start of SMS. FLAIR PSP raises important procedural questions. Indeed, it did not 

adhere to administrative and design guidelines that were in place in OA since at least ROPE 

II (OA LEAD, 2008). This lack of compliance goes even further with only an embryonic MEL 

framework, which was never operationalized, despite intervention by OA HO in 2010.  

During FLAIR’s implementation, very little of the minimal required documentation was 

produced. Key documents on program progress included: 

 one AIR report (OA EARO, 2013), mostly a synthesis of PMEL results. 

 a Vietnam Country report in 2012, covering 2009-2011 (OA VN, 2012b). 

 a few paragraphs in six-monthly OA EARO reports. 

 reports to McKinley and Makino (OA EARO, 2013b and OA, 2012 respectively). 

Lack of feed-back from top-management, insufficient time and human resources, 

disagreement about the nature of monitoring and evaluation (a strong fracture between 

proponents of purely qualitative evaluation and adepts of quantitative methodologies could 

be observed60) were mentioned as reasons for such a scant documentation. This was 

compounded by frequent changes in management structure (no less than 3 PC during 

FLAIR with some periods with none – spring 2013). 

None of the above aims to lay the blame on individuals, but rather to highlight systemic 

dysfunctions that affected FLAIR, which associated with the need to expedite design, 

resulted in fuzzy direction and structure for the program. This lack of direction could only 

bring about a less than optimal implementation. 

This evaluation was requested by OA management who recognizes the situation and 

expressed a need to have it laid on paper in order to address it. A clear direction now 

needs to be given for FLAIR. Management responsibilities, reporting requirements 

and administrative processes have to be unambiguous and enforced. It is firmly 

believed that formality is necessary to allow creativity and flexibility to flourish, in addition to 

responding to OA’s accountability policy. Monitoring and evaluation will be treated in a 

separate paragraph. 

FINANCE AND BUDGETING  

Prior to a more detailed look at fund use under FLAIR, a remark is necessary. Under OA 
current funding process, request for the use of funds have to be made on a yearly basis by 
OA EARO. Thus, grants to national partners can only be made on a yearly basis even for a 
multiple-year partnership. Usually an amount is requested from OA HO in a financial year 
and then saved in an account payable to be used to fund the whole period of a partner’s 
grant. This signifies that (1) adjustments are difficult; and (2) partnerships can be perceived 
as insecure (partners may have to submit an interim GAP during the partnership, although 
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FLAIR team attempted to avoid this as much as possible).  It seems essential that long-
term grants should become the norm, so partners can have an enhanced visibility. In 
addition, it would diminish a service-provider attitude that can only be encouraged by 
short-term funding61. 
 

Detailed financial data have been difficult to obtain as OA EARO went through a major 

overall of its financial system to align with practices from OA HO. As a result, there are not 

financial data for 2012 (spread between 2011 and 2013) in OA EARO financial system. 

Additionally, analytical accounting is embryonic (accounting by activities, outcomes 

or impact benchmarks). Progress on this path would permit a much finer granularity 

of analysis in a time of diminishing funding where accountability and transparency 

become paramount (as highlighted in latest OA strategy paper – OA, 2013). 

Table 4 - Overall FLAIR actual expenses (USD) for 2010-201362 

FLAIR investment FY10 FY11 FY13 TOTAL 

Personnel Costs 175,250  242,937  139,407  418,187  

Grants and PWS 1,035,800  609,607  270,980  1,916,387  

Technical Support 
costs 145,250  151,992  105,939  403,181  

TOTAL 1,356,300  1,004,536  516,326  2,877,162  
 

Data source: OA EARO (December 2013). 

 

It is difficult to assign a precise budget covering solely FLAIR as many of the grants 

managed under FLAIR started in early 2010 when the program was officially approved in 

January 2011. For this evaluation, a total actual expense of 2,877,162 USD will be retained, 

even if it includes a number of initiatives that were outside of FLAIR63: Makino’s funded rice 

weeder project in 2010, part of EIIF/McKinley funding on climate change…  

Table 5 - Restricted and un-restricted funding (USD) for 2010-2013 

Sources of Fund FY10 FY11 FY13 FY10-FY13 

Unrestricted 607,627 750,778 438,908 1,797,313 

Restricted/Makino 265,382 90,909 77,986 434,277 

Restricted/EIIF-McKinley 213,871 117,850 -568 331,153 

Restricted/Gates 269,420 0 0 269,420 

Restricted/Hewlett 
 

45,000 0 45,000 

TOTAL 1,356,300 1,004,537 516,326 2,877,163 

% unrestricted 45% 75% 85% 62% 
 

Data source: OA EARO (December 2013). 

 

During the course of FLAIR, large use of unrestricted funds was made. More worrying is the 

growing trends in the use of unrestricted funds, which runs opposite to latest OA’s funding 

strategy (ibid.). 

OA’s competitive advantage resides in its ability to undertake research and advocacy that 

stand little chance of being funded by other donors and bring significant insights and 
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changes in the life of beneficiaries. Under FLAIR, unrestricted funding has been used to 

finance project activities related to “standard” agricultural extension. A more strategic 

approach to funding should progressively be adopted with: 

 “standard project” activities to be funded by restricted funding or implemented by 

partners (government or ODA partners64). 

 Strategic research and advocacy, activities that make OA stand out, to be financed 

with unrestricted funds.  

Such an approach would bring out the best of OA while easing the process of SMS. Indeed, 

other affiliates have been working with very little unrestricted funding for many years now. In 

addition, it is felt that diminution of unrestricted funding or at least more stringent conditions 

for its use would reinforce a monitoring and evaluation culture and a sense of accountability. 

Consulting use 

A brief review of the use of external knowledge and consulting services reinforces some of 

the findings of this report. Indeed, for FY10, only 28,457 USD were spent on consulting 

(USD 110,200 and USD 65,303 in 2011 and 2013 respectively). Thus, during its first year of 

implementation FLAIR spent only 14% of its budget on consulting (absolute numbers should 

not be focused upon as they include the salary of one of the Vietnam Project Officer, but 

orders of magnitude are of interest). Together with the lack of research and the relative 

vagueness of the PSP already pointed out, this indicates that no external expert knowledge 

was called upon when it would have proven the most useful. It is also striking that no 

baseline study or in-depth studies on innovation, resilience… appear in this budget. 

Table 6 - Consulting fees for FY10 (USD)  

Consulting service Amount 

Vietnam Project Officer 2,2546 

Gender consulting for Vietnam 1,295 

other 1,278 

Climate Change (including internship) 3,193 
 

Data source: OA EARO (December 2013). 

 

PMEL-associated consulting totaled 69,000 USD for FY10-FY13 (approximate data 

extracted with OA EARO team). The total consulting budget (including expenses for the 

project officer in Vietnam estimated to about 22,000 USD/year65) is 203,960 USD, or about 

140,000 USD, excluding Vietnam Project Officer. The cost of PMEL-related consulting 

comes to more than 49% of the consulting budget. This clearly highlights an imbalance in 

the use of external resources (usefulness of PMEL has already been discussed together 

with its shortcomings). 
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Return on investment 

FLAIR is much broader than just agricultural yield and income increase. Keeping this in 

mind, a coarse calculation of return on investment for both Cambodia and Vietnam can still 

be performed. To remain within the scope of this mission, ROI will be calculated with the 

following limitations/assumptions: 

 Increased profit from SRI for SSF has been the same every year during 2010-2013. 

 Inflation is ignored (such a rough calculation can assume that inflation of input prices is 

cancelled by the one of output prices, which is not entirely true). 

 MTP is ignored. 

 No attempt is made to assign specific expenses to SRI development, but all FLAIR 

expenses will be considered. 

 No SRI adopters are assumed for Cambodia in 2010. 

 SRI adopters in 2010 are still present in 2013. 

Table 7 - Coarse ROI for 2010-201366  

  2010 2011 2012 2013 Avg income 
increase 
(USD/HH/year) 

Total gain for 3 
years at FY2013 
levels (USD) 

Expense 
FY10-FY13 

ROI 

Vietnam 405,199 609,257 691,650 734,168 40 32,779,120     

Cambodia 0 4,428 9,805 14,143 185 5,249,560     

total          38,028,680 2,877,162 1,322% 

 

Data source: OA Cambodia and Vietnam Offices (December 2013); partners’ report (2010- 2013). 

 

A very coarse and conservative (includes all FLAIR’s expenses) ROI estimation gives a 

return of 1,322%67 or a 13-fold return. This is remarkable and well beyond usual return of 

agricultural projects (for reference, ADB considers that an agricultural project is successful 

with a NPV above 12%). Nevertheless, the lack of precision of the above calculation is 

detrimental to FLAIR. Indeed, should precise data be available, there are no doubts that 

ROI would be of the same order of magnitude and would represent a formidable tool 

for advocacy.  

Human resources and budgeting 

Throughout this report, numerous short-comings have been identified for FLAIR 

implementation. Nonetheless, they are counter-balanced by remarkable achievements (see 

above paragraph). Interaction with FLAIR team and review of documentation led to the firm 

belief that the program is severely under-resourced (issue compounded by the high turn-

over that affected the position of Program Coordinator) in view of its objectives. Discussion 

with OA HO seems to indicate that resource allocation would stay within the current level. 

Consequently, to ensure that FLAIR Team is in a position to deliver high-quality, well-
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67
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documented, interventions, it is advised, should no additional resources be available, 

that FLAIR be made less ambitious. 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION: PMEL IS NOT MEL 

After the development of the PSP, it was quickly realized that a MEL framework was 

needed. FLAIR team also recognized the need to have a more participatory design. In 2011, 

an external consulting firm was hired to develop a MEL framework. While the response of 

the company to the call for tenders included the creation of a quantified MEL framework, this 

was quickly laid aside, with the agreement of OA, for a methodology named PMEL 

(Participatory Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning).  

Quickly summarized, under FLAIR, PMEL is a form of PRA/PLA with partners. It was 

envisaged that partners would also use this methodology when working with primary 

beneficiaries. PMEL was to be used as a planning and monitoring tools by FLAIR. Analysis 

of the documents and insights produced through PMEL exercises shows that this is a 

powerful methodology, albeit not new (as one partner did put it in Cambodia: “we have been 

doing this for 15 years, this is just PRA”). Unfortunately, it seems that a few opportunities 

have been missed with PMEL: 

 PMEL cycle has not been coordinated with FLAIR planning cycle (partners grant in 

Cambodia for example) and thus its results could not be utilized to their full potential.  

 PMEL has focused solely on qualitative data and has ignored the initial MEL (and impact 

indicators). 

PMEL has yielded significant results for FLAIR, including: 

 Better understanding of partners’ difficulties. 

 Strong insight in primary beneficiaries’ needs and difficulties. 

 Improvement of partners’ capacity to dialogue with beneficiaries. 

 Useful insights to inform planning. 

However, PMEL, in addition to consuming a large proportion of consulting resources, has 

proved of very little interest for developing a MEL framework. The development of a common 

MEL framework involving all partners ought to be addressed before any further 

implementation takes place under FLAIR. This entails: reviewing impacts and their 

hierarchy, ensuring that impact benchmarks follow a logical time-evolution68, linking 

impact benchmarks to measurable results and activities. Evidently, once again, this is 

linked to the development of a strong sense of direction for FLAIR. This does not imply 

rigidity in management. On the contrary, this allows for clear changes in direction to respond 

more efficiently to a dynamic context. 
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PMEL has little relation with a MEL framework. This was mostly an attempt to engage 

partners and beneficiaries after PSP design. It can now inform the next PIP and should be 

used throughout the life of FLAIR to continuously engage partners and beneficiaries. 

However, some changes have to be enacted: 

 PMEL and planning cycles should be synchronized. 

 PMEL ought to be used to collect both quantitative and qualitative data for a MEL 

framework (it can even serve as a platform to agree on these indicators). 

 PMEL’s contribution to program should be recognized by including it as an activity 

in PIP/budget under grant or PWS (PMEL can be run by local partners). For now, it 

is budgeted as a management activity and thus its contribution to results is not 

expressly recognized. 

 PMEL should be renamed to reflect its true nature. A suggested name is 

“Participatory Learning and Action (PLA)”. 
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CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSION 

During the whole course of this evaluation, the Author could not help but feel that 

documentation of FLAIR was not doing justice to the achievements of the program. It is 

hoped that, beyond addressing FLAIR’s short-comings, this report has also allowed its 

achievements to shine through. This was kept in mind throughout the writing, and although 

some observations may seem severe, they are all firmly grounded in the belief that FLAIR 

can become a successful program if (1) consensus on its objectives is reached; (2) 

geographical and institutional targetings are subsequently improved; (3) management and 

MEL procedures are firmly established; and (4) adequate resources are provided (notably on 

gender, innovation and resilience). 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND NECESSARY FURTHER WORK 

This evaluation has focused on providing recommendations for the next stage of FLAIR. The 

table below presents a summary of all recommendations given in this document. It aims to 

be a tool for facilitating reflection on FLAIR and for easing design of the next PIP and MEL. 

Indeed, documents on temporary PIP for FY14 (next PIP is for FY15-FY17) indicated that 

Vietnam and Cambodia’s teams were at different level of understanding and of preparation.  

If three columns are added to the table presented (for each recommendation: importance, 

timeline and ease of implementation) and filled-in during a program workshop, it is hoped 

that a strategy for FLAIR will emerge, not only for next PIP, but also for the remainder of the 

program. Implementation team, main country partners and OA senior management should 

participate in this exercise. This will ensure that (1) FLAIR is fully owned by program staff 

and national stakeholders; (2) a consensus can be reached amongst all stakeholders on 

FLAIR’s objectives; and (3) OA approves and commits to a precise program design and 

strategy. 
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Table 8 - Summary of recommendations  

Recommendation (summary) Thematic Related to Geographical 

focus 

FLAIR and OA management to debate on what is FLAIR with focus on place of SRI in the 

logic of the program and on its relation with resilience. 

Program structure PIP N/A 

If no additional resources are available, the program should be made less ambitious. Program structure N/A N/A 

It is proposed that impact domains 1 and 2 be combined to read “Environmentally sustainable 

increase in income and food security at household level”. 

Program structure PIP/MEL N/A 

Review impact domain 5 - adoption rate: is it an outcome? Or an impact domain? Program structure PIP/MEL N/A 

Potential removal of impact domain 6 and distribution of related impact benchmarks and 

activities to impact domain 4 and, in a lesser respect, to impact domain 8. 

Program structure PIP/MEL N/A 

Complete re-think of OA work on system adaptive capacity. Program structure PIP Camb 

Develop specific indicators and/or interventions for ethnic groups. Should resources be 

available, FLAIR may adopt a finer granularity for its monitoring and disaggregate data, not 

only by ethnic group and gender, but also by age, educational level… 

Program structure N/A VN, Camb 

FLAIR to be restructured into 2 different programs, one for each country (or if kept as a multi-

country program, more attention should be paid to synergies between interventions in 

Vietnam and Cambodia). 

Program structure N/A N/A 

Urgent creation of a MEL. Program structure PIP/MEL N/A 

Reflection about change of geographical target in Cambodia (North-Eastern provinces?) Program structure, 

implementation 

PIP Camb 

Explore post-harvest, post-processing technologies and cottage industries as opportunities to 

build more resilient livelihoods.     

Program structure, 

Research 

PIP Camb, VN 

MEL framework and PIP for next phase of FLAIR need to be entirely revisited with a gender 

perspective. FLAIR to invest in strong gender expertise. 

Program structure, 

gender 

PIP/MEL N/A 

Review the target of 870,000 farmers with one hectare or less of land for Cambodia. Program structure, MEL PIP/MEL Camb 

Target smaller, but more diverse zones, for SRI support. Implementation Impact domain 5 VN 

Strengthen local farmer groups and equip them with skills in marketing, environment, gender, 

understanding of climate change and of environmental impact … 

Implementation Impact domain 

5, 2 

VN, Camb 

Work with PPD and MARD to research a model of farmer seed production groups for SRI and 

MTP, to be implemented in Phu Tho and Hanoi first. 

Implementation Impact domain 5 VN 

Concentrate SRI promotion effort geographically and avoid dispersion (this would probably Implementation Impact domain 5 Camb 
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involve stopping/reviewing some partnerships). 

Continue efforts started recently on working with community leaders and farmers on climate 

change issue and adaptation (notably with Rachana). 

Implementation Impact domain 5 Camb 

Use PMEL to assist partners and SSF in identifying constraints and opportunity for resilience. Implementation Impact domain 5 Camb 

PMEL and planning cycles should be synchronized. PMEL to be renamed and used for 

gathering data, reinforcing partners’ capacities and program response (not as MEL). 

Implementation N/A Camb, VN 

Shift from SRI at provincial level towards national level advocacy.  

Stop supporting Phu Tho and Hanoi for SRI expansion (run end of support workshops).  

Implementation, 

partnerships 

Impact domain 5 VN 

Work on value chains for both inputs (organic) and output (including branding – there is a 

growing market in Vietnam for “organic products”). OA should not get involved directly in 

building value chains, but catalyze partnerships between private and public actors. 

Partnerships, value 

chains 

Impact domain 

1,2 

VN, Camb 

(less) 

Identify best channels to (1) introduce SRI tools (weeders), (2) cheaper seeds, and (3) 

organic fertilizers/pesticides. 

Partnerships Impact domain 5 VN 

Strengthen cooperation with NFU: reflection on SSF resilience. Partnerships Impact domain 5 VN 

Foster collaboration at all level between AEC, NFU and PPD. Partnerships Impact domain 

4,6 

VN 

Assess potential to work with CFAP-Cambodia (or other unions of farmer groups) and focus 

on groups at local level. 

Partnerships Impact domain 4 Camb 

Insist with partners that they have to systematically share data. Partnerships Impact domain 4 VN, Camb 

Continue planning work with provinces and support planning process at all levels. Partnerships Impact domain 8 VN 

Re-assessment of partners at national level (is there anybody else than 

CEDAC/PADEK/Farmer-NGO Forum?) 

Partnerships Impact domain 6 Camb 

Identify and nurture new partnerships with non-state (and non-mass) organizations and 

private sector. 

Partnerships All impact 

domains 

VN 

Identify and foster national partnerships for the creation, in the long-term, of a bottom-up 

farmer-led network (either through transforming NFU or through federation of informal farmer 

groups). This would require identification of political spaces and mechanisms. 

Partnerships, 

Implementation 

Impact domain 6 VN 

Improve partners’ selection (assessment of strategic outlook, sustainability…) and clarify 

nature of partnerships (co-designers, co-implementers…). More important in Cambodia. 

Partnerships, 

implementation 

N/A Camb, VN 

Collaboration with NWU (and gender rights CSOs – e.g. CGFED) should be explored. Partnership, gender Impact domain 7 VN 

Strengthen Farmer-NGO-Forum to include reflections (might be in pre-workshops using 

PMEL) on obstacles and solutions for resilience. 

Partnerships, research Impact domain 5 Camb 
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Re-engage with CCCN and devise a communication strategy. Partnerships, 

communication 

Impact domain 6 Camb 

Engage with ODA and act as a catalyst for farmer voices to reach ODA’s management and 

influence their project design. 

Partnerships, 

communication 

Impact domain 6 Camb 

Research on SRI improvement (including labor saving, productivity gain). Research Impact domain 1 VN, Camb 

Understand impact of SRI for SSF with little land and review alternatives. Research Impact domain 1 VN, Camb 

Assessment of SSF‘s perceptions and relationships with governments and their agents. Research All impact 

domains, PIP 

Camb, VN 

Research on productivity improvement (farmer seed groups, weeders…). Research, partnerships Impact domain 1 Camb, VN 

Review and assess all existing forums that could be used to create a space for farmers’ voice 

(NGO-Farmer-Forum, CFAP-Cambodia (or other unions of farmer groups), Department of 

Cooperative in MAFF/GDA, CCCN). 

Research, partnerships, 

innovation 

Impact domain 6 Camb 

Study on migration and livelihood options (more important for Cambodia). Research, gender Impact domain 

5, 7  

Camb, VN 

Research on gender and innovation. Research, gender Impact domain 

3, 7 

VN, Camb 

Assessment of SRI as an entry point for gender empowerment is necessary, together with 

the identification of complementary options (other livelihood strategy, value chains…) 

Research, gender Impact domain 7 VN, Camb 

Research on question of labor time-distribution, labor intensity-distribution and gender to be 

addressed rigorously for SRI (incl. comparison with other techniques/technology, even non-

agricultural). 

Research, gender Impact domain 7 Camb, VN 

A broader perspective on innovation should be adopted with consideration of innovation in 

livelihood strategies, in local institutions structure and management, and in marketing and 

value chains. 

Research, innovation Impact domain 3 VN, Camb 

Do not limit choice to SRI and carry on research on other resilient agricultural livelihood 

options, including costs/benefits analysis of SRI compared to other alternatives/crops 

Research, baseline Impact domain 5 Camb 

Continue reinforcing collaboration at all levels to avoid contradictory extension messages and 

act at national level to get buy-in from private actors. 

Value chains, 

partnerships, 

communication 

Impact domain 2 VN 

Research and foster spaces for local innovation with common plots for experimenting, not 

owned by one person. 

Innovation Impact domain 3 VN, Camb 

Facilitate provision of safety nets and finance for innovation. Innovation Impact domain 3 VN, Camb 
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Assess information needed by SSF and, in the medium term, facilitate creation of appropriate 

information generation and distribution (identification of actors, of channels). 

Innovation, 

communication 

Impact domain 4 VN 

Foster a knowledge unit within MARD (long term). Innovation, partnerships Impact domain 4 VN 

Create a culture of recognition of innovation (NFU seems the most appropriate partner in 

Vietnam, Farmer-NGO forum or CFAP-Cambodia or other unions of farmer groups in 

Cambodia). 

Innovation, 

implementation, 

partnerships 

Impact domain 3 VN, Camb 

Adoption, income and production/productivity survey (labor taken into account), including 

costs/benefits of SRI versus other agricultural techniques/crops and other activities. 

Baseline Impact domain 

1, MEL 

VN, Camb 

Longitudinal studies on farm biodiversity, water quality and soil are urgently required (can be 

participatory, farmer-led). 

Baseline Impact domain 

2, MEL 

VN, Camb 

Survey of existing agricultural technologies and practices. Baseline Impact domain 

3, MEL 

VN, Camb 

A large scale gender role survey/gender study is urgent. Baseline, gender Impact domain 7 VN 

Policy baseline with identification of impediments and opportunities to influence policies for 

SSA. 

Baseline, policy Impact domain 8 VN, Camb 

Continuously monitor target areas/provinces, even the ones from which FLAIR shifts out. Monitoring All Impact 

domains 

VN, Camb 

Develop common format for monitoring with partners. Monitoring, partnerships All Impact 

domains 

VN, Camb 

It is critical that all reports from partners should contain data disaggregated by gender (more 

efforts in VN). 

Monitoring, gender PIP/MEL VN, Camb 

Work with central government on furthering devolution and strengthening local extension staff 

training. 

Capacity building Impact domain 3 VN 

Increase capacity of local extension staff to recognize local factors impacting SSF’s practices. Capacity building Impact domain 4 VN 

Articulate a clear communication and advocacy strategy in relation to GROW and other 

Oxfam campaigns. 

Communication 

/advocacy 

Impact domain 8 VN, Camb 

Systematic collection and monitoring of communication (documents in all media, references 

in official publications, references in other projects, SRI blog monitoring). 

Communication, 

monitoring. 

Impact domain 8 VN, Camb 

Revive/participate in informal and formal groups on SRI, SSA and climate change. Communication/ 

advocacy, policy 

Impact domain 8 VN 

Review of material and training methodology used by partners to ensure that gender issues 

are mainstreamed adequately. Training of partners is likely to prove necessary. 

Gender Impact domain 7 Camb 



 

57 
 

Revive CCCN and engage with ODA. Policy, communication Impact domain 8 Camb 

Engage in reflection mechanisms (working group/CCCN) at national level on climate change, 

sustainable small-scale farming, trade policies… If some of the fora are not articulated under 

a RGC’s umbrella (Technical Working Groups), OA should initiate them informally (at first). 

Policy, communication Impact domain 8 Camb 

Funding sources for local governments or for extension system needs to be explored for both 

countries (more actively for Cambodia). 

Policy, advocacy All impact 

domains 

Camb 

Management responsibilities, reporting requirements and administrative processes have to 

be unambiguous and enforced. 

Management N/A N/A 

Multi-year grants for partners should be made easier. Management N/A N/A 

Analytical accounting to be implemented more thoroughly. Management N/A N/A 

Strategic (and reduced) use of unrestricted funding. Management PIP N/A 
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APPENDIX 4 - RELATION BETWEEN IMPACT DOMAINS, 
ACTIVITIES AND BENCHMARK IN VIETNAM (INCLUDE 

ACTIVITY STATUS) 
 Intervention Results/activities Benchmark 

SCO1 - By 2020, small-scale rice farmers innovate and adapt to improve their agriculture-based livelihoods, and use their collective power to transform the extension 

system 

Impact domain 5 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
extension approaches 

1.2.1 SRI training manuals revised and made more gender sensitive (KHM & VNM) 1.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.2.3 Lessons learned report to assess experiences building collaboration between 
provincial departments and efforts to improve agriculture extension planning in 4 
provinces (VNM) – SHOULD BE 6 
 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 5 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.2.5  Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1  X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

Impact domain 5 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.2 SRI ("farmer innovation network") network established in Vietnam 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 5 Key question: for SRI what is the diffusion rate with Oxfam interventions (compare) and in zone with past Oxfam intervention? Is diffusion 
farmer-led with ‘space’ for adaptation? 
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Have other techno for resilience been diffused and if so under which model and which adoption rate? 

Impact domain 1 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1  X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

Impact domain 1 Key question: are we on track to improving food security and income for 1.5 million farmers in Cambodia and Vietnam? How is the split between the 2 
countries? 
With regards to impact benchmarks, Are the ones defined for the next few years leading to realizing the impact domain. 

Impact domain 2 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.2  Review current agro-forecasting system to determine if improvements needed and 
appropriate for OA (VNM) – ADDED MISTAKE IN PIP ? 

1.4 

Impact domain 2 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1  X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

Impact domain 2 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.3 Joint study to identify agricultural practices with GHG mitigation potential in Vietnam 1.3, 3.4 

Impact domain 2 Key question: are we on track to improving capacity to innovate for 1.5 million farmers in Cambodia and Vietnam? Do existing (if any) 
innovations/adaptation help building resilience/resistance to shock of CC? How is the split between the 2 countries? 
With regards to impact benchmarks, Are the ones defined for the next few years leading to realizing the impact domain. 

Impact domain 3 1.2. Improve extension practices and 
build synergies amongst various 
extension approaches  

1.2.5  Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating farmers' 
innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, associations, forums, 
"best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 years  

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 
3.1, 3.2 
 

Impact domain 3 2.2.Women and men collectively 
build their capabilities to innovate 
and adopt/apply agricultural 
technologies through farmer 
organization/association. 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including lit 
review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of questions in 
FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 (linked to 1.2.5)  

1.2,2.1, 2.3 
 

Impact domain 3 Key question: can we find any evidence of innovation (including in adaptation of SRI and outside adaptation of SRI) by farmers in the project area? Are the 
mechanisms in place to foster/enable innovation at local level? Any evidence of spillover effect of innovation following SRI (i.e. innovation in other areas)? 
Is there a sound basis/space for designing and sharing solution amongst farmers (including men and women)? 
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Impact domain 4 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
extension approaches 

1.2.3 Lessons learned report to assess experiences building collaboration between 
provincial departments and efforts to improve agriculture extension planning in 4 
provinces (VNM) – SHOULD BE 6 
 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 4 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 4 1.2.5  Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 4 1.4 Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.3 Joint study to identify agricultural practices with GHG mitigation potential in Vietnam 3.4 

Impact domain 4 2.1. Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 
equality in household level 
decision making 

2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 

2.1 

Impact domain 4 2.2. Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3, 

Impact domain 4 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.2 SRI ("farmer innovation network") network established in Vietnam 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 4 Key question: can we see any evidence that the extension system is changing or at least that any foundation has been laid for it to change 
towards a farmer centered extension system (existing mechanisms + law, policy, decree + practice by extension agents)? Any example of a 
technology developed at local scale that has been taken and diffused? 

Impact domain 6 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.2  Review current agro-forecasting system to determine if improvements needed and 
appropriate for OA(VNM) 

1.4 

Impact domain 6 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 

1.4.1  Develop awareness raising strategy based on the findings and conclusions from the 
KAP study  

1.3, 3.4 
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Impact domain 6 link to SSA 1.4.2 Formalize network to share best practices on CC adaptation.  Network strategy 
completed. 

3.4 

Impact domain 6 2.1. Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 
equality in household level 
decision making 

2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 2.1 

Impact domain 6 2.2 Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3 

Impact domain 6 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.2 SRI ("farmer innovation network") network established in Vietnam 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 6 3.2.3 Build CC awareness and capacity of key decision makers and department staff (linked 
to 1.4.1) 

3.4 

Impact domain 6 3.3. Advocacy to increase 
investments in sustainable SSA 

3.3.3  Policy brief on SSSA as one solution to address negative impacts of CC (VNM) 3.3 

Impact domain 6 Key question: mechanisms in place for farmers to voice their concern/needs. Respond of government (at national level, inclusion in policies, at local level, 
response to query). Comparison of agenda of Gvt and needs of SSA in agri policy. 
 
Existing/created forum are ensuring that the voice of SSA are entering governmental discourses on climate change. Evidenced by participation of Gvt in 
forum and by policies. 
 
National climate change policy forum are open to stakeholders representing SSA and they have an effective voice (policy paper, draft law decrees, Gvt 
declaration) - Has program understood/identified specific mechanism for ensuring that women ag concerns are responded to at local level?  
 
Might be for the next phase: How do extension agents interact with women? Do we have any evidence of women agricultural issues being specifically 
raised (e.g. check which crops women are more likely to engage in and what level of support these crops are getting?) 

 
Are there any farmers' organizations that are able to gather the voice of both men and women SSA? Are they responded to/”taken seriously” by 
government? 
 
How are farmer’s issues (identified through PMEL or other) taken-up by the system? How local extension agents collect and ‘bring up’ farmer 
demands/needs? If so, at what level? Do farmers get an answer? 
(focus on Gvt) Do the different farmer forum/associations exercise a voice on national level agri agenda? 

SCO2. By 2022 small-scale rice farmers farming women will have gained equitable access to and control over resources and decision-making for agricultural-based 
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livelihoods, particularly at household and community level. (GENDER EQUALITY) 

Impact domain 7 1.2 Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
various extension approaches 

1.2.1 SRI training manuals revised and made more gender sensitive (KHM & VNM) - NOT 

LINKED TO IMPACT DOMAIN 7 or 8 in ORGINAL PSP  mistake due to a lack of 

mainstreaming 

1.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 7 2.1 Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 
equality in household level 
decision making 

2.1.1 Revise current 'Bookkeeping' plan in Vietnam to ensure a more systematic inquiry 

into changes in decision making in the HH.  

2.4 

Impact domain 7 2.1.2  External evaluation of gendered impacts of 'bookkeeping' in Vietnam 2.4 

Impact domain 7 2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 

2.1 

Impact domain 7 2.2. Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.1  Develop new, innovative measure for women's power, that is more appropriate than 
'# of women in leadership positions' 

2.1, 2.3 

 2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3 

Impact domain 7 Key question: the first phase of FLAIR is more about understanding gender dynamics at HH and community in term of decision-making for 
agriculture and for innovation. Areas to investigate are: Is this understanding documented and integrated in the next phase of the program? 
In program area, has there been a change in HH power dynamics (or men’s attitude towards them) with regards to ag decision (number of 
innovation by women)? Has local power dynamic started to shift in community (not only number of women in a position of power, but also 
decisions taken that respond to women specific issues)? It might be too early in the programme, so women capacity to participate and 
influence community/groups/association decision may be a better area to investigate. 

SCO3. By 2022 government protects and respects the rights of small scale rice farmers, by demanding and implementing policies that enable them to improve their 

agriculture-based livelihoods. (POLICIES &FUNDING STREAMS) 

Impact domain 8 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.2  Review current agro-forecasting system to determine if improvements needed and 

appropriate for OA(VNM) 

1.4 

Impact domain 8 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 

1.2.3 Lessons learned report to assess experiences building collaboration between 
provincial departments and efforts to improve agriculture extension planning in 4 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 
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extension approaches provinces (VNM) – SHOULD BE 6 
 

Impact domain 8 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 8 1.2.5 Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 8 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.1  Develop awareness raising strategy based on the findings and conclusions 

from the KAP study  
1.3, 3.4 

Impact domain 8 1.4.2 Formalize network to share best practices on CC adaptation.  Network 

strategy completed. 
3.4 

Impact domain 8 1.4.3 Joint study to identify agricultural practices with GHG mitigation potential in 

Vietnam 
3.4 

Impact domain 8 3.1. National management of CC 
funds 

3.1.2 Watch CC $ mechanism progress in Vietnam and pick up work on this issue if our 
interests are not being addressed in the process 

3.5 

Impact domain 8 3.1. National management of CC 
funds 

3.1.2 Watch CC $ mechanism progress in Vietnam and pick up work on this issue if our 
interests are not being addressed in the process 

3.5 

Impact domain 8 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.2 SRI ("farmer innovation network") network established in Vietnam 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 8 3.2.3 Build CC awareness and capacity of key decision makers and department staff (linked 
to 1.4.1) 

3.4 

Impact domain 8  3.3. Advocacy to increase 
investments in sustainable SSA 

3.3.3  Policy brief on SSSA as one solution to address negative impacts of CC (VNM) 
3.3 

Impact domain 8 Key question: SRI national institution functioning and funded. SRI in national policy. 
CC institution and relevant strategy/policy in place. 
For both, how are SSA represented, by who? 
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APPENDIX 5 - SRI ADOPTION DATA FOR VIETNAM 
 Nber HH SRI 

 
Area SRI (ha) 

    

Agri census 2011    

  summer 
2010 

summer 
2011 

summer 
2012 

spring 
2013 

summer 
2010 

summer 
2011 

summer 
2012 

spring 
2013 

Avg 
ha/HH 
2010 

Avg 
ha/HH 
2011 

Avg 
ha/HH 
2012 

Avg 
ha/HH 
2013 

% farms 
< 0.5 ha 

Nber of rice 
farming HH 

total rice 
farming area 

(paddy= 

Avg size 
of paddy 

farm 
(2011) 

% land under 
SRI 2013 

(comp 2011) 

% HH SRI 
2013 (comp 

2011) 

% of holding 
under SRI 

for adopter 
(in 2011) 

Hanoi 351,270 391,000 405000 410,000 70,000 51,000 63,450 85,587 
0.20 0.13 0.16 0.21 

97.10% 674,237 114780 
0.17 

75 61 76 

Thai 
Nguyen 

7,000 23,582 30,670 31,000 1750 2,665 4,210 11,100 

0.25 0.11 0.14 0.36 

86.10% 211,435 48030 

0.23 

23 15 48 

Phu Tho 10,699 128,866 165,830 171,068 1,224 12,363 16,477 20,857 
0.11 0.10 0.10 0.12 

91.10% 270,908 45,530 
0.19 

46 63 53 

Yen Bai 8,190 27,409 31,350 35,000 2093 5,420 5,980 7,442 

0.26 0.20 0.19 0.22 

71.50% 142,071 27460 

0.19 

27 25 N/A 

Nghe An 11,040 18,400 20,800 47100 10380 11,300 19,700 26,540 

0.94 0.61 0.95 0.56 

79.50% 553,937 105,150 

0.19 

25 9 N/A 

Ha Tinh 17,000 20,000 38,000 40,000 2,800 4,000 5,000 6,000 

0.16 0.20 0.13 0.15 

84.10% 264,656 64690 

0.24 

9 15 83 

Total 
FLAIR 
target 

405,199 609,257 691,650 734,168 88,247 86,748 114,817 157,526 0.22 0.14 0.17 0.21   2,117,244 405640 0.19 39 35  

Total 28 
prov. 
Vietnam 

817,939 1,070,38
4 

1,288,618  N/A 151311 185065 196,540 301,200     N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  

Total 
Outside 
FLAIR 

412,740 461,127 596,968 N/A  63,064 98,317 81,723 143,674 0.15 0.21 0.14 N/A N/A   N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  

 

Data source: OA Vietnam Office (January 2014); partners’ report (2010-2013), PPD (personal communication in January 2014); ALINE/Firetail (2013);  and 

General Statistics Office (2011). 

Note: in the light of doubts about the data, normal averages have been used instead of weighted ones. This also eases the comparison with national figures 

(weighted averages not available). 
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APPENDIX 6 - RELATION BETWEEN IMPACT DOMAINS, 
ACTIVITIES AND BENCHMARK IN CAMBODIA (INCLUDE 

ACTIVITY STATUS) 
 Intervention Results/activities Benchmark 

SCO1 - By 2020, small-scale rice farmers innovate and adapt to improve their agriculture-based livelihoods, and use their collective power to transform the extension 

system 

Impact domain 5 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
extension approaches 

1.2.1 SRI training manuals revised and made more gender sensitive (KHM & VNM) 1.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.2.2  Pilot collaboration among  key stakeholders in SSA (incl. gov, NGOs, dev partners, 
private sector) in at least 1 province (KHM)– SHOULD BE 6 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 5 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.2.5 Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 5 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1 X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

Impact domain 5 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.1 Rebuild the SRI Secretariat in Cambodia 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 

Impact domain 5 Key question: for SRI what is the diffusion rate with Oxfam interventions (compare) and in zone with past Oxfam intervention? Is diffusion farmer-led with 
‘space’ for adaptation? 
Have other techno for resilience been diffused and if so under which model and which adoption rate? 
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Impact domain 1 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1 X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

Impact domain 1 Key question: are we on track to improving food security and income for 1.5 million farmers in Cambodia and Vietnam? How is the split between the 2 
countries? 
With regards to impact benchmarks, Are the ones defined for the next few years leading to realizing the impact domain. 

Impact domain 2 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.1 determine needs and opportunities for a farmer friendly agro-forecasting 
system(KHM) 

1.4, 2.2, 3.1 

Impact domain 2 1.3. Continue to build the 
capacity of SSFs to adopt 
innovations to improve their 
agricultural practices 

1.3.1 X farmers apply SRI in CAM, Y farmers apply SRI in VN, of which x percent have 
increased productivity by 80 percent.    MAY BE BETTER TO THINK OF THE ANSWER TO THE 
QUESTION, "HOW MANY FARMERS DO WE NEED TO BRING TOGETHER IN A COLLECTIVE 
WAY, COLLECTIVE POWER, TO MAKE DEMANDS ON THE EXTENSION SYSTEM?" (critical 
mass) 

1.1, 2.2 

 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.1  Develop awareness raising strategy based on the findings and conclusions from the 

KAP study  
1.3, 3.4 

Impact domain 2 1.4.2 Formalize network to share best practices on CC adaptation.  Network strategy 

completed. 
3.4 

Impact domain 2 Key question: are we on track to improving capacity to innovate for 1.5 million farmers in Cambodia and Vietnam? Do existing (if any) 
innovations/adaptation help building resilience/resistance to shock of CC? How is the split between the 2 countries? 
With regards to impact benchmarks, Are the ones defined for the next few years leading to realizing the impact domain. 

Impact domain 3 1.2. Improve extension practices and 
build synergies amongst various 
extension approaches  

1.2.5 Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating farmers' 
innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, associations, forums, 
"best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 years  

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 
3.1, 3.2 
 

Impact domain 3 2.2. Women and men collectively 
build their capabilities to innovate 
and adopt/apply agricultural 
technologies through farmer 
organization/association. 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including lit 
review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of questions in 
FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 (linked to 1.2.5)  

1.2,2.1, 2.3 
 

Impact domain 3 Key question: can we find any evidence of innovation (including in adaptation of SRI and outside adaptation of SRI) by farmers in the project area? Are the 
mechanisms in place to foster/enable innovation at local level? Any evidence of spillover effect of innovation following SRI (i.e. innovation in other areas)? 
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Is there a sound basis/space for designing and sharing solution amongst farmers (including men and women)? 

Impact domain 4 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
extension approaches 

1.2.2  Pilot collaboration among  key stakeholders in SSA (incl. gov, NGOs, dev partners, 
private sector) in at least 1 province (KHM) 
 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 

Impact domain 4 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 4 1.2.5 Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 4 2.1. Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 
equality in household level 
decision making 

2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 

2.1 

Impact domain 4 2.2. Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3, 

Impact domain 4 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.1 Rebuild the SRI Secretariat in Cambodia 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 

Impact domain 4 Key question: can we see any evidence that the extension system is changing or at least that any foundation has been laid for it to change 
towards a farmer centered extension system (existing mechanisms + law, policy, decree + practice by extension agents)? Any example of a 
technology developed at local scale that has been taken and diffused? 

Impact domain 6 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.1 determine needs and opportunities for a farmer friendly agro-forecasting 
system(KHM)  

1.4, 2.2, 3.1 

Impact domain 6 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.1  Develop awareness raising strategy based on the findings and conclusions from the 
KAP study  

1.3, 3.4 

Impact domain 6 1.4.2 Formalize network to share best practices on CC adaptation.  Network strategy 
completed. 

3.4 

Impact domain 6 2.1. Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 

2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 

2.1 
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equality in household level 
decision making 

Impact domain 6 2.2 Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3 

Impact domain 6 3.1. National management of CC 
funds 

3.1.1 Model/mechanism for CC $ management is agreed in Cambodia.  We will contribute 
to OI research in preparation for this. SHOULD BE IN 8 

3.5 

Impact domain 6 3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.1 Rebuild the SRI Secretariat in Cambodia 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 

Impact domain 6 3.2.3 Build CC awareness and capacity of key decision makers and department staff (linked 
to 1.4.1) 

3.4 

Impact domain 6 3.3. Advocacy to increase 
investments in sustainable SSA 

3.3.2 Policy brief or other actions to implement the strategy in Cambodia 3.3 

Impact domain 6 Key question: mechanisms in place for farmers to voice their concern/needs. Respond of government (at national level, inclusion in policies, at local level, 
response to query). Comparison of agenda of Gvt and needs of SSA in agri policy. 
 
Existing/created forum are ensuring that the voice of SSA are entering governmental discourses on climate change. Evidenced by participation of Gvt in 
forum and by policies. 
 
National climate change policy forum are open to stakeholders representing SSA and they have an effective voice (policy paper, draft law decrees, Gvt 
declaration) - Has program understood/identified specific mechanism for ensuring that women ag concerns are responded to at local level?  
 
Might be for the next phase: How do extension agents interact with women? Do we have any evidence of women agricultural issues being specifically 
raised (e.g. check which crops women are more likely to engage in and what level of support these crops are getting?) 

 
Are there any farmers' organizations that are able to gather the voice of both men and women SSA? Are they responded to/”taken seriously” by 
government? 
 
How are farmer’s issues (identified through PMEL or other) taken-up by the system? How local extension agents collect and ‘bring up’ farmer 
demands/needs? If so, at what level? Do farmers get an answer? 
(focus on Gvt) Do the different farmer forum/associations exercise a voice on national level agri agenda? 

SCO2. By 2022 small-scale rice farmers farming women will have gained equitable access to and control over resources and decision-making for agricultural-based 

livelihoods, particularly at household and community level. (GENDER EQUALITY) 
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Impact domain 7 1.2 Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 
various extension approaches 

1.2.1 SRI training manuals revised and made more gender sensitive (KHM & VNM) - NOT 

LINKED TO IMPACT DOMAIN 7 or 8 in ORGINAL PSP  mistake due to a lack of 

mainstreaming 

1.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 7 2.1 Develop and understand 
value of approaches to increase 
equality in household level 
decision making 

2.1.2 Develop 'bookkeeping' model for KHM  and begin implementation SHOULD BE 2.1.3 

BUT IGNORE IT OTHERWISE ALL NUMBER HAVE TO BE CHANGED FOR 2.1 

2.4 

Impact domain 7 2.1.3 External evaluation of KHM 'bookkeeping' pilot 2.4 

Impact domain 7 2.1.4  Adapt GALS for use by OA staff and Partners in Cambodia and at least one major 
partner is ready to implement it 

2.1, 2.4, 

Impact domain 7 2.1.5  Workshop to review experiences working on HH-level decision making and gender 
dimensions of Ag innovation (Linked to 2.2.2) 

2.1 

Impact domain 7 2.2. Build our understanding of 
gender in SSA 

2.2.1  Develop new, innovative measure for women's power, that is more appropriate than 
'# of women in leadership positions' 

2.1, 2.3 

Impact domain 7 2.2.2  Research process  to understand gender aspects of agricultural innovation - including 
lit review, ongoing monitoring/info gathering by OA and partners, and select a core set of 
questions in FY11 to pursue for a larger research study on these questions in FY11 or 12 
(linked to 1.2.5) 

1.2,2.1, 2.3 

Impact domain 7 Key question: the first phase of FLAIR is more about understanding gender dynamics at HH and community in term of decision-making for 
agriculture and for innovation. Areas to investigate are: Is this understanding documented and integrated in the next phase of the program? 
In program area, has there been a change in HH power dynamics (or men’s attitude towards them) with regards to ag decision (number of 
innovation by women)? Has local power dynamic started to shift in community (not only number of women in a position of power, but also 
decisions taken that respond to women specific issues)? It might be too early in the programme, so women capacity to participate and 
influence community/groups/association decision may be a better area to investigate. 

SCO3. By 2022 government protects and respects the rights of small scale rice farmers, by demanding and implementing policies that enable them to improve their 

agriculture-based livelihoods. (POLICIES &FUNDING STREAMS) 

Impact domain 8 1.1. Improve utility of agro-
forecasting for SSRF 

1.1.1 determine needs and opportunities for a farmer friendly agro-forecasting 

system(KHM) 

1.4, 2.2, 3.1 

Impact domain 8 1.2.Improve extension practices 
and build synergies amongst 

1.2.2  Pilot collaboration among  key stakeholders in SSA (incl. gov, NGOs, dev partners, 
private sector) in at least 1 province (KHM)– SHOULD BE 6 

1.1, 3.1, 3.3 
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extension approaches  

Impact domain 8 1.2.4  Comparative research on extension models and approaches, with plans made for 
improvement with key extension partners 

1.1, 1.2, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 8 1.2.5 Research on communication & learning approaches and spaces for stimulating 
farmers' innovation and adaptation (i.e. information centers, local radio & television, 
associations, forums, "best farmer/village" awards, etc.).  Articulate strategy for next 3 
years 

1.1, 1.2,2.3, 

3.1, 3.2 

Impact domain 8 1.4. Awareness raising on CC - 
adaptation & mitigation and its 
link to SSA 

1.4.1  Develop awareness raising strategy based on the findings and conclusions from the 

KAP study  
1.3, 3.4 

Impact domain 8 1.4.2 Formalize network to share best practices on CC adaptation.  Network strategy 

completed. 
3.4 

Impact domain 8 3.1. National management of CC 
funds 

3.1.1 Model/mechanism for CC $ management is agreed in Cambodia.  We will contribute 
to OI research in preparation for this. 

3.5 

Impact domain 8 
3.2. Increase capacity of and 
collaboration between key Ag/CC 
stakeholders at national level 

3.2.1 Rebuild the SRI Secretariat in Cambodia 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 

Impact domain 8 3.2.3 Build CC awareness and capacity of key decision makers and department staff (linked 
to 1.4.1) 

3.4 

Impact domain 8 3.2.4 Support Cambodia government and civil society in CC negotiation process Mexico 3.4 

Impact domain 8 

 3.3. Advocacy to increase 
investments in sustainable SSA 

3.3.1  Develop advocacy strategy to increase government investments directed towards 

SSA in Cambodia (map budgeting process, power analysis, advocacy strategy) 
3.3 

Impact domain 8 3.3.2 Policy brief or other actions to implement the strategy in Cambodia 3.3 

Impact domain 8 Key question: SRI national institution functioning and funded. SRI in national policy. 
CC institution and relevant strategy/policy in place. 
For both, how are SSA represented, by who? 
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APPENDIX 7 - AGRICULTURAL DATA FOR COMMUNES 
TARGETED IN CAMBODIA 

Partner province district commune nber HH 

nber HH 
farming 
rice 

nber ha 
wet rice 

Avg yield 
wet rice 
(ton/ha) 

median rice 
price riels/kg 
(check if paddy 
or milled) 

 

weighted 
average 
ha/HH 

Rachana Takeo Treang District Chi Khmar 1,012 1,007 1,570 1.50 991 
  Rachana Takeo Treang District Smaong 1,257 1,163 1,247 3.00 891 
  Rachana Takeo Treang District Tralach 1,160 1,125 1,374 2.00 991 
  Rachana Takeo Kaoh Andaet Thlea Prachum 1,331 1,331 2,550 2.00 975 
  Rachana Takeo Kaoh Andaet Prey Khla 2,269 2,260 3,643 1.50 917 
  Rachana Takeo Kaoh Andaet Pech Sar 1,814 1,781 3,116 2.00 976 
  RACHANA 

   
8,843 8,667 13,500 1.90 976 

 
1.5 

PADEK Prey Veng Kampong Trabaek Thkov 1,496 1,468 2,328 1.30 844 
  PADEK Prey Veng Kampong Trabaek Chrey 1,631 1,620 1,851 1.80 1,016 
  PADEK Prey Veng Kampong Trabaek Kou Khchak 3,374 3,359 3,500 2.00 898 
  PADEK Prey Veng Kampong Trabaek Ansong 1,608 1,579 1,950 1.50 874 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Kompong Chak 1,215 1,130 1,730 2.00 950 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Sangkae 1,153 1,097 2,120 0.90 909 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Chrung Popel 1,219 1,173 2,140 0.90 871 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Kampong Ampil 857 849 2,101 1.00 863 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Meun Chey 1,550 1,471 2,510 2.00 940 
  PADEK Svay Rieng Rumduol district  Svay Chek 1,361 1,283 2,400 2.50 911 
  PADEK 

   
15,464 15,029 22,630 1.62 904 

 
1.5 

Srer Khmer Kampong Speu Phnum Sruoch Moha Sang 2,389 2,158 1,345 2.50 1,035 
  Srer Khmer Kampong Speu Phnum Sruoch Ou 2,934 2,546 1,465 1.30 1,071 
  Srer Khmer Kampong Speu Phnum Sruoch Prey Kmeng 830 830 2,199 2.00 1,097 
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Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Srae Sdok 2,410 2,152 5,478 1.80 969 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Kaoh Chum 1,621 1,397 2,200 2.20 928 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Anlong Vil 1,141 916 2,015 2.00 863 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Sya 1,460 1,371 2,789 3.50 935 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Kandieng 1,299 1,130 2,562 2.50 964 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Kandieng Kanhchor 2,195 2,008 6,065 1.50 879 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Pursat Lolok Sa 1,928 1,360 1,732 2.50 975 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Pursat Chamraeun Phal 1,437 1,331 3,855 2.30 984 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Bakan Snam Preah 3,703 3,352 6,039 2.50 939 
  Srer Khmer Pursat Bakan Trapeang Chong 4,129 3,740 4,200 3.50 956 
  SRER KHMER 

   
27,476 24,291 41,944 2.30 964 

 
1.7 

           TOTAL 
   

51,783 47,987 78,074 2.017379 948 
 

1.6 

 

Data source: NCDD (2010). 
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APPENDIX 8 - PARTNERSHIPS IN VIETNAM 
 



 

123 
 

APPENDIX 9 - PARTNERSHIPS IN CAMBODIA 
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