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II. Map of Target Areas: Savannakhet and Xayaboury 
Provinces 
 
Agriculture and Forest Coverage in Lao PDR (source NAFRI) 
 

 
 
 

 Xayabouly Province 

 



IRAS Laos Project   Analysis of conditions for Farmer Organizations and Cooperatives from a viewpoint of  
Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience, and recommendation for improvements 

 

 
 

v 

 

III. Project Purpose 

 
Main Objectives of the Project: (as per the approved UNDP Country Programme Document and 
Country Programme Action Plan and/or Project Document) 

 
This project will contribute to achieving the following Country Programme Outcome as defined 
in CPAP or CPD: UNDP Laos CPAP 2007-2011 

1. Outcome 2: Enhanced ownership and capacity for pro-poor planning, implementation 
and harmonized aid coordination, and disaster management 
Output 2.4: Increased capacity within the Government to prepare and respond to natural 
as well as man-made disasters at all levels 

 
Country Programme Outcome Indicators (UNDP Laos CPAP 2007-2011):  
Capacities on sustainable land management, drought and flood preparedness enhanced through 
participatory adaptation and monitoring activities in selected provinces. 
 

Project Objective and Outcomes are aligned with UNDP’s thematic focus on adaptation to 
climate change and are matching or do correlate to Goal, expected Impact and Indicators of the 
GEF LDCF/SCCF Result-Based Management Framework Adaptation to Climate Change. 
  

Project Objective  
Food insecurity resulting from climate change in Lao PDR minimized and vulnerability of farmers 
to extreme flooding and drought events reduced. 
 
Food insecurity resulting from climate change in Lao PDR will be minimized and vulnerability of 
farmers to extreme flooding and drought events will be reduced as part of an overall approach 
designed to introduce new adaptative techniques to farmers while encouraging a diversification 
of livelihood strategies at community level. This will be achieved by overcoming key policy, 
communication & information, institutional and economic barriers, relating to agriculture and 
food security as identified in the NAPA as requiring immedaite action.  Thus, under Outcome 1 
the information base for understanding climate risks and vulnerability will be strengthened and 
organised in way that it can effectively inform agricultural sector policies and planning. Outcome 
2 addresses the need to develop the capacity of planners at different levels of government to 
use this information in the planning and allocation of resources. Outcome 3 focuses on Lao 
PDR’s agricultural extension services and demonstrating new techniques to build resilience at 
the community level including targeted training modules to ensure that these techniques take 
hold are become widely applied. Under Outcome 4 lessons learned and adaptation knowledge 
generated through the project will be systematically compiled, analyzed and disseminated 
nationally and internationally, thereby supporting further up-scaling and replication. 
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Executive Summary (English version) 
 
In the last years, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of the Lao PDR has put the emphasis on 
the development of Farmer Organizations as part of its strategy for agriculture development. In 
practice, there are still very few formal FO registered, but a growing dynamic of creation of 
farmer groups exists, with a strong potential of development. 
Farmers Groups and Farmer Organizations can play important roles to contribute to the 
Adaptation of Agriculture to Climate Change and to strengthen smallholder farmers’ resilience. 
These roles may include: 

 Participatory action-research to test and promote technics, practices or inputs which can 
contribute to reduce the vulnerability to risks, 

 Implementation of required services to sustain a long term adoption of these technics, 
practices or inputs (for instance: input supply cooperatives, groups for shared ownership 
of specific equipment…), 

 Management of water resources and irrigation infrastructures,  
 Etc. 

 
To take up the challenge of sustainable and autonomous FO development, there is a strong need 
of capacity building within the provincial and district levels services (PAFO and DAFO), and also 
toward FO/FG leaders. 
 
Climate Change Adaptation is not seen as first priority issue by farmers and thereof shall not be 
considered as the entry point to establish farmer organizations. In order to mobilize farmers and 
get them committed, FO/FG have to be primarily focused on issues where collective action will 
provide practical, useful and immediate services or benefits to farmers. Awareness of farmers on 
CCA can then be developed within these groups and a strategic reflection on CCA can be 
facilitated at the FO level, then can be converted in practical action in the FO work plan. 
 
Currently, one of the strong drivers of the creation of Farmer Groups / Organization is the 
connection to market. This orientation is supported by MAF, and several groups are established 
with the support of buyers of agricultural product as part of contract-farming patterns. This 
trend can be positive for smallholder agriculture development. Yet there is a risk that it pulls 
farmers toward more specialized farming systems, which is likely to reduce farms’ resilience. 
This risk shall therefore be counterbalanced by raising the awareness of FO/FG members and 
encouraging and facilitating, through the groups, a sufficient diversification. Legal measures 
could also be taken to ensure a sharing of risks in contract farming systems, so that contractors 
are encouraged to take into account climate risks in the selection of inputs (varieties in 
particular) they propose. 
 
Last, in order to mainstream CCA issues, it is important to propose and feed a discussion on this 
topic in important networks and forums at the national level, in particular in the SWGAB and 
possibly in an emerging network of Lao Farmer Organizations. 



IRAS Laos Project   Analysis of conditions for Farmer Organizations and Cooperatives from a viewpoint of  
Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience, and recommendation for improvements 

 

 
 

ix 

 

Executive Summary (Lao version) 
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Introduction: Context and purpose of the mission 
 

The support mission on “Effective Management of Farmer Organizations for 
Agriculture Adaptation to Climate Change” 
 
The GEF, the UNDP and the Government of Lao PDR are co-funding the IRAS project (“Improving 
the Resilience of the Agriculture Sector in Lao PDR to Climate Change Impacts”). The overall 
objective of IRAS project is to minimize food insecurity resulting from climate change in Lao PDR 
and to reduce the vulnerability of farmers to extreme flood and drought events. 
 
This mission on “effective Management of Farmer Organizations for Agriculture Adaptation to 
Climate Change” is a contribution to the project implementation, in particular to the Output 3 of 
the IRAS project (see the 4 outcomes in the “Project Purpose sheet”, page iv). 
The objective of the mission is to identify relevant roles that could be played by Farmer 
Organizations regarding, specifically, the Adaptation of Agriculture to Climate Change and the 
upgrading of smallholder farmers / rural households resilience to extreme climate events. It also 
highlights the supports needed to strengthen FO capacities and improve their abilities to 
efficiently undertake the envisaged roles, and provide recommendations addressed to the 
project and to relevant support institutions. The implementation of the mission1 is based on a 
general assessment of the situation of Farmer Organizations in Lao PDR (based on secondary 
data) and on rapid field assessment of the situation of a few farmer organizations in one of the 
project target provinces2 (Savannakhet). It also refers to various experiences and “best practices” 
from various projects / FOs at the national, regional or international level. 
 

Content of the present report 
 
The support mission on “effective Management of Farmer Organizations for Agriculture 
Adaptation to Climate Change” has produced four reports: 
1. “Analysis of conditions for Farmer Organizations and Cooperatives from a viewpoint of 

Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience, and recommendations for improvements”; 
2. “Guidelines for Farmer Organizations / Cooperatives for preparation of Climate Change 

Adaptation Action Plans”; 
3. “Farmer Organization / Cooperative Support Measures for Adaptation to Climate Change”; 
4. A “Consulting Service Implementation Report”. 

 
The present report is the 1st of these four. It contains a general statement on FO/Cooperatives in 
Lao PDR, including a categorization of FOs and of the possible role of specific type of FOs 
regarding CCA in the agriculture sector. A more specific analysis of FO situations is made part 3, 
based on the cases visited in Savannakhet, and general recommendations on the strengthening 
of FOs, in particular regarding AA2CC objectives (reports 2 and 3 will develop more specific and 
operational recommendations). 

                                                      
1 The mission is for a total duration of 5 weeks. It is implemented by Mr Jean-Marie Brun ( jm.brun.kh@gmail.com ) 
between mid-September and end of November 2012. 
2 The ToR of the mission were planning visit in the two target provinces, but for time management constraint and 
following the recommendation of the project STA, field work has been refocused on one province only. 

mailto:jm.brun.kh@gmail.com
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1. Agricultural policy / strategy and roles attributed to 
FO/Cooperatives 
 

1.1. MAF vision and policy for Farmer Organizations 
 
The Government of Laos and notably the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry pay a very strong 
attention to the development of Farmer Organizations, which are seen as important actors in 
MAF medium/long-term vision of Lao Agriculture Sector Development. Within the past 5 years, 
this orientation and political will has been clearly affirmed and comforted one year after the 
other: In 2008, MAF Farmer Organization Working Group was established3; in 2010, the PM 
Decree on Cooperatives was issued, then MAF Strategy 2011-2012 was developed with a strong 
emphasis on the development of FO (see Box 1 below) (It has to be noted that the mission could 
access only the “final draft” version of this Strategy 2011-2020, dated 15 September 2010, but 
the Department of Planning of MAFF - Dr Somphanh - has recently indicated that this strategy 
can be used as a reference despite it has not yet be made official). More recently (and 
concretely) MAF restructuration has comforted this willingness to support FO development: the 
creation of the Department of Agriculture Extension and Cooperatives (DAEC, which will include 
a “Production Group Promotion, Cooperative and Agribusiness Division”)4 in replacement of the 
former NAFES is also telling about the importance granted to Farmer Organization. 
In 2010, MAF was also foreseeing other measures in support to FOs, such as the nomination of a 
high level Steering Committee for the Development of Farmer Organizations, the establishment 
of the FORPAD (Farmer Organization Registration, Promotion and Auditing Division) and creation 
of the Farmer Organizations Development Fund, but progresses on the implementation of these 
three ideas have not been confirmed.  
 

Box 1: The emphasis on Farmer Organization development in MAF Strategy 
MAF Strategy for Agricultural Development gives a strong emphasis to FO development, as seen in the few quotes 
below: 
 “Smallholder farmers will be assisted in the creation and operation of voluntary farmer organizations, which are 
based on the expressed needs and on the proven value-added for the individual farmer, such as formally legalized 
producer groups, cooperative groups or full cooperatives and commodity associations. To provide both economies 
of scale and fair terms of trade, these emerging farmer organizations will be supported in playing a strong role as 
equal trading partners.” (MAF Strategy 2011-2020, p.27) 
 “The extension role of NAFES needs to evolve in order to facilitate the emergence of strong farmer organizations, 
as receiver of extension messages but also as autonomous organizations able to fulfill a service provision role to 
their members or to the wider community, connect with markets, input providers, the private sectors, etc.” (MAF 
Strategy 2011-2020, p.35). 
 “Participation of smallholders into the definition of the sector priorities will be enhanced at all levels, notably by 
encouraging farmers to form groups, cooperatives and associations. At village level, these organizations will be 
encouraged to participate in the definition of agricultural development priorities. At higher level, farmer 
organizations will have the possibility to discuss sector priorities within specialized commodity associations or 
boards with the other stakeholders, both private and public.” (MAF Strategy 2011-2020, p.39-40). 

 

                                                      
3 Agreement No: 0667/MAF. 
4 Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Agreement No: 1896/AF on the organization and function of DAEC, dated 10 
August 2012. 
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The increased interest for FO is also accompanied by an evolution of MAF’s conception and 
philosophy of Farmer Organizations. Recent guidelines and regulations are giving a higher level 
of autonomy to FO than in the past: farmers are left autonomous in deciding over the objective 
of their organization (see MAF vision and strategy for FO5), and in selecting their leaders (see 
Decree No: 136/PM), whereas it has not always been the case, even in a quite recent period 
(with for instance a significant influence of Local Authorities in the selection of WUA leaders, 
according to different studies on the irrigation sector). 
 
The focus on Farmer Organizations is very much related to the market-orientation (also 
enhanced in MAF strategy), leading thereof to a particular emphasis on the cooperative model 
(which can be understood considering that such “profit-oriented” FO are more likely to achieve 
economic sustainability). Yet, other documents issued by MAF also take into consideration other 
forms of FO and acknowledge the positive role they can play in rural development and poverty 
reduction. In the presentation of its “Vision and strategy for developing Farmer Organizations” 6, 
the following points – which can be of importance in regard of Climate Change Adaptation – are 
mentioned (among others) as possible roles of non-profit FO: 

 “Protecting farmers rights over land, 
 Protecting farmers rights over their intellectual property on the crops varieties they have 

selected and improved over generations, 
 Encouraging farmers to discuss together their problems and find local solutions (self-help 

groups / associations)…” 
 
Another important evolution that has to be underlined in MAF’s mission consist in a “gradual 
shift from the direct provision of services to the provision of an enabling regulatory framework” 
and the need for MAF to “facilitate the emergence of new service providers, also by devolving 
gradually the provision of services to farmer organizations” 7 . The support to Farmer 
Organizations is also considered in this regard, as an opportunity to accelerate this transition8. 
 
Overall, all these evolutions are rather positive and contribute to a more favorable environment 
for the development of Farmer Organizations. Yet some concerns (or, at least, points of 
attention) have to be acknowledged and discussed. In practice, the emergence of market 
oriented Farmer Groups is in many cases related to contract-farming agreements (which 
development is also encouraged by the GoL). Farmer Groups are in this regard often established 
through the intervention of traders or private enterprises and tailored to address their needs 
regarding the supply of a certain quantity and quality of products. This indeed can improve the 
integration of smallholder farmers into value chains and offer them market opportunities and 
possibly better prices. But there is a risk that such FO/FG oriented on a single commodity will 
encourage farmers to concentrate on a given crop or production and will reduce the 
diversification of smallholder farms, which in that case would rather reduce smallholder farms 
resilience to hazards (climate hazards, as well as market hazards). Farmer groups’ awareness on 
such risks deserves to be improved, and those market-oriented groups shall keep a full 
autonomy in their orientations and decision making and not be masterminded by their economic 

                                                      
5 MAF (2010) “Vision and Strategy for Developing Farmer Organizations”, Presentation dated 12 March 2010. 
6 MAF (2010), “Vision and strategy for developing Farmer Organizations”, 12 March 2010. 
7 MAF Strategy for Agricultural Development 2011-2020 p.12-13. 
8 MAF (2010), “Vision and strategy for developing Farmer Organizations”, 12 March 2010. 
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partners / clients. Awareness about risks and ownership of farmers on their organization are 
essential criteria to be strengthened in order to consolidate the resilience of smallholder farmers 
through their organizations. [See also § 1.4.2., page 7] 
  

1.2. MAF support to Farmer Organization 
 
Many experiences of development of Farmer Organizations in Lao PDR have highlighted the 
difficulties in developing sustainable organizations. Whenever, as part of a development project, 
FOs are expected to undertake specific functions or services in the long run, this lack of 
sustainability strongly undermines the long term impact of the intervention. MAF acknowledges 
these difficulties and point out some weaknesses to be addressed (see Box 2 below). 
 

Box 2: Difficulties identified by MAF to ensure FO’s sustainability  
A limited proportion of the farmer organizations created becomes sustainable because: 
1. The reasons for forming the organization were not relevant and creating farmer organizations has too often been 
seen as an objective per se and not as a mean; 
2. The support has been discontinued / limited in scale; 
3. MAF/GoL field staffs are facing difficulties in delivering organizational and financial support to farmer 
organizations because they are lacking themselves the specific skills and tools. 
[Source: MAF (2010), “Vision and Strategy for developing Farmer Organizations”]. 

 
The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry has two major roles regarding Farmer Organizations9: 
 A promotion role, which consist in:  

o Promoting the concept of Farmer Organizations within the MAF services, at all 
levels, and to the farmer population; 

o Channel adequate resources (staff, budget, projects) to support FO development; 
o Mobilize and deliver support to FO: organizational support and capacity building, 

technical support and financial support. 
 A regulatory role, which consist in: 

o The Protection of Farmer Organizations rights and the development of enabling 
policies and regulations; 

o  The control of FO compliance with policies and regulations. 
 
The support to (and promotion of) Farmer Organizations is part of the mandate of the newly 
established Department of Agriculture Extension and Cooperatives (DAEC, which replaces 
NAFES), in particular through its “Production Group Promotion, Cooperative and Agribusiness 
Division”. 
In practice, it seems that there is a significant gap between this willingness of MAF/DAEC to 
support Farmer Organizations and the resources (notably the human resources) available to do 
it, in particular at the decentralized level. The extension services in the provinces have technical 
staff who are able to deliver technical advices to farmers but who have in many cases no 
experience of supporting the development of FO and FO leaders. In DAEC, Mr Souvanthong 
Namvong (who works with Helvetas / LEAP) acknowledges that there are limited facilitation skills 
and organization strengthening skills within the Department and in particular in the provinces 
and districts. Some staff have gained experiences in these fields, in particular while working with 
the LEA approach and even more with the “LEA +” approach (see §1.3.2. next page). 

                                                      
9 MAF (2010), “Vision and strategy for developing Farmer Organizations”, 12 March 2010. 
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1.3. Other stakeholders involved in the support to FO 

1.3.1. The Sub-Working Group on Farmer and Agribusiness 

The Sub-Working Group on Farmer and Agribusiness (SWGAB) is an open (yet official) group of 
exchange of experience and reflections on Farmer Organizations and agribusiness sector. It acts 
as a “think tank”, organizes discussions, meeting and studies and contributes to MAF strategic 
reflection. It is chaired by the Deputy Director of DAEC, and co-facilitated by SDC and Helvetas 
(see below). This group seems to be a very interesting forum, because it combines an 
institutional anchorage (under the umbrella of DAEC, and directly reporting to the Agriculture 
Sector Working Group), an openness of discussion and studies, and a high level of visibility 
through the dissemination of all study results on the LaoFAB network. 
It would be a good idea for IRAS to take part in this group on a regular basis and to propose 
topics of reflections and studies on FO and climate change (see for instance the box “Topic of 
discussion 1: Possible limits of market-oriented FOs regarding CC Adaptation” page 7 or the box 
“Topic for Discussion 4: CCA and contract farming” page 14 of this report). 
 

1.3.2. Helvetas and the LEAP project  

Helvetas has a close and long-lasting partnership program with the former NAFES (now DAEC). 
Helvetas and NAFES (with support from SDC notably) have elaborated the Lao Extension 
Approach (LEA) in the LEAP project, which is regarded as successful experience.  
Farmer Organizations is a growing subject within Helvetas and LEAP project. It becomes more 
integrated in the “LEA +” (the upgraded version of the LEA), which includes guidelines for FOs in 
particular regarding the connection of smallholder farmers to market (e.g.: guidelines for value 
chain analysis and development; rapid market assessment…)10. 
Recent actions have been undertaken to favor networking between farmer organizations, for 
instance with the recent (August 2012) initiative of the “National Farmer Workshop”, which has 
produced the “Farmers’ Statement”, and could be the first premise of a future more formal 
network of Farmers’ Organizations. Such a network could play roles in terms of advocacy and of 
exchange of experiences between farmer organizations, as for example the Farmer and Nature 
Network (FNN) in Cambodia or the National Federation of Farmer Organizations (FENOP) in 
Burkina Faso. Such a network could also be a vehicle to push the reflection on Climate Change 
Adaptation within Farmer Organizations. 
 

1.3.3. Lao Non-Profit Associations 

Some Lao Non-Profit Associations have developed significant know-how and experiences 
regarding the support to local organizations (including FOs). Their experience and skills could be 
mobilized by IRAS project in order to strengthen the capacities of local implementing partners 
(PAFOs, DAFOs) in the project target area. 
We can mention in particular SAEDA (See presentation in Annex 3-A), which has been 
recommended by various persons met during the mission (GRET and OXFAM). NORMAI (See 
presentation in Annex 3-B) was also recommended by OXFAM and is based in Savannakhet 
province. 

                                                      
10 Source: interview with Mr Souvanthong Namvong, Senior Agribusiness Officer, Helvetas/LEAP.  
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1.3.4. Other public services 

Local administration is often mobilized for a local recognition of Farmer Groups, which can be 
useful to strengthen the legitimacy of these groups and to contribute to the arbitration of 
conflicts (for example between a farmer group and a buyer), even if there is no full registration 
of the group as a legal entity. 
The services of the Ministry of Industry and Commerce are not involved in practice regarding 
farmer organizations, except for the registration of Cooperatives. According to Mr Franck 
Caussin (International Coordinator for UNOPS at MoIC), the MoIC has generally no involvement 
at the production stage of raw agricultural products. An exception to this general fact: there is 
currently a pilot project implemented in Luang Prabang province by the MoIC, in close 
cooperation with the PAFO, that is looking at developing integrated supply chain of specific 
agricultural products into the tourism industry, through a market driven approach. Such pilot, if 
proven successful, could be taken as an example to identify complementarities with PAFO and 
clarify the role of MoIC/PICO in the support to producer groups. 
According to NGO sources, the only action undertaken toward farmers by the district services of 
Industry and Commerce is for tax collection, but there are no services provided to farmers (such 
as price information or market information) delivered by these services. 
 

1.4. National policies and orientations regarding Farmer Organizations, and 
their relation with the adaptation to Climate Change 
 

1.4.1. Climate Change addressed as a separated issue in strategies 

Climate Change is identified as an important issue by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 
and mentioned in the Strategy for Agriculture Development 2011-2020 (see Box 3 below). But it 
is far from being mainstreamed in the whole strategy document and looks quite 
compartmentalized. In particular, the connection with Farmer Organizations and their possible 
roles in the process of adaptation of agriculture to CC is not explicitly mentioned. 
 

Box 3: Climate change in MAF Strategy 
MAF Strategy for Agricultural Development acknowledges the importance of climate change for the agriculture 
sector and considers the need for adaptation mainly through the dissemination of adapted cropping technologies. 
Yet the need for a more systemic approach is also mentioned.  
 “Technology transfer mechanisms will be needed for the intensive promotion of proven cultivation practices to 
adapt to climate change, including agriculture diversification, inter-cropping, integrated farming systems, and 
modified crop practices.” (MAF Strategy 2011-2020, p. 25). 
 “The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry will address these risks by a systemic approach to risk management” 
(MAF Strategy 2011-2020, p. 36). 
MAF Master plan 2011-2015 also highlights, under its Program 3 (Sustainable production patterns, land allocation 
and rural development), the objectives of adaptation and resilience of Lao Agriculture: 
 “Eco-agricultural adaptation measures to climate change preserving the long term production potential of natural 
resources” is an expected outcome of this program 3, which also target the establishment of producer groups and 
cooperatives and the resilience of farmers to climate change induced disasters. (MAF Agricultural Master Plan 2011 
to 2015, p. xiii)  

  
On the other hand, in Lao PDR’s NAPA, the “establishment and strengthening of farmer groups 
in natural hazard prone areas” is briefly mentioned11 as part of the needs for climate change 

                                                      
11 “NAPA -National Adaptation Programme of Action to Climate Change” (2009), p. 42-43. 
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adaptation in the agriculture sector, yet with no more details about the specific roles of FOs in 
this matter. 
 

1.4.2. The main focus on Value-chain oriented FO/FG shows limits regarding CCA 

Finding the right balance between smallholder farms connected to market and diversified and 
integrated farming systems (See “Topic for discussion 1” hereafter) shall be the purpose of a 
strategic reflection that has to be initiated and facilitated within these Farmer Groups / 
Organization. This requires “educational” and facilitation actions in order to: 

 Increase farmer awareness about Climate Risks12 (and especially the evolution of these 
risks and the foreseen intensification of extreme climate event, as farmers are already 
well aware about the “usual” climate risks they are facing), 

 Develop the farmers capacities to assess risks and vulnerabilities, 
 Make strategic decision at the farm level and FO level, on the orientations they want to 

choose for their farming systems, 
 Reflect on the role the Farmer Group / Organization can play in supporting the 

implementation of its members’ projects. 
 

Topic for Discussion 1: Possible limits of market-oriented FOs regarding CC Adaptation 

Currently and whenever it takes place in Laos, the development of sustainable Farmer Groups / Organizations 
is most often related to a specific value chain and an objective to supply the market with a particular 
commodity. This market demand for a given product being the driver and the main (if not the only) focus of 
the Farmer Groups established in this context, it can reasonably be assumed that the activities of the group 
will be oriented for the development of this single production. In that case, there is a risk that development of 
Market-oriented farmer groups leads to a reduction of crops diversification at the farm level and tend to pull 
farmers toward a monoculture model rather than toward the model of integrated farming systems. In which 
case, it could contradict the objective of “more resilient farms through more diversified and integrated 
productions”. 

The right balance has to be found between, on one hand: 

 a better integration of smallholder farmers to value chains, in order to generate more incomes (wealthier 
families being generally more resilient, in particular if saving capacities are developed, this can also contribute 
to improve smallholder farmers’ resilience), 

and, on the other hand: 

 diversified and integrated farms, less dependent on a single production and thereof less vulnerable, more 
resilient, and probably more sustainable in term of preservation of the natural resources and soils fertility. 

 
 
As a conclusion of this quick review of national strategies, guidelines and trends, one can say 
that the context in term of strategies and policies favors the development of FO. The implicit 
preference for market-oriented FOs is partly justified by the economic sustainability of such 
groups. But one shall be cautious to avoid that such FOs become the vehicle to promote too 
specialized farming systems, which would be counterproductive in term of risk management and 
strengthening farmer resilience. 

                                                      
12 Note that the diversification of production will not only improve smallholder farm resilience to climate risks, but 
also to market risks (possible drop-off of prices, for instance). 
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Yet, the strategic and legal framework leaves the door open for the development of diversified 
FO/FG, which can take a role in the process of adaptation of agriculture and improvement of 
farmer communities’ resilience. But in this last and specific matter no precise orientation is 
given. This leaves room for innovative actions and for the development of guidelines based on 
existing or future field experiences and “best practices”. 
Last, an important obstacle to address is the lack of know-how and experience of MAF field staff 
(at DAFO level, in particular) regarding the development and strengthening of autonomous 
Farmer Organization. On-the-job capacity building has to be done, possibly through partnership 
with experienced local organizations. 
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2. Typology and actual situation of FO in Lao PDR and 
relevance in relation with climate change adaptation and 
resilience 
 
The following paragraphs provide a basic description of the different type of organizations13, and 
address more specifically the possible interest and relevance to associate each type of FO in CCA 
activities. 
 

2.1. Farmer Cooperatives 

2.1.1. Cooperatives functions, legal status and current situation 

Cooperatives are legal entities, registered under the Prime Minister Decree on Cooperatives14 
No: 136/PM”, dated 5th March 2010. A cooperative is defined as “a collective economic 
organization established by a group of small entrepreneurs […] which voluntarily intend to form 
a cooperative aimed at cooperation on capital, experiences, technology in production, trade and 
service to succeed their own business as well as to ensure social welfare among the members 
and their families”. Cooperative registration is done through the District Industry and Commerce 
Office (application at district level). 
 
Cooperatives are profit-oriented organizations. Members invest capital (shares) in the 
cooperative and profits generated by the activities of the cooperative are distributed to 
members in proportion of their respective shares15. 
 
The development of cooperatives in the agricultural sector is strongly promoted by the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Forestry (as seen in the previous section). Yet, the Decree on cooperatives is 
still very recent and up to now, the number of agricultural cooperatives that have been 
registered is still very limited: according to LEAP senior agribusiness officer, there are only 3 or 4 
cooperatives already registered16. 
 

                                                      
13 For a more comprehensive typology of Lao FO, one can refer to: Adam Folkard, Bountheing Virvong, John G. 
Connell, Viengxai Photakhoun “Farmer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints and Pathways for Development” - 
Report for the Sub-Working Group on Farmers and Agribusiness (SWGAB), November 2011. 
14 Note that this Decree is not specific for Agricultural Cooperatives but determine regulate the establishment, 
activities and administration of cooperatives in all sectors (agriculture and forestry, industry, handicraft, and 
services). 
15 After deduction of the provisions the cooperative is bound to make on “reserve fund” (10% of the net profit) and 
“fund for education and development of the cooperative” (1% of the net profit) as per articles 40 and 43 of 
Decree No: 136/PM. 
16 Three cooperatives were mentioned by LEAP officer: a vegetable producer cooperative Xieng Khouang province, a 
coffee producer cooperative in Katouat village in Champasak province (the “Jhai Coffee Farmer Cooperative”), and a 
NTFP cooperative in Namo. 
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Topic for Discussion 2: Potential of the cooperative model 

Agricultural Equipment Users Cooperatives: in France, the “CUMA” (Cooperative for Common Use of 
Agricultural Equipment) are a solution adopted by Farmers to have access to equipment (generally expensive 
material) which would represent a too heavy investment for a single farm whereas they are not needed on a 
daily basis but only a few days in the year (typically, a harvesting-machine, for instance). The “CUMA” consists 
in a formal group of farmer who all contribute capital to purchase equipment that they will share: a good 
compromise which allows to reduce their individual investment, yet to use the equipment for a cheaper cost 
than if they had to rent it. In Laos, this model would well be adapted, especially in relation to the promotion of 
new techniques that require specific equipment. A possible application of this concern the direct sowing 
practices that are currently tested on rice with the support of IRRI (in the IRAS project target area), and that 
require simple seed drills: it is not necessary to have one seed drill per farmer. At present, in the area where it 
is tested, farmers can borrow the equipment from DAFO. But if the technic proves to be efficient and if more 
farmers want to adopt it, then it will become relevant to organize small groups of farmers (at village level or 
sub-village level) in order to share the investment and the use of the equipment. 

Processing and marketing Cooperatives: similarly, farmers can invest collectively in processing units to 
process the farms raw product and sell food products directly to the major outlets. Thousands of cooperatives 
in Western Europe function according to this model: processing milk to cheese or grapes to wine for instance. 
In Asia, there are also many examples, at different scales: some relatively important, for instance in the sugar 
sector in the Maharashtra State, in India, where a large part of the sugarcane is processed in units owned by 
farmer cooperatives. In the Mekong region, there are also several cases of such cooperatives (or farmer 
associations), even if it is still at a relatively small scale… including in Laos, as for instance JCFC or AGPC in the 
coffee sector. 

And even further… The vertical integration of the value chains: In Western Europe, some farmer cooperatives 
have become (decade after decades and often through a progressive aggregation of multiple cooperatives) 
very powerful economic stakeholders. In France, for instance, the Euralis group has not only developed food 
processing activities and marketing (Euralis owns several renowned trademark of the food industry), but has 
integrated research, variety breeding and seed production (it is one of the European leader in the seed 
industry), etc.  Its board is composed by 24 farmers, elected among its 15,000 members, and manages an 
annual turnover of more than 1.2 billion Euros! 

Financial and insurance services: the cooperative model is also used for other functions dedicated to the 
agricultural sector in particular for financial services and for crop insurance services for instance. 

 

2.1.2. Possible linkages between cooperatives and climate change adaptation 

As seen above, the decree No: 136/PM authorizes Cooperative to be engaged in a broad scope 
of activities (not only production, processing and marketing, but also research and promotion of 
adequate technologies to their members, and various services) which could easily incorporate 
specific actions dedicated to climate change. 
Cooperative is generally considered as the form of Farmer Organization that has the more 
chances to achieve an objective of economic sustainability, given its business orientation and 
ability to generate profit, but also because of its social capital and independence from external 
investor 17 . They can therefore be considered as interesting potential partners for the 
implementation of CCA actions or services which need to be sustained in the long run. But a 
possible limit is that, quite often, cooperatives’ objectives and activities are focused on one 
specific agricultural commodity only (or possibly a category of products such as vegetables). A 
given cooperative is therefore very likely to be interested by specific Climate Change Adaptation 

                                                      
17 “There is evidence that cooperatives in all sectors survive better [in period of crisis] than their competitors”. 
Source: Birchall J., Ketilson L.-H. (2009), “Resilience of the Cooperative Business Model in Times of Crisis”, ILO. 
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measures that can secure its volumes of supply for the production it deals with, but may 
consider a broader role in CCA as out of its mandate. 
 
The relative specialization of farms on a given crop that may accompany the development of 
commodity focused cooperatives may have side effect in term of vulnerability aggravation 
(reduced diversification, but also possibly accelerated deforestation – as stated in MAF strategy 
2011-2020, p. 10 : “Smallholder based cash-cropping is seen as beneficial, but is accompanied by 
large scale deforestation”). This could well be an additional justification for undertaking a 
specific work with cooperatives (or commodity based Farmer Organizations) on Climate Change 
adaptation. 
 
Whenever a cooperative  - or a strong farmer group - exists (or possibly trading groups that 
could evolved in more formal cooperatives in the future), an approach could be to facilitate 
within this cooperative a participatory assessment of risks and vulnerability (notably related to 
climate hazards) and to review the strategic planning and mid-/long-term objectives of the 
cooperatives in regard of these risks, in order to identify and plan possible actions or measures 
that could be taken by the cooperative to increase its resilience (as an organization) and the 
resilience of its member. 
 
 

2.2. Farmer associations 

2.2.1. Farmer association functions, legal status and current situation 

Associations are legal entities, which are regulated by Prime Minister Decree on Associations 
No: 115/PM, dated 29 April 2009. Associations are defined as “non-profit18 civil organization set 
up on a voluntary basis and operating on a permanent basis to protect the rights and legitimate 
interest of the association, its members or communities” (Decree No: 115/PM, art. 2). 
 
Associations can cover a wide range of organizations with different objectives and functions. At 
present, it seems that there are very few Farmer Associations officially registered in Lao PDR. 
Two cases have been identified during the mission: The Farmer Association for Sustainable 
Agriculture Promotion (FASAP) in Khoun district, Xieng Khouang, and the Association of Coffee 
Producer Groups on the Bolaven Plateau (AGPC), based in Champasak province. 
 

2.2.2. Possible linkages between farmer associations and climate change adaptation 

Considering the potential diversity of associations in the agriculture sector, it is difficult to 
generalize the possible roles of such associations regarding CCA. It shall be envisaged case by 
case. But whenever farmer associations are present (which does not seem to be the case in IRAS 
target area), a contact shall be established to identify possible links and partnership.  
What can be foreseen as a valuable asset of associations is their ability to disseminate 
information and recommendations to their members in an efficient manner. This for instance 

                                                      
18 “Non-profit seeking” organizations, which does not mean that an association is not entitled to carry out profit 
generating activities, but that these profits shall be re-invested in the association development or activities and not 
distributed to its members. 
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would very much be the case with the AGPC, which can communicate relatively swiftly and 
efficiently to the 2,650 farmer members of the 53 groups which compose the Association. 
 

2.3. Informal Farmer groups 

2.3.1. Farmer groups functions, legal status and current situation 

The denomination “Farmer Group” (or Farmer Production Groups) covers a quite large diversity 
of informal groups which can have very different functions. Here “informal” means groups that 
are not formally registered under any legal status19. 
The report “Farmer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints and Pathways for Development” 
makes a distinction between two different types of functions of these groups:  

 “Receiving Groups” (that we will prefer to call “Extension groups” in this report): are 
generally established by project as a vehicle to supply inputs (material, agro inputs, and 
training) to smallholder farmers. These groups are generally closely linked with extension 
(or research and extension) activities – for instance ACIAR or RPIP projects as we have 
seen in Savannkhet. They are in these cases linked with DAFO extension services. In most 
of the case, the members of the groups are chosen by a project to serve as an interface 
between the project and villagers: for example, the group members implement 
demonstration plots, and possibly help to fill the list of villagers who are interested to 
receive some inputs, for instance. Those groups are in most of the cases not moved by an 
internal dynamic, but by external support. 

 “Trading Groups” or “Market-Oriented Groups”: are organized to respond market 
demand and in particular to bulk their members’ production in order to sell it to a buyer 
(a company or a rice miller, for instance). This buyer (private) is often the initiator of the 
group and its main interlocutor. But some groups may also be connected with the public 
services of agriculture (DAFO). Most of the contract-farming agreements are made 
through such groups (but not necessarily signed with the group itself, or not formally as 
the informal groups are not legal entities). Very often in Laos (but not always), the group 
(or the group leader) is a facilitator of the relation between a buyer and farmers (the 
leader for instance will prepare list of farmers, surface of land cultivated, needs for 
inputs, and will organize the delivery of the products by the villagers in a given place on a 
given time, which considerably ease the supply logistic for the buyer), but is not directly a 
commercial actor in the sense that the group does not purchase the products from 
members to sell them back to the buyer, but the commercial transaction is made directly 
between the group members and the buyer, and is only facilitated by the group / group 
leader. 

 
At present, informal farmer groups represent the very large majority of FOs in Laos. 
 

2.3.2. Possible linkages between farmer groups and climate change adaptation 

Relevance and limits of involving “Extension groups” in CCA activities 

The “Extension groups” can typically be used as vehicle to promote some CCA innovations: for 
instance advices + seeds for diversification of production or adaptation of varieties. “Extension 

                                                      
19 Yet there are cases of formal “recognition” of the farmer groups by local authorities (village chief, or even district 
in some case, as for instance the coffee producer group members of the AGPC). 
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groups” can be efficient is this role of vehicle for technical extension. One major limit of these 
“extension groups” is that their activities depend on the external support. Unless these groups 
diversify their activities and move toward a market orientation or the provision of a service to 
members based on internal resources, “extension groups” are not self-sustaining.  So this kind of 
group is not ideal to undertake the provision of CCA services or functions that have to be 
sustained, unless these services are perceived by members as important enough to create a 
dynamic and mobilize members. For instance management of input supply – see the box “Topic 
for Discussion 3” below – could be a suitable way to strengthen these groups, make them more 
sustainable, and at the same time serve CCA purpose. But services proposed to members have 
probably to cover a wider scope than only CCA (See “Topic for discussion 5”, page 18). Regional 
experience show that, for instance, groups focused only on disaster management activities have 
difficulties to be sustained as their usefulness is not perceived permanently but only when 
people face exceptional events. 
 

Topic for Discussion 3: FO and extension models 

Farmer Groups as actors of the research and extension and not only as “beneficiaries” or “target audience” 

Research and extension is more likely to bear fruits when farmers are not only considered as only receivers of 
a technical message that they have to implement, but as actors of the research and extension process. Rather 
than promoting a single innovation, extension services can propose various options to “action research” 
farmer groups (typically 15 to 20 farmers) who can choose and implement different options, monitor the way 
they implement and the results, and then share the results within the groups (with field visits, economic 
analysis, etc…). This leads to a stronger ownership by farmers on the research-extension process and findings, 
to a fine tuned adaptation of the proposed techniques, and also starts to initiate a collective dynamic that can 
be the basis for further development of the group. 

Such models for extension also appear to be more efficient and more reactive than a top-down and ready-to-
use extension model, because farmers are directly involved and exposed to a broader range of options. For 
this reason this model can strongly strengthen the capacity of adaptation of farmers and thereof is more 
relevant for CCA purpose. 

Sustain farmer access to inputs and material 

Most of the small Farmer Groups that have been created by projects for extension purpose do not seem, in 
the present conditions, to fulfill conditions to become sustainable FG/FO, as we have seen above. Though, in 
many cases, farmer groups could have an important role to play in order to sustain the ability of farmers to 
adopt and use the inputs or technologies that these projects are promoting, including for the purpose of 
Climate Change Adaptation. For instance, as we have seen in Outhoumphone district (see Annex 2-B), farmer 
who want to continue to use hybrid drought-tolerant varieties have to travel 40 km to purchase these seeds 
from Thasano Center. This is a real obstacle that might dissuade farmers to continue to use these varieties in 
the long term, when the supply is not eased anymore by a project intervention. Input supply can be a good 
entry point to work on the creation of sustainable farmer groups, as it can provide a practical service in which 
farmer will find a concrete interest. Such an activity can sustain the outcome of extension activity and serve as 
a starting point to stimulate the creation of sustainable Farmer Groups.  

 

Relevance and limits of involving Market oriented groups in CCA activities 

Market oriented groups (as well as cooperatives) are established for trading purpose and are 
therefore moved by a sustainable “driver”. For this reason (at it was already mentioned for 
cooperatives), they can be considered as, potentially, a stronger partner for an integration of 
CCA activities, in particular when it comes to actions or services that have to be sustained (for 
instance keeping a security stock of seeds…). Indeed, because these informal production groups 
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are generally specifically focused on one production only (rice or chicken or pig… etc…), the 
willingness and legitimacy of a given group to implement CCA actions might be limited to actions 
that are directly related to the group’s core production. 
 
 

Topic for Discussion 4: CCA and contract farming 

Another interesting argument for linking risk reduction activity to these market oriented groups is related to 
contract farming: losses of production due to critical hazard (climate or pests…) are one of the most frequent 
causes of failure to respect farming-contract requirements. When this happens, it either: 

1. Leads to economic losses for both parties (the producers and the buyer) and also to a loss of 
confidence that can jeopardize further contract farming agreements. Any action that could help to reduce 
losses of (existing) production in case of extreme climate event is therefore likely to generate a strong interest 
of the Farmer Group (and possibly a support from the buyer). Besides, this would contribute to consolidate an 
important orientation of MAF strategy (market orientation and contract farming), and thereof it is an 
approach that is likely to receive a strong political support. 

or 

2. Maybe in some cases, farmers alone support the economic losses (they have to fully pay back the 
inputs they received from the buyer, and they do not get income because of the crop loss). If this is what 
actually happen, it means that there is no strong reason for the buyer (the contractor) to take into account 
agro-climatic risks in the input he proposes to farmers (varieties in particular) or in the cropping calendar he 
asks farmers to follow. In contract farming models, it is generally the buyer who will make the decision on the 
varieties used and the date when he wants to collect the product. It would be smart that the contractor share 
the agro-climate risks with the farmers, not only for a matter of equity, but because it will encourage him to 
consider climate risks in the choice of varieties – for instance – and not to consider only the commercial 
interest of the variety. Regulations in contract farming shall consider these aspects of risk management and 
risk sharing. 

 
A step further in this direction could consist in the development of insurance (for instance index 
insurance) linked to the contract farming. At least it could cover the losses of the value of inputs 
supplied by the contractor, which would not replace the loss of production, but would limit its 
economic impact on both parties (the contractor and the farmers) and reduce the risk of conflict 
occurring in such situation. This is important in order to avoid that a loss of production due to 
climate hazard results not only in an immediate economic loss, but also in the cancellation of 
long-term partnership between farmers and contractors. 
 
 

2.4. Water User Associations / Water User Groups 

2.4.1. WUA / WUG functions, legal status and current situation 

Purpose and legal status of WUA 

Water User Associations are regulated by the “Decree on Establishment and Operation of 
WUAs” No: 1150/AF, dated June 2000. Water User Associations are generally created in link with 
the development of irrigation schemes, in order to ensure the Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) of the scheme once it has been fully developed. 
Another legal document defines the principles of this transfer (known as “Irrigation 
Management Transfer” – IMT): the “Decree on full Transfer of Irrigation Systems to WUAs”, 
No: 1149/AF, dated June 2000. 
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The term “Water User Group” is used to designate two different things: either Water User 
Associations that are not yet registered, or groups under a WUA gathering users from part of the 
schemes20. [Note: hereafter, “WUG” refers to unregistered WUA]. 
At National level, the number of registered WUA is still quite limited. In March 2010, a 
presentation by MAF on its vision and strategy for the development of Farmer Organization was 
referring to 40 to 60 formal WUA. This estimation of about 60 WUA officially registered was 
confirmed by the Department of Irrigation. On the other hand, there is a large number of 
unregistered WUG throughout the country (close to 1,000, according to the estimation of the 
DoI)21. 

Situation and functioning 

In a large majority of cases throughout the country, it is acknowledged that WUA/WUG have 
been established without receiving a proper and sufficient support to develop their operational 
capacities (general management skills, accounting and financial competences, O&M know-
how…). 
 
Full transfer of management responsibilities of medium or large scale schemes is often too 
ambitious considering the management capacities of WUAs (especially with, in most of the case, 
insufficient support / capacity building) and the limited economic capacities of the water users 
(excepted in the cases where irrigation is intensively used for profitable cash crops, allowing the 
users to contribute significant ISF). Also, the transfer of responsibilities (and cost) from the DoI 
to the WUA shall be progressive, and shall be monitored regularly during the process of transfer 
in order to assess progresses and identify the weaknesses that require additional capacity 
building efforts. 
Yet, according to the Irrigation Diagnostic Study (2008), GoL’s investments to develop irrigation 
have been successful in improving food security and income generation, but were not successful 
in “forming water user organizations which are then able to manage irrigation efficiently and 
accept responsibility for repairs, upkeep, maintenance, and also capital replacement under 
Irrigation Management Transfer (IMT) agreements”22. The study identified the “top-down” 
approach in the site selection for irrigation development as a major cause of the failure of 
transferring irrigation management to users’ organizations. It also underlines that IMT approach 
might be relevant when irrigation is developed for market oriented agriculture, but is more 
difficult to achieve when irrigation aims at securing the food security of poorer communities. 
 
These concerns are acknowledged by the Department of Irrigation, and a revised legal 
framework is currently being prepared, including an irrigation law that will be submitted in the 
near future to the National Assembly. According to the DoI, the principal of full Irrigation 
Management Transfer will be maintained only for small scale irrigation schemes, whereas a 
sharing of O&M responsibilities will be the model proposed for medium (100 to 500  ha) and 
large scale (> 500 ha) schemes. 

                                                      
20 For instance (according to CES (2008) “Irrigation Diagnostic Study”), in Phieng district, Xayabouly, the Nam Tan 
WUA is divided in two WUG (one for the Right Main Canal and one for the Left Main Canal), each group being 
divided in 3 sub-groups, and each sub-group in a blocks. 
21 Source: interview with Mr. Somnuk Chanthaseth, Director of Planning and Cooperation Division of the DoI. 
22 See CES (2008), Irrigation Diagnostic Study – Final report vol. 1”, MAFF/DoI & PCADR (AFD), p.5. 
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2.4.2. Possible linkages between WUA / WUG and climate change adaptation 

The link between the development of irrigation and the adaptation of agriculture to climate 
change is quite obvious. The irrigation can 1) secure and/or increase the productivity of existing 
crops at risks in case of drought or early ending of wet season (supplementary irrigation), 
2) allow a second cropping season, in particular for rice after the traditional wet season crop, 
3) open opportunities for crop diversification. 
A study23 conducted by IFPRI in 2009 indicates that irrigated rice production in South-East Asia 
will decline by 17% based on emerging climate change scenario and recommends investments in 
upgrading irrigation efficiency in order to compensate this trend. Such investments shall not only 
be focused on irrigation infrastructures but also and in significant proportion on the 
development of irrigation management capacities, which are a sine qua non conditions of an 
efficient and sustainable management of irrigation. 
 
Water User Associations have an essential role to play in operating and maintaining irrigation 
infrastructure (or possibly other hydro-agricultural infrastructures, such as flood prevention 
dykes or water regulation / drainage systems). Initial investments to develop the scheme are 
generally financed by the State, then WUA/WUG are responsible to operate and maintain these 
infrastructure or a part of these infrastructures24. 
 

2.5. NTFP groups / Natural Resources management groups 

2.5.1. NTFP groups 

The gathering of Non Timber Forest Products (NTFP) is an important economic activity for rural 
communities in Lao PDR, in particular in the uplands. The promotion of NTFP valuation in local 
economy is often promoted in order to provide sufficient incomes and reduce an unsustainable 
exploitation of timber and to prevent deforestation. Numerous groups have been established 
(quite often with project or NGO supports) in order to ensure a sustainable management of 
natural resources and to increase the income generation from these activities. For this second 
objective, they are often involved in the processing and marketing of NTFP products, and are in 
that sense quite similar to the informal Farmer “Trading Groups” described in the § 2.3. above, 
except that they are dealing with gathered natural products and not with farmed products. 
NTFP groups are informal groups in most of the cases, but can be very well organized and 
functional. A good example of that is provided by the NTFP marketing group25 established 
15 years ago in Namor with a support from IUCN. 

2.5.2. Linkages between NTFP groups and climate change adaptation 

Because of their role regarding forests protection, NTFP groups are directly related to the 
mitigation of climate change at the global level. At local level, the protection of forest is also a 
mean to contain the risks of erosion or landslide which is likely to increase with climate change. 
 

                                                      
23 The study is quoted in MAF Strategy 2011-2020, p. 25. 
24 A frequent model is that the State keep the responsibility on primary infrastructures (reservoir, headworks, 
primary canal…) whereas the WUA/WUG is in charge of the secondary and tertiary infrastructures. 
25 See case study No.4 p.48-51 in Folkard A. et al. (2011), “Farmer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints and 
Pathways for Development”. 
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For their role in increasing sustainable income from forest resources, NTFP groups are also 
playing a major role in increasing the resilience of rural communities to climate hazard. The 
exploitation of NTFP is one of the options for diversification, and it has been observed that 
communities are allocating more time for this activity when their crops have suffered damages, 
in order to compensate the loss of incomes. In this sense, NTFP exploitation plays a role of 
economic safety net for rural households. 
 

2.6. Credit/Saving Groups 

2.6.1. Credit/Saving Groups and other groups for capital mobilization 

A number of Informal Farmer Organizations are also active in micro-credit activities. Castella 
(2010) notes that the “credit and more generally capital mobilization is central to the emergence 
and sustainability of farmers’ groups”. Different types of groups focused on capital mobilization 
exist in Laos: Village revolving funds, saving & credit groups, rice banks, livestock banks, etc. 
They are generally informal (not registered)26 and in most of the cases were initiated by projects, 
but they tend to be more sustainable than extension groups, for instance, and in many cases to 
pursue their activities beyond the project duration27. 
 

2.6.2. Linkages between credit/saving groups and climate change adaptation 

Saving /credit groups can play a very important role in building the resilience of farmer 
communities, and this at three different levels: 

 They can enable farmers’ investments in their farming system, providing possibilities to 
access equipment and inputs. This can be specifically associated with the adoption of 
inputs or practices directly related to Climate Change Adaptation (e.g. seeds of drought 
or flood tolerant varieties, or simply diversification of activities).  

 They can play a role of safety net and reduce the risk of emergency/ distress sale of 
capital assets of farms to face the immediate and basic needs (for instance selling cattle 
to buy food after a loss of harvest). Typically, this can be the role of rice banks for 
instance. 

 They also improve the resilience by allowing a faster economic recovery after a crisis, 
through facilitated access to capital (micro-credit, in cash or in kind: for instance cow 
banks). 

Yet, when it comes to post-climate-hazard recovery, a limit may be the capacity of locally 
established groups to face the demand, as a large proportion of villagers will probably be in a 
distress situation at the same time. 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
26 But for at least one exception of large scale credit cooperative formally registered under a Decree on micro-credit 
cooperatives promulgated in 1996: the Credit Cooperative for Promotion of Small Producers (CCSP). 
27 See Castella et al. (2010), “Managing the transition from farmers’ groups to agricultural cooperatives in Lao PDR”. 
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Topic for Discussion 5: Specific FO/FG dedicated to CCA or CCA introduced in existing FO/FG? 

“Climate Change” as a concept is not well understood or identified as a stake by Lao farmers. Climate risks (as 
they have always been experienced by farmer, regardless of the possible changes in the frequency or 
amplitude of these risks) are a much more practical and concrete concern that is taken into consideration by 
farmers. Yet, it does not seem that climate risks would be ranked first by farmers among their major concerns 
and priorities. A look at the recent “Farmer’ Statement” issued by the Farmer’s Conference on Farmers’ 
Organizations in August 2012 is very telling about that. Neither “Climate Change” nor “Climate related risks” 
appear in this statement that reflects the current farmers’ major concerns. Major area of concerns are focused 
on access to resources (land, capital/credit), access to market, costs of inputs, access to technical and 
managerial knowledge, and protection of environment. Those are the subjects that are likely to mobilize 
farmers.  

To establish a sustainable Farmer Organization requires a lot of time and energy (and a bit of capital 
investment) from farmers. Farmers will invest their resources (time and money) in creating a FO only if they 
foresee that the organization will practically contribute to address their main concerns.  

For this reason, we believe that the creation of Farmer Groups or Organizations dedicated specifically to 
climate change adaptation would be a mistake and would fail. CCA cannot be the main driver to create FOs, 
because CCA is not currently seen as a 1st priority concern by farmers. 

But what can be done is to introduce CCA, very practically, in the agenda of existing FO/FG (or of FO/FG that 
would be created with broader objectives). This can be done for instance through a risk assessment and 
management exercise, and can be the basis for specific adjustment or additional functions to the scope of 
actions already implemented by those FG/FO. 
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3. FO actual situation in the IRAS target provinces with a 
focus on climate change issues 
 

3.1. FO/Cooperatives identified by the project team in province 
 
IRAS project team in Savannakhet and Xayabouly have been mobilized to gather information on 
existing Farmer Organizations / Farmer Groups in the project’s target districts. In Savannakhet, 
additional information has been provided, in particular by DAFO in Champhone. The consultant 
has also gathered information from other sources in particular about identified WUA/WUG in 
the targeted district, notably from the Irrigation Diagnostic Study (2008) – see Box 4 next page. 
These various pieces of information are compiled in the table 1 below. Yet it has to be 
underlined and acknowledged that this does not provide a full picture of the existing FO or 
farmer group in the project target area. It is very likely that there are more FO/FG than 
presented below, but as most of these FO/FG are informal and are not registered, there is no 
statistic or inventory available. 
 
Table 1: Numbers and categories of Farmer Organizations identified in IRAS target districts 

Province District FO identified 

Savannakhet Outhoumphone - 2 Duck raising groups and 2 Chicken raising groups, 

- 5 groups of family-scale fish culture, 

- 21 rice demonstration/ extension groups, 

- 5 Grass growing groups, 

- 5 Rattan groups. 

 Champhone - About 28  rice demonstration groups established by different 
projects (3 IRAS, 3 to 5 ADB/IFAD, 5 ACIAR and 5 RPIP), 

- Livestock demonstration groups (1 IRAS, 2 or 3 ADB/IFAD), 

- 25 WUG/WUA (24 active, 1 inactive because the canal is 
broken) according to DAFO – [In 2008, the Irrigation Diagnostic 
Study was indicating that there was 69 WUG in Champhone 
district]. 

Xayabouly Phiang - WUG (at least 2 identified in Naboum and Nasin villages), 

- WUA: Nam Tan WUA, registered on 7
th

 July 2003 (weir system), 

- 6 livestock groups (1 goat, 3 pigs, 1 fish…), 

- 2 sesame groups, 

- 3 corn groups, 

- 2 rice group, 

- 13 NTFP groups (Job’s Tear). 

 Pak Lai - 1 rice group, 

- 6 corn groups, 

- 3 vegetable groups, 1 cabbage group,  

- 1 garlic group, 

- 2 sesame group, 

- 9 NTFP groups (Job’s Tear). 

- 12 WUG. 

Sources: IRAS project provincial office (up-dated in Nov 2012), DAFO, Irrigation Diagnostic Study (for WUA/WUG). 

 

Apparently « market 
oriented groups. » 
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Box 4: WUA/WUG identified through the Irrigation Diagnostic Study in IRAS target area 
In Champhone district, the Irrigation Diagnostic Study28 (in 2008) had identified (based on DAFO data) a total of 69 
irrigation schemes (1 weir, 37 pumps, 27 small reservoirs and 4 intake gates). All these schemes were reported to be 
operated and maintained (theoretically) by Water User Groups (with or without formal agreements), and were 
covering a total irrigable area of 13,310 ha of Wet Season rice and 11,720 ha of Dry Season rice + 4,746 ha of non-
rice crops in Dry Season. 
In Xayabouly target districts, the mission has identified at least one registered WUA in Nam Tan scheme. A detailed 
case study on this scheme is available in the Irrigation Diagnostic Study29. 

 

3.2. Observations from the field visit in Savannakhet 
 
Field visits and group surveys took place in 3 villages (Nakaxork and Phinneua in Outhoumphone 
district and Sakhunthay in Champhone district) on the 26th  and 27th of September. The sites 
visited were chosen by DAFO on the request of IRAS team in the province. Group interviews 
were conducted with the assistance of IRAS Technical Coordinator in Savannakhet (who has also 
served as an interpreter for the consultant) and the participation of a representative from DAFO 
and projects counterparts. The meetings organized at village level were gathering farmer 
members of different groups as well as representatives of village authorities and mass 
organizations. Summarized reports of the visits and group survey in each of the three villages are 
presented in Annexes 2A (Nakaxork), 2B (Phinneua) and 2C (Sakhunthay). 
 

3.2.1. Existing Farmer Groups / Organizations, roles and functioning, and SWOT analysis 

In the two target districts of IRAS project in Savannakhet, only two types of FO have been 
identified30 and visited: 

 Informal Farmer Groups established by projects for extension purposes (corresponding to 
“Extension Groups” as defined in the previous section of this report (see § 2.3.1. 
page 12). 

 Water User Groups / Water User Associations. 
 

Extension Farmer Groups 

The so-called Farmer Groups visited (rice groups, chicken groups, duck groups…) actually consist 
in the gathering of 3 to 5 farmers who are designated by a project (RPIP, ACIAR, ADB/IFAD…) to 
conduct field trials or demonstration plots for a technologies31 proposed for extension. It is 
maybe not really appropriated to speak about Farmer Groups in such cases, because of the very 

                                                      
28 CES (2008), Irrigation Diagnostic Study – Final report vol. 2”, page 31. 
29 CES (2008), Irrigation Diagnostic Study – Final report vol. 2”, pages 108 to 127. 
30 In Nakaxork village, there might be a slightly more elaborated group focused on garden crops and gathering 9 
farmers. It seems that there is a basis of collective action in this group with a fence built around the gardens of the 
9 members (gardens are located in one place) and arrangements for pumping. The mission has requested to meet 
this group but unfortunately, the village leaders said that it was not possible to meet them on the day we were in 
the village. 
31 These technologies may consist of new rice varieties or non-traditional cropping practices (for instance direct 
sowing of rice seeds instead of transplanting of seedlings), or a package of technical practices (mixing traditional 
practices and “modern” ones) as proposed for chicken raising (chicken housing combined with access to rice fields, 
etc.).  
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limited number of farmers involved (only 3 in most of the cases) and more importantly because 
of the absence of internal dynamic. The involved farmers (selected for the project by DAFO 
and/or village authorities) serve as focal point for the project (RPIP, ACIAR,etc…) in the village. 
They receive inputs and technical advices in order to implement trials or demonstration that can 
further be used to promote the proposed techniques to villagers. They have to follow the project 
guidelines regarding the implementation of demonstrations and to report any problem to the 
project. 
 
These “groups” of demonstration farmers have generally a limited life-duration: they are created 
for project purpose and they cease to exist as group (if they ever do) once the project support 
ends (i.e. sometime even the end of the project itself, as for instance in Phinneua village were a 
first group of demonstration farmers was dismantled when the project (RPIP) has decided to 
refocus its support to another group of the same village. 
 
Working with such small teams of farmers may serve well the purpose of establishing 
demonstration plots or on-farm trials, and we understand that these are the pursued objectives 
in these cases. Yet it has not to be misunderstood and mistaken for support to Farmer Groups or 
Farmer Organizations. This being said, even for demonstration or on-farm trial purpose, we 
believe (based on past experiences32) that the effectiveness in terms of promotion and 
dissemination could be improved by working with broader groups of 10 to 15 farmers in a given 
village, and encouraging a participation of those farmers in an action-research process33: i.e. 
testing different options, partly based on farmers’ preferences, and facilitating comparison of 
practices and results within the group. This lead to a stronger understanding and ownership on 
the results and makes these results become less “confidential” as they become a topic of 
discussion among farmers (in the group, but often more largely in the village). Because of a 
larger base and of an increased level of interaction between members, this can also be the 
starting point of a dynamic within the group. 
 
For this kind of groups, there are doubts regarding the capacities or willingness of farmers to 
continue to implement the improved techniques after the project stops its support. Some 
obstacle main not be addressed. For instance, in Nakaxork, farmers can borrow equipment from 
DAFO for direct sowing (a practice currently tested there with the technical support of IRRI) 
while they are in the frame of the project, but there is no guarantee that required equipment 
will be available afterward. Another example, once the project stops, farmers from Pinneua will 
have to travel 40 km to purchase seeds of improved varieties (drought resistant), which have to 
be renewed annually. These two difficulties are typically issues that could be addressed by a 
sustainable Farmer Organization, which could manage collective equipment and organize input 
supply for the member in order to make scale economies34. 
 
The table 2 (next page) propose a rough assessment of Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats for such “extension groups”.  

                                                      
32 See for instance the experience of “progress groups” in Meas Chanty, Jean-Marie Brun et al. (2007) “The 
agricultural development of the Prey Nup polders: an Action-Research and agricultural extension experience”, GRET 
Cambodia, Phnom Penh, October 2007, 48 p. 
33 See also the box “Topic for Discussion 3: FO and extension models”, page 13. 
34 See also the box “Topic for Discussion 2: Potential of the cooperative model”, page 10. 
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Table 2: Tentative synthetic SWOT of Farmer Extension Groups met in Savannakhet province 

Strength Weaknesses 

Experience of new agricultural techniques. 

Implementation of field trials or demonstrations. 

 

 

 

Extremely small size of “groups”, lack of collective 
dynamic. 

Activity driven by external project, no internal dynamic. 

Absence of managerial / organizational capacities. 

No collective project to cement the group. 

 

Opportunities Threats 

Access to technical support (DAFO, projects). 

 

 

Group might be disbanded as soon as the support ends. 

Conditions to sustain the adoption of improved cropping 
(or animal husbandry) practices may not be guaranteed. 

 

 

Water User Groups 

Only one Water User Group has been visited in Sakhunthay village, Champhone district, and the 
survey made there was far too short to address all the aspects that have to be covered by a 
diagnostic of this type of organization. Yet this brief presentation of the situation of Sakhunthay 
(+ Sakheunneua) WUG reveals a number of positive aspects35 (see Table 3 below and following 
paragraphs): 
 
Table 3: Tentative SWOT of Sakhunthay Water User Group 

Strength Weaknesses 

Clear objective of the organizations.  

Membership is well identified (list of water users and 
surfaces). 

Internal rules are defined and seem to be enforced (in 
term of water allocation and of ISF payment). 

Effective contribution of water users, in cash and in kind 
(labor), providing resources and capacities for the 
organization to undertake its tasks. 

Apparently, a relatively effective and efficient service is 
delivered, considering the yields obtained by villagers, 
in particular for DS rice. 

  

Insufficient resources to cover all O&M costs.  

Apparent absence of a provisional budget and process 
to negotiate with users the priorities in term of 
maintenance. 

Uncertainties about participation of members in the 
WUG governance (?). 

Opportunities Threats 

Maybe some possibilities to improve water 
management, and perhaps to extend the command 
area (?). 

 

 

The sustainability of the scheme management will be 
jeopardized if the public services concerned are not able 
to contribute to the maintenance / reparation of the 
infrastructure and equipment. 

 
The first of the positive aspects to be mentioned is that the WUG is a real organization, with a 
defined objective and a mutual interest (to manage the irrigation scheme), a clear membership 
(list of members with land surfaces), and defined rules (for water allocation and users 

                                                      
35 Based on the explanation given by Mr Sayphone, the WUG leader in Sakhunthay. 
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contribution, notably). The organization is registered with DAFO (maybe we shall rather speak of 
a WUA, in this case). And it is able to mobilize significant resource from its members, through 
the effective (according to the WUG leader) collection of an Irrigation Service Fee (ISF) of 
405,000 Kip/ha and the mobilization of a labor contribution from member for a part of the 
maintenance work (cleaning canals)36. 
Yet, there are a number of important limits to be addressed. First: the ISF rate (amount per 
hectare) seems to be defined based on a standard rule and is not determined by a prevision of 
O&M costs.  Second (and partly as a consequence of the previous one): the WUG is not able to 
cover the full O&M costs of the part of the scheme under its responsibility and has to request 
financial support from DAFO/PAFO to finance reparation of infrastructure and renewal of the 
pump. Thereof, the sustainability of the system is still dependent on the Government abilities to 
finance the required public contribution. 
 
Strengthening such WUG/WUA could be a relevant and efficient way for IRAS project to 
contribute to the adaptation of agriculture to climate change and to increase the resilience of 
communities toward climate related hazards. 
 
Some issues regarding the members’ ownership, the governance of the WUG and the 
transparency in its management could not be assessed given the short time of the field visit. But 
those would be questions to explore, shall IRAS project confirm an interest to work with such 
organizations. From other experiences in Lao PDR, at least in the case of large schemes, it seems 
that members have very limited opportunities to be consulted, to express their concerns, or to 
select their leaders (see Box 5 below). This limits their ownership on the organization and can be 
a weakening factor. 
 

Box 5: Limited autonomy of WUG/WUA in large schemes in Lao PDR 
“In the large scale irrigation schemes visited during this study, WUG and/or WUA exists (if not legally, at least in 
practice), aside a “project” or “center” which consist in a delocalized team of the Administration (PAFO or DAFO). 
Even if functions or tasks are delegated to WUG/WUA leaders, the overall management of the schemes is still under 
the responsibility of the project director. As a logical consequence, WUA/WUG leaders receive their orders from the 
project director or other Administrations agents, and are accountable to them first rather than to the WUA 
members. 
We can consider that these current arrangements are a form of “co-management”, with an involvement of users’ 
leaders in the implementation. They are obviously not a full IMT process (as there are still delocalized civil servants 
in charge of the management of the scheme), but from our point of view, they are not even “partial IMT” 
arrangements. The expression “co-management”, can apply for these current situation, understood as a 
management under the responsibility of PAFO, with an implication of users’ representative, in charge of the 
implementation of a number of tasks “by delegation” of the project/center. 
Water Users Associations or Groups have little reality. In some of the cases (not all), the users’ leaders are not even 
selected by the farmers. One of the tasks often delegated to WUG leaders is the collection of ISF, but the money 
collected (but for the 20% kept for the water users’ leaders) is then transferred to an account which is not actually 
managed by the WUA leaders. Therefore, the responsibility and accountability of WUA/WUG leaders toward water 
users remain very low, as well as the ownership of water users on the WUA and on the irrigation scheme.” 
[From: GRET (2010), Public Management of Irrigated Agriculture Support Services in Lao PDR – Synthesis report] 

 
 
 

                                                      
36 See more details in Annex 2-C. 
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3.2.2. Farmers’ experiences of climate hazards, coping practices and awareness about climate 

change 

Case of Outhouphone (drought prone area) 

Farmers met in Outhoumphone district depend very much on rain, in particular for their rice 
production which can be strongly affected by drought. Yet, in Nakaxork village for instance, a 
part of the village agricultural land have access to water resources (a weir on a stream), allowing 
some late Wet Seaon or Dry Season crops (maize, cucumber, water melon…) which can provide 
alternative source of incomes and reduce the economic impact of bad harvests at household 
level. This strategy of diversification of crops is also found in Phinneua where farmers use 
borehole to irrigate vegetable crops. But the incomes generated are limited due to low prices of 
dry season crops products at that time. Some villagers have also off-farm activities in Dry 
Season, like daily work in the construction sector in the district center, gathering NTFP, or 
weaving. 
In Nakaxork and Phinneua, the farmers met did not mention about any observation they would 
have made on an aggravation of droughts (increase in frequency or amplitude) over the last 
decades, but they have noticed the emergence of new pests on rice (gall midge?) for the last 
three years, causing significant damage. Their strategy to address this problem consists in 
draining out the water from the rice field and leaving it dry for about 10 days. The side effect of 
this practice is that it increases the risk of hydric stress on rice, considering that farmers have no 
capacities to supply water back into their field after these ten days and rely on rains. 
 

Case of Champhone (flood prone area) 

Villagers of Sakhunthay are exposed to floods (both fields and housing area) and have 
experienced particularly sever ones in 1977-78, 1984-85 and 2011. They did not observe a 
significant increase of flood frequency or amplitude in the recent decades. A number of 
spontaneous measures are taken by villagers to cope with this risk, for instance storing rice 
straw (used as fodder) on high storage places. As emergency measures, they move livestock to a 
higher place in the village. 
 
Wet Season rice harvest can be partially or totally lost due to the flood, but farmers have access 
to irrigation on a part of their land, allowing a second rice crop in dry season which considerably 
alleviate the micro-economic impact of such disasters. 
 
Other side effects of flood can be an increase of livestock mortality. Livestock vaccination is not 
yet a widespread practice among villagers, but according to villagers met, more and more 
farmers are considering to vaccinate their animals. 
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Box 6: Awareness of Lao Farmers about Climate Change 
Interviews conducted in 14 villages in three Provinces (Champassak, Vientiane Municipality and Oudomxai) as part 
of the “Farmers Voice” study reveal the farmers’ consciousness about some locally visible effects of climate change: 
“Decreasing water resources, lower stream flows and greater drought were noted in over two thirds of the 
discussions, as was forest destruction and rising or more extreme temperatures. Other common observations were 
reduced, irregular or unseasonal rainfall, general climate change, and increased flooding. 
Official statistics confirm what farmers are saying: there has been a decline in forest cover from 70% to 
approximately 40% in the past 50 years. The forests on which so many rural people depend are disappearing at a 
rate of 78,000 ha per year. 
Statistics also backup the observations on weather patterns. Rainfall in Laos has declined by 16 cm and the mean 
temperature has increased by 0.85°C in the past 50 years.” 
[Source: LEAP, “Farmers Voices” – Part Two, page 2]37 

 
 

3.3. Assumptions about FO/FG in Xayabouly province 
 
Whereas existing Farmer Groups in Savannakhet are mainly WUG and very small extension / 
demonstration groups established by projects for extension purpose, it seems from the 
information we get from IRAS provincial team that there are a number of market-oriented 
farmer groups in Xayabouly province. Each of these groups is focused on a particular commodity, 
either farmed (corn, sesame, rice, etc.) or gathered from the forest (e.g. Job’s tear) as we can 
see in Table 1 (page 19). 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
37 “Farmers Voices” report is based on a survey of 28 Farmer Groups in various provinces throughout Lao PDR. 
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4. Recommendations38 
 

4.1. Recommendations at policy level 

4.1.1. Enhance linkages between FO development and CCA in strategies and policies 

MAF “Strategy for Agricultural Development 2011-2020” enhances the need to adapt agriculture 
to climate change on one hand, and on the other hand the emerging role of Farmer 
Organizations (with a relatively strong orientation toward economic and commercial roles),  but 
there are little connections between the two topics. 
Based on the results of pilot actions and lessons learnt, synergies between the development and 
strengthening of FO and the adaptation to climate change could be better highlighted in future 
strategy and policy documents. 
Successful field experiences shall be the source of the relevance and legitimacy of the 
recommendations that IRAS projects will be able to deliver in the coming years in this matter. 
 

4.1.2. Integrate Climate change in Participatory Land Use Planning 

Participatory Land Use planning is an important tool for local development and natural resources 
management. Different guidelines and “toolboxes” have been developed in Lao PDR in the 
recent years. But, from what the mission has seen about it, risk management (notably climate 
risks) is not very much taken into account in the process. Integration of climate risk management 
in PLUP methods could be a pathway to explore, within the objective of mainstreaming climate 
change in local development planning. 
 

4.2. Recommendations on the legal framework 

4.2.1. Simple recognition process at local level 

The existing legal framework offers various options for FO registration depending on the nature 
and purpose of the FOs (cooperatives, association, WUA…). Besides, in practice, there are “semi-
formal” options for local FOs to be recognized by local authorities (including by a formal 
document established by the district, in some cases, even if it does not refer to a specific legal 
status). This provides a relatively flexible framework for a progressive elaboration, probation and 
strengthening of FO/FG. 
The report “Farmer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints and Pathways for Development”39 
has made a relevant and wise recommendation in that matter, that can be recalled here: “The 
Farmer Production Groups (/Trade oriented) have functioned well enough with local notification, 
and do not appear to require any more elaborated formalization. However, some simple process 
for formalization (e.g. in village level) might help to rationalize these and facilitate private sector 
actors to investment in cooperation. Any formalization of this should be seen as having an 
enabling or clarifying function, rather than posing a new hurdle to be surmounted. The draft sub-
decree for Farmer Production Groups proposed by NAFES may be re-examined in this regard”. 

                                                      
38 Please note that operational recommendations will be more developed in the report “Farmer Organization / 
Cooperative Support Measures for Adaptation to Climate Change” (to be issued next month).  
39 See Folkard A. et al. (2011), “Farmer Organizations: Opportunities, Constraints and Pathways for Development”, 
page 32. 
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4.2.2. Legal framework for WUA and Irrigation Management Transfer 

A number of recommendations were made by the Irrigation Diagnostic Study in 2008, which are 
mostly still valid, and relevant to recall in the context of this report considering the strong need 
to improve the efficiency and sustainability of irrigation management in regard of CC stakes.  
The following recommendations are particularly important and deserve to be recalled: 

 The rights and responsibilities of the WUA shall be limited to the management of the 
assets that they are capable to manage (in term of technical skills and financial 
capacities). This limitation shall be allowed by the legal framework and detailed case by 
case by formal agreements between WUA and the relevant authorities (DoI?). 

 The provision made by the Decree on IMT according to which water users shall not only 
pay the O&M costs but also reimburse the investments made (by the State) to develop 
the irrigation schemes seems unrealistic. 

 

4.2.3. Regulation of contract farming agreement regarding risks sharing 

Contract farming plays an important role in Lao PDR in connecting farmers to market and is 
supported by MAF. Yet, the practice of contract farming presents two risks for the resilience of 
smallholder farms: 1) it pulls farmers toward more specialized farming and less diversification, 
which is likely to increase the farmers vulnerability to climate hazards; 2) in contract farming 
agreements, the choice of varieties (and sometime of cropping calendar) is dictated by the 
contractor, and this choice is mainly driven by the consideration of commercial criteria, and with 
little consideration of climate risks because most of the economic losses in case of damages on 
the crop/production are mostly born by farmers.  
The regulatory framework for contract farming shall address the issue of risks and engage (to 
reasonable extends) the responsibility of the contractors in order to encourage them to take 
climate risks into consideration in the technical choices that they impose to farmers. 
 
 

4.3. Recommendations at the institutional level 

4.3.1. Introduce AA2CC as a topic in the SWGAB 

Climate Change Adaptation has to be mainstreamed in the agricultural sector. For this, it has to 
be brought into groups or bodies which are not specialized on Climate Change. The Sub-Working 
Group on Farmers and Agribusiness is a relevant space to encourage stakeholders to take into 
account the stakes of CCA, because of the dynamic of this group and of its efficiency in 
showcasing the results of its discussions and studies. 
 

In practice 

 A representative of IRAS project shall actively participate in the Sub-Working Group on 
Farmers and Agribusiness on a regular basis.  

 IRAS shall propose discussion topics related to AA2CC in this group (for instance propose a 
reflection on CCA and contract farming (see the box “Topic for Discussion 4” page 14), and use 
the group to disseminate its knowledge and experience. 
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4.3.2. Build capacities of PAFO / DAFO in organizational development 

It seems that the services of MAF at the provincial and district level lack capacities and methods 
in order to be able to efficiently support FO development. There is a strong need for capacity 
building in that field at PAFO and DAFO level. Practical experiences shall be a strong part of this 
capacity building process, and projects shall provide an opportunity for PAFO/DAFO officers to 
gain experience by working on the field with local FO development specialists to be associated to 
the project implementation (on-the-job training). Some local organizations have a strong 
experience of support to FO and could be associated (subcontracted) to take part in the 
implementation of IRAS project activities. 
 

4.3.3. Research and knowledge management 

As a follow-up of this mission on “Effective Management of Farmer Organizations for Agriculture 
Adaptation to Climate Change”, IRAS project may develop a program of action to support FO-led 
activities for AA2CC. These activities, and more broadly the approach of associating FO in the 
implementation of CCA strategy, have to be considered as a pilot, from which lessons shall be 
learnt and used for up-scaling and replication. It is therefore essential not only to monitor the 
progresses and results, but to go further in the analysis and in the lessons learnt from these 
experiences, and to share these experiences with the development community involved with 
Farmer Organization development. 
 

In practice 

 Set up a specific monitoring committee of actions undertaken by IRAS on FO and climate 
change; 

 Include in this committee the Policy Research Center of NAFRI, to make  the link with their 
program of research on Farmer Organizations and a representative of the DAEC / Production 
Group Promotion, Cooperative and Agribusiness Division; 

 Bridge this monitoring and evaluation work with the Sub-Working Group on Farmer and 
Agribusiness (SWGAB) by assigning the IRAS officer in charge of this program to take part in 
this sub-working group (see § 4.3.1 previous page). 

 
 
 

4.4. Recommendations on strategies and methodological approaches 

4.4.1. Envisage support to FO as a (long-term) process and not as a blue-print set of predefined 

actions 

Developing the capacities of Farmer Organizations has to be managed as a process. Progresses 
are not always following the expected plans: it sometimes runs faster that planned on certain 
aspects and beyond schedule on other aspects and it often has to be re-orientated based on 
experiences, on a continuous assessment of successes and failures, and indeed on farmers’ 
decisions. Success stories in the development of farmer organizations (of any kind) have 
generally this in common that they were managed as long term supports with possible 
reorientations and adjustments, based on the experience and driven by the farmers themselves. 
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4.4.2. Approach for the integration of FO and climate change in IRAS project 

The support to Farmer Organizations can be introduced through two different (and non-
exclusive) approaches in IRAS project: 
 
The first option is based on the existing mechanisms proposed by IRAS project for testing and 
promoting techniques or adaptation measures. IRAS has already started, at a limited scale and in 
partnership with DAFOs, to propose and demonstrate agricultural techniques that are 
considered as risk-reducing techniques. For instance promotion of drought or flood resistant rice 
varieties, or support to the diversification of productions (duck raising, fish raising…). It seems 
that, at this very early stage of project implementation, these first pilot activities were rather 
decided by crop sections or livestock sections of DAFOs than by farmers/villagers. Yet we can 
consider that this process of selection of the content of extension will be improved as it is 
planned: according to IRAS project document, the content of “6 CCTAM will be introduced to 
farmers and communities in villages as a basis for review of technical suitability and 
appropriateness of the modules for each village. Project staff and PAFO/DAFO extension officers 
will present the agro-technical details of each CCTAM package, and the farmers / communities 
will prioritize 1 to 3 modules most appropriate for their location and farming system(s)” 40 . 
 
At this early stage of project implementation, an important limit is the lack of analysis of the 
conditions required to sustain the proposed activities. As seen during the field visits in 
Savannakhet, when the project support will stop, farmers may face obstacles that could dissuade 
them to continue with the proposed technics. For instance inability to invest in equipment 
formerly borrowed from the project (see the case of direct sowing in Nakaxork –Annex 2-A) or 
difficulties to get supplied with improved variety seeds (as for instance for farmer using TDK or 
Phongngam varieties in Phinneua –Annex 2-B). It is recommended that the project systematically 
reviews these possible obstacles to a sustainable adoption of the proposed technics, and 
identifies where collective action can be a solution to address these obstacles. This can serve as 
a basis to identify practical roles and services of FO, then to set up these organizations and 
develop their capacities based on a practical objective (See option 1 in the Figure 1 next page). 
 
The second approach (see option 2 in the Figure 1) consists in working with existing significant 
Farmer Organizations in the target area. This shall include Farmer Organizations gathering a 
significant number of members and having a clear purpose, for instance Farmer Groups / 
Cooperatives oriented on the marketing of their products, or Water User Groups / Associations. 
 
These groups being significant actors at the village level, IRAS project can propose them to work 
on an assessment of their vulnerability and resilience to climate change / climate risks (at two 
levels: the vulnerability and resilience of the farmer members and the vulnerability and 
resilience of the FO as an organization), then, based on this assessment, identify and support the 
implementation of actions dedicated to climate change adaptation and improvement of the 
resilience41. 
 

                                                      
40 IRAS project document p. 36. 
41 More details on possible actions will be developed in the second report of the present mission “Guidelines for 
Farmer Organizations / Cooperatives Climate Change Adaptation Action Plans”. 
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Figure 1: Two complementary options to integrate support to FO in IRAS project 
  

Option 1: Extension based approach 

 

Option 2: FO based approach 

1. Presentation of CCTAM modules

2. Prioritization

3. Selection of 1 to 3 CCTAM modules

4. implementation (training, input supply, 
demonstration...)

6. Participatory identification of the 
conditions required for a sustainable use of 

the proposed techniques or measures

5. Confirmation of farmers interest for the 

proposed measures

7. For farmers' prefered measures, identify 
obstacle that can be addressed by collective 

action

8. Start a process to create and strengthen 
ad hoc organizations based on identified 

needs
 

1. Identification of existing significant FOs

2. Participatory diagnosis of FOs, analysis of 
their situation and perspectives (mid-term 

"business plan"

3. Assessment of climate risks and FO + FO 
members resilience

4. Identification of possible adaptation
measures at farm level and at FO level

6. Support the implementation of selected 

measures + strengthening of organizational and 
managerial capacities of the FO

5. Definition of an action plan (objectives, 
support required, calendar of 

implementation)

7. Periodic evaluation and revision of action 
plan, supports, and organizational and 

managerial structure
 

 

The approaches 1 and 2 described above are not exclusive and both can be simultaneously 
implemented by the project. 
 

4.4.3. Build organizations based on concrete, stimulating and rewarding actions or services 

Adaptation to Climate Change might not be in itself a topic that will strongly mobilize farmers. 
When starting the work with a FO (or a community), it is recommended to start with a relatively 
open discussion in order to identify the topics or issues which will mobilize farmer interest [See 
“Topic for Discussion 5” page 18]. A condition to establish successful Farmer Organization is to 
begin with clear and practical objectives that will motivate farmers by addressing practical issues 
they are facing. Creating organizations is not an objective in itself but shall be an answer to 
concrete problems or challenges met by farmers. 
In the “Option 1” defined above, it is recommended to integrate Climate Change Adaptation in a 
broader assessment of farmers and communities livelihood, the “integration” of CCA being 
understood as the consideration of Climate risks / Climate Change as a factor / trend to take into 
account together with other trends or concerns (economic, social, environmental, etc.). 
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4.4.4. Build ownership, raise awareness 

Two conditions are required to support the contribution of Farmer Organizations to the 
Adaptation of Agriculture to Climate Change: Awareness + Ownership. 

1. Awareness of farmers shall be raised by adequate communication to farmers on the 
stakes and risks related to Climate Change 

2. Ownership of farmers on their organizations: Farmers shall actually lead the orientations 
of their own organizations. This is a condition to reflect their increased level of 
awareness on CC stakes in the agenda of their organizations. If FO/FG are set and led by 
traders for the purpose of securing their supply for a certain commodity (rice, corn, 
sesame, etc.) then it is not likely that the FO will be active in the promotion of diversified 
farming systems for instance. The contribution of farmers themselves in the funding and 
implementation of actions is a condition to enhance ownership (See the 3rd report of this 
mission: “Farmer Organization / Cooperative Support Measures for Adaptation to 
Climate Change”, § 3.2., page 20.) 

 

4.4.5. IRAS investments in irrigation 

Irrigation development can be a relevant answer to Climate Change (See the 2nd report of this 
mission “Guidelines for Farmer Organizations / Cooperatives for preparation of Climate Change 
Adaptation Action Plans” § 3.2. page 17). If the IRAS project intends to invest in irrigation 
schemes, it shall not under-estimate the level of support needed to develop the capacities of 
WUA/WUG. It is preferable to invest in less schemes and to provide sufficient support to User 
Organizations in order to ensure the sustainability, than to develop infrastructures with 
insufficient capacity building. Based on the lessons learnt from the regional experience, it can be 
said that a newly established WUA shall be accompanied for not less than 5 to 6 years in order to 
strengthen sufficient capacities42. The support shall include training, but more importantly “on-
the-job support”, in order to allow an iterative process of developing tools and methods, testing 
them, reviewing results, improving, etc… It can also allow direct subsidy to the WUA/WUG in a 
transition period, in order to give sufficient resources for the WUA/WUG to experience the full 
size of its responsibilities while they still have access to technical support, and at the same time 
leave enough time for farmers to get benefit from the irrigation and become able to pay ISF at a 
sufficient level to ensure financial sustainability of the WUA/WUG and of the scheme itself. 
 

                                                      
42 If the IRAS project timeframe does not allow such a duration, measures shall be taken in order to guarantee that a 
minimum follow-up will be taken over by other projects or by the GoL.  
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Annex 2-A: Minutes from survey in Nakaxork, Outhoumphone  
 
Survey conducted in:   Nakaxork village, Outhouphone district, Savannakhet province 
On:    26 September 2012 
 
Type of FO(s):   Rice Producer Group and Chicken Producer Group 
 

List of persons met in Nakaxork village 

Name Position (specific role in FO) Contact 

Mr Khamsone Chief of Rice producer group  

Mr Sonsay Deputy Chief of Rice producer group  

Mr Ngair Member of chicken group  

Mr Saynalin Chief of village  

Mr Soumdy Deputy chief of village  

 
Farmers livelihood 
 
The main economic activity of people in the village is rice production. Each household has at least 1 ha of 
rice field. Some households have more land, with a maximum reaching up to 8 ha. 
Only a few fields have access to irrigation, from a weir on the river. But there are no canals Water is taken 
directly from the weir on the stream, by pumping. Only the plots located close to the water stream can 
be supplied with water. This year, they had to repair the dam of the weir. It has just been finish this year 
but it does not store enough water. 
 

 
 Newly built weir on the stream in Nakaxork village. 

 
For rainfed rice, the yield is about 2.5 t/ha in a normal year, if there is no problem. If there is drought, the 
yield are much lower (less than 1 t/ha). The rice is produced mainly for the family consumption. It is 
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estimated that one person need 350 kg of paddy/year. In average and in a normal year, a family will sell 
about ¼ of its production and will store the ¾ remaining. 
 
Secondary on-farm activities are: 

 Livestock: chicken, pig, buffaloes, cow. 
 Other crops: maize, long beans, cucumber (after rice harvesting) 
 Bamboo shoots (some grown or some natural) but not enough to supply on the market. Just for 

own consumption. 
 
There are no major off-farm activities. 

 
Farmer Groups 
 

Type of group Rice group Chicken Group 

Creation Established in July this year with support 
from ACIAR 

Established only one month ago with 
support from ACIAR 

Purpose of the group Support ACIAR to establish demonstration. 

 

Support ACIAR to establish 
demonstration 

Number of members 3 Households 4 Households 

 

The purpose of the group creation was to implement technical trials or demonstration: 
 
For rice, the method tested was a direct sowing method, tested against the usual transplantation 
method. 
 
For chicken raising, the technic tested was 
a mix of natural method and modern 
farming method. For instance, it included 
chicken housing combined with an access 
of the poultry to rice fields.  
In the medium term, they plan to extend 
the groups to more persons, until 10 HH in 
the next year. 
 

Chicken housing promoted by ACIAR project  
in Nakaxork village    

 
 
The group will have to help ACIAR project to find place to make demonstration in the area and to 
cooperate with the project when they have to establish activities in the area. If something happen in the 
demonstration field, they have to report to the project. 
 
For direct sowing, they borrow equipment from DAFO (sower).  
[Note: in the long term, if direct sowing is developing, there might be a need to have sowers in the 
village. It is probably not relevant for each farmer to make such an investment, but it could be a function 
of a farmer organization to manage shared material / equipment, such as sower or pumps] 
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 Rice crop technics and variety trials in Nakaxork village. 

 
For village chief: if we want to establish farmer groups, it’s not so difficult, but now it has not yet been 
done widely in this village. It is just starting with ACIAR project. Because here, village leaders are taking 
care of agriculture and always participate in meetings dealing with the agriculture activities at district 
level. 
 
In this village, there is also another group for garden crops, supported by another project (also from 
NAFRI). 9 households are member of that group (whereas there are 26 households who make gardening 
in the whole village). These 9 farmers have an area in the same place to grow vegetable. They have made 
a fence around the place for gardening. They also support the pumping. 
  
Drought / Water shortage 
 
Farmers are very much dependent on the rain. If the rain is sufficient, they can get a good productivity. 
But if there is drought, the rice yields are very low.  In this situation, they can grow a secondary crop 
(maize, cucumber to send to market). They can also plant water melon and ground nuts, to supply to the 
market. But if they plant a lot of water melon, the prices drop down, and they cannot sell or they make 
no profit. 
 
Since 2005, villagers get free bags from DAFO, they put earth in these bags and use them to make small 
weir to store water. But now from this year they have a concrete weir.  
The families who do not have their own land close to the water resource can borrow the land from 
others: some owners do not want to grow crops and can allow other farmers to use the land. 
 
During the previous year, Mr Saynalin has received some in-kind credit from DAFO, for the villagers: 
fertilizers have been supplied. They can be reimbursed in cash. This service is proposed to villagers, but 
they need to be in the list of people who will grow vegetable. They have to make a request, and tell what 
they want to plant to grow. The village leaders compile the information and make an inventory of farmers 
and crops planned, then address the request to DAFO. If DAFO can support, they will, but it depend on 
the resources available at DAFO, what they have in stock. 
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Since about 3 years, farmers in this village have faced new pest problems on rice (small insect which 
makes its eggs in the stems of the rice). This causes a lot of damage on the rice. If there are pests in the 
field, the farmers drain the water out of the field, and leave it dry for 1 week to 10 days, then put water 
again in the field… but actually they have to wait for the rain, unless they have their own source of water 
(pond) from which they can pump to their rice field. (They have 38 private ponds in the village + one 
village pond). For the pond of the village, the surface of the pond is 2 to 2.5 ha. In the village, there are 
121 Households, and a total surface of 271 ha. 
 
Sometime there are high mortality rates in poultry, because in the past, they make no vaccination. Now 
they want to vaccinate the livestock. In this village they have one Village Veterinary who can cooperate 
with DAFO. Sometimes in this village, they get poultry or meat from another village. Maybe this is how 
the disease can outbreak. 
 
For water supply, they have 3 wells in the village. About 80% of the households of the village can get their 
own access to underground water with their own borehole. Water quality is good in this village.  
In March / April, the wells become dry, but not the boreholes. 
 

They have no other ideas of what could be done to reduce the impact of drought. 
Now they have a new irrigation, but they need pump. They would prefer to have small individual 
pumps for each HH. Because now they have the electricity available over there, so they would 
like to have an electric pump.  
 
 
SWOT 
 

Strength Weaknesses 

Good commitment of the village leaders. 

Some farmers have experience in using improved rice 
varieties. 

 

 

 

No real experience of Farmer Organizations. 

No habit of working in group. 

 

Opportunities Threats 

Weir recently built, with electricity access for 
pumping. 

Possible support from DAFO. 

 

 

 

 

Drought. 

New pests on rice cause significant damages. 
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Annex 2-B: Minutes from survey in Phinneua, Outhoumphone  
 
Survey conducted in:   Pinneua village, Outhouphone district, Savannakhet province 
On:    26 September 2012 
 
Type of FO(s):   Rice Producer Group 
 

List of persons met in Phinneua village 

Name Position (specific role in FO) Contact 

Mr Sivilay Thongpathoume Chief of former rice group RPIP* (now he is 
no member of any group) 

 

Mr Silaythong Member of new RPIP Group  

Mr Khampha Used to be a member of the former RPIP 
group 

 

Mr Phornsana No member  

Mr Sisomyone Kittirad DAFO staff in charge of the groups in this 
village 

 

Mr Khamphan Phengpaserd Chief of the village, Secretary of the Party at 
village cluster level and former member of 
the previous RPIP group. 

 

* The first RPIP (Rice Production Improvement Project) group is not active anymore. 

 

 
 Meeting in Phinneua village. 

 
Farmer Groups 
 
Before in this part of the village, there was a RPIP rice producer group, but then in 2010, another bigger 
RPIP group was created in another part of the village. Now Mr Loeum Thong is chief of the new group 
and has replaced Mr Sivilay. These so-called “Rice producer groups” are actually rather “extension 
groups”, with a very small number of farmers and a limited life-duration of the group. The purpose of the 
Rice Producer Groups is to make extension of rice varieties. In this group, the following varieties were 
promoted: TDK-11 and Phongngam-3 and 5 (PNG-3, PNG-5). These varieties are hybrid, and seeds have 
thereof to be renewed. 
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The two former group members met during the survey are not in a group anymore but they are still 
farmer and still grow rice. Now they use TDK-1, TDK-2 and TDK-8. Every season they have to buy new 
seeds from these varieties. They buy by themselves. They have to go to Thasano Center, at about 40 km 
from this village (this center supports various crops).  
One possible interest to maintain the group in a longer duration could be to organize grouped purchase 
of seeds. The persons present during the survey said that this could be something possible and that it 
actually happen sporadically (and informally) that they organize a grouped purchase, making an inventory 
of the needs for seeds of a small group of farmers, collect the money and send one of them to go and buy 
the seeds. But they did not maintain a formal group for that: “We did not establish a new group yet or 
continue the former group. If another project come, they will need to form a group and they will decide 
by themselves who will be a member of the group. The project officers can inform the villagers and ask 
who is interested. The project will presents its principles and rules, and the villagers who agree have to 
follow the rules and to follow the guidance of the project staff. There is no written contract, just a verbal 
agreement.” 
 
Another issue is market access: farmers met said that, in the past, the project (RPIP?) was buying the 
products from villagers. But now that the project has stopped, the villagers are facing difficulties to sell by 
themselves. So they cannot continue by themselves, because nobody wants to buy from individuals. They 
have also tried to produce rice seeds, but their production did not qualify according to seed quality 
standard and they had to sell as consumption rice. 
 
Before these experiences with RPIP, the farmers in this village had never formed groups.  
 
Farmers livelihood 
 
In Phinneua, farmers are used to grow rice crop and to raise livestock. 
After rice, they have garden crops. Garden crops are produced to be sold to the market (near Seno).  
Every household have a plot of land and grow vegetable. But all families are doing this at the same time 
(Chinese cabbage, onion, cucumber…) so the prices are low. In Wet Season (July, August) the prices of 
vegetables are higher. They are buying the seeds from the market. Seeds are coming from Vientiane or 
from Thailand or from Champasak province. 
 
Drought / Water shortage 
 
The lack of water is a constraint for the rice and for vegetables. They have faced insufficient water 
availability for rice and for vegetable crops since the last 3 years. 
They have 5 ponds in the village, but one is damaged (embankment is broken). 
The water from the ponds is used for the garden crops and for the livestock. 
 
When the pond was not damage, they can reserve water to irrigate about 10 ha of garden crops. The 
pond is not repaired because they have not enough found to pay for the repair (It’s a big embankment: 

110 m  5 m  6 m). The embankment was damaged because the evacuation pipe was too small, so the 
embankment was flooded. When it was built in 1997, the cost to build this embankment was 41 million 
Kip. (This village was created in 1969, from displaced people from the Vietnamese border). 
 
On 5,000 m2 of vegetable gardening, one farmer can generate a profit of about 1,000,000 Kip (because of 
the price of vegetable is low in dry season, whereas, for instance, at present Spring onion is about 10,000 
Kip/kg). They can make about 7,000,000 Kip / season with water melon on 0.5 ha. (2,000 holes on 0.5 ha). 
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Strategies to face drought 
 
If there is drought, what happen? If the rice harvest is not good and there is not enough water to grow 
vegetable, how do the people survive? 
They use borehole water to grow vegetable (nearly all the families of this village have their own 
borehole). 
Because this village was created from displaced people, and is managed by the government, there are 

specific regulations on land tenure: each household can get a maximum of 3 ha/HH + 30  50m for house-
land.  
If some families have not enough food, they can sell their labor force as daily workers, mainly in the 
construction sector  (not far from here, in the center of Outhoumphone district, about 5 or 6 km from 
here – unqualified workers get 30,000 Kip/day). Or some are doing some gathering in the forest. But if 
rice shortage is not too long (only two or three months) they also can borrow from relatives. Some have a 
son or a daughter who go to work in Thailand and they can send some money to support their family. 
For the women who cannot go to search for work outside, they can stay at home and do some weaving. 
 
With the pond that is damaged they used to grow 10 ha of vegetables, which represent a potential profit 
of 20 million Kips of profit in the present conditions. And this potential could be increased if technical 
improvements are made (improvement of production methods) and marketing improvements are made. 
 
Participant in the meeting said that villager use to work individually, and took the example of small scale 
millers in the village. They said that there are 5 millers, who do not collaborate together. 
But on the other hand, we have enhanced that the millers may not have strong interests for collaboration, 
whereas farmers growing vegetables around the water “pond” would have a real interest to work 
together, for the following purpose: 

- Maintenance of the embankment to keep the water resource available, 
- Organization of supply with inputs to lower the inputs supplies costs, 
- Improvement of the connection to the marker. 

These are all issues that they cannot improve individually but that they can improve as a group. 
 
SWOT 
 

Strength Weaknesses 

Good knowledge of the local conditions. 

Experience of use of improved rice varieties. 

Knowledge of the places to purchase seeds / inputs. 

 

 

 

No real experience of Farmer Organizations. 

No habit of working in group. 

Low understanding of the market constraints. 

Opportunities Threats 

Possibility to rehabilitate the embankment for water 
storage and develop dry season garden crops. 

Possible support from DAFO / from projects. 

 

 

 

Increasing use of boreholes for vegetable irrigation 
(risk of overuse of ground water resource?). 
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Annex 2-C: Minutes from survey in Sakhunthay, Champhone  
 
Survey conducted in:   Sakhunthay village, Champhone district, Savannakhet province 
On:    27 September 2012 
 
Type of FO(s):   Water User Group and Rice and duck demonstration groups 
 

List of persons met in Skhunthay village 

Name Position (specific role in FO) Contact 

Mr Suksalat Khenthalangsy Chief of village and Member of duck raising 
group 

 

Mr Ketsana Soumphunepakdy Deputy of secretary of party in the village  

Mr Khamsameur Soukkhamthat Lao Front organization at village level and 
member of rice group 

 

Mr Sayphone  Chief of WUG and Member of duck raising 
group 

 

Mr Prasith Phaothouvong Lao Front organization and Member of duck 
raising group 

 

Mr Vanheuang Soumphonepakdy Lao Front organization  

Mr Pik Gniongvongsuthy Member in the rice demonstration group in 
IRAS project 

 

Mr Laind  Member in the rice demonstration group in 
IRAS project – Member of duck raising 
group  

 

Mrs Khaykeo Thanadabuth Lao Women Union at village level  

Mrs Konkeo Phetsomphou Lao Women Union at village level  

All the persons above are also member of the WUG. 

 

 
 Meeting in Sakhunthay village. 

 
 
 



IRAS Laos Project   Analysis of conditions for Farmer Organizations and Cooperatives from a viewpoint of  
Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience, and recommendation for improvements 

 

 
 

XI 

Farmers livelihood in Sakhunthay village 
 
This village has 523 ha of agricultural land + 15 ha for the village area (habitation area) 
25 ha is for tree plantations (longans, kapok, mango…).  
 
For agriculture production:  

 Wet season rice: 463 ha. 
 Dry season rice:  200 ha 

 
In the DS, when the water in the river is low, they can grow some garden crop in the river bank: maize, 
long green beans and vegetables: eggplants, onion, spring onion, garlic. They can do this every year. 
For family incomes, they can get income in the DS, because they can sell crops to the market. 
 
After the WS rice is harvested, they can calculate if they have enough rice for the family consumption, 
and if they can sell some.  
Rice is transplanted in June and July, but if the flood comes, it can be lost, and sometime it is not possible 
to transplant again. 
WS rice yields are varying between 3t/ha and 2t/ha in a normal year. But sometime it can be zero. 
For DS rice: yields can be between 3 t/ha and 3.5 t/ha in a normal year. But sometime they face pest 
problems on DS rice. For instance in 2006-2007: they have got only about 1 t/ha.  

 
Selling prices for rice: 
DS rice selling price: 1,500 Kip/kg of paddy (sticky rice) at the district; 1,300 Kip/kg in the village. 
WS rice selling price: 1,700 Kip/kg (sticky rice) of paddy after harvest. 
For non-sticky rice: minimum is 2,000 Kip/kg. But some year it can increase up to 4,000 Kip/kg. 
In this area, they grow mainly sticky rice. 

 
 
Flood issue 
 
The village has encountered big floods in 1977-78 and the second in 1984-85 and last year in 2011. 
The embankment of the big reservoir was built in the late 80’s (from 1985 to 1990). This had a strong 
impact. With the embankment, Champhone river changed the direction of flow. In this time, every rainy 
season, this village is under water, at least 1 meter of water. Even up to 1.80 m in the rice field. 

 

If flood come, the livestock can be moved to 
higher places: they have only one higher 
place close to the village. All the villagers 
bring their livestock there but the space is 
limited. Some also bring their livestock along 
the road. 
Villagers store rice straw after harvesting. 
They use the straw for animals feeding. They 
store the straw in high storage places in 
order to avoid it’s flooded. After the flood, 
cattle have more disease because there are 
sediments on the fodders. Also Foot & 
Mouth Disease (FMD) outbreaks. 

 Higher place used during flood, nearby the pagoda (at the background). 

 
The same for chicken, a lot of mortality from Newcastle disease, at the change of the season.  
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In this village, there is one village veterinary. For livestock, they have to vaccinate. Sometime some 
households would like to vaccinate the poultry, but not all. 
 
The area with fruit trees can be flooded also, but the trees can survive. 
 
Period of flood (water in the village): minimum 10 days, and maximum can be more than 1 month. 
In this village, there are 238 families (207 HH). There is one pagoda and one primary school + 1 Health 
Center. 

 
Water User Group 
 
The Water User Group work on a command area of 79 ha, and 113 families. A part of the command area 
is used by another village (Sakheunneua). 
 
The irrigation project began in 1990 and was completed in 1994. The WUG was established in 1999 only. 
Between 1999 to 2000, they had the authorization: the management of the irrigation was transferred to 
the group in the village (just for these two villages), from year 2000. The group is registered with DAFO.  
 
Roles of the WUG: 
In the growing season, they have to separate in different units, based on the lines of channel. One unit 
can count between 10 and 15 HH. They have a time schedule to supply the water to the rice field. 
For the maintenance, they have just requested a budget from the PAFO. For electric machines, they have 
request fund to repair from PAFO.  
The Water Users have to pay an Irrigation Service Fee (ISF) of 405,000 Kip/ha.  
And they actually pay these fees, the WUG is able to collect this money. The WUG has a list of water user 
with the surface used by each of them. Some users ask for delay to pay, or pay in 5 months (20% per 
month). 
[So the WUG has, in principal, an annual budget of about 32,000,000 Kips.]  
This money is used to pay for electricity for pumping. For this year, they paid about 13,000,000 Kip for 
electricity.  
 
After they have paid the electricity, the remaining amount of money is divided in two parts: 

 15% of sent to DAFO. 
 85% is for the WUG functioning (for maintenance,  administration) 

 

 

Only 950 m of canal is made of concrete in this 
village (+ 1,350 m in the other village). The rest is 
earth canals. 
In total, the WUG is responsible of:   
 2,300 m of concrete canals 
 3,060 m of earth canal 
TOTAL: 5,360 m  
 
 
 
 
 

 An irrigation canal very poorly maintained nearby 
Sakhunthay village. 
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 Pumping station nearby Sakhunthay village. 

 
In addition to the ISF, the water users have to contribute some labor to maintain the canals. 

 

Normally, the canal shall be cleaned 3 times per year. But it 
actually depends on the situation of the canals. If there has been 
flood, there are more sediments and also vegetal wastes in the 
canals, which have to be cleaned. In total, each user contributes 
about 3 days per year for cleaning. 
When they manage the water, they just allocate a number of days 
of water supply for each unit. If the unit has made a good cleaning 
of its canal, the water is flowing fast, and they get enough water. 
If the unit did not make a good cleaning, the water flows slowly, 
and they do not get enough water. 
 
Major problem: they cannot supply enough water on time 
because the pumping machine is old and does not work very well. 
 
Sometime, after the flood, the canal is broken. So they need to 
reconstruct. 
But there is no problem with the members, because the members 
understand well the objectives and the interest of irrigation 
service. 
 

 Concrete irrigation canal nearby the pumping station. 

 
Production groups 
Production groups have been established for rice and duck raising. 
For rice production groups established with IRAS project:  
The purpose is to get technical advice + budget to support for seeds and fertilizers.  
For rice demonstration group (IRAS) there are 3 members. 
For duck raising there are 5 members. 
These groups are only established for demonstration purpose. 
If the proposed variety is a good quality rice, good taste, then more villagers will adopt it. But at present 
they don’t know yet because they did not yet make the first harvest. 
In this village, all the rice they produce, they get it from the center. No traditional variety used. 
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SWOT 
 

Strength Weaknesses 

The functioning of the WUG represents a real 
experience of Farmer Organization management. 

Two rice crops, thanks to irrigation. 

Farmers are relatively used to live with the flood risk 
and take measures to prevent losses. 

 

 

ISF collected and labor contributions seems 
insufficient to ensure a proper maintenance of the 
irrigation infrastructures (the WUG tries to mobilize 
support from DAFO / PAFO). 

Opportunities Threats 

The possibility to improve the management of 
irrigation or to extend the irrigated surfaces could be 
explored. (?) 

 

 

 

Wet season rice crop endangered by flood. 

Risk of loss of agro-biodiversity (local varieties) which 
could represent a potential of adaptation. 
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Annex 3-A: Presentation of SAEDA      
 
NAME OF 

ORGANISATION 
Sustainable Agriculture and Environment Development Association (SAEDA) 

NAME OF HEAD 
Mr. Thongdam Phichichith (Co-director) 

Ms. Innakhone Vorachak (Co-director) 

NAME OF CONTACT 

PERSON 

Mr. Thongdam Phichichith (Co-director) 

Ms. Innakhone Vorachak (Co-director) 

ADDRESS 

101/05 Ban Saphanthong-Neua, Sisatanak District, P.O. Box: 4881, Vientiane Capital, Lao PDR.  

T: (+856)-(021) 264 290  

F: (+856)-(021) 315 981  

M: (+856-(020) 2224 3991 (Mr. Thongdam), 5571 5872 (Ms. Innakhone) 

E: saedalao@gmail.com; thongdamp@yahoo.com; innakhone@hotmail.com 

W: www.seadalao.org 

BACKGROUND 

SAEDA, the Sustainable Agriculture & Environment Development Association (formerly SAF the 

Sustainable Agriculture Forum) is a non-profit civil society organization which was founded in March 1991 

operated independently under the CUSO umbrella in Lao PDR. SAEDA is currently obtaining official 

registration as non-profit organization.  

SAEDA works to support vulnerable communities by promoting sustainable agriculture practices, and 

improving their capacity and awareness to safeguard the environment with projects focusing on three main 

areas of intervention: Sustainable agriculture, Chemical Pesticide Reduction and Biodiversity Conversation.  

VISION 

We envision a future for Lao communities with sustainably improved livelihoods, alleviated poverty, 

food security, balanced nutrition and people using environmentally sound agricultural practices and 

development.  

MISSION 

We promote sustainable agriculture and environmental conservation through capacity building and 

income generation by using participatory approaches - empowering our poor communities specially the 

farmers, women, youth and ethnic groups.  

MAIN ACITIVITIES 

The main activity is focus on three main strategic areas:  

1. Sustainable agriculture: Develop and support the community to use techniques on natural, organic and 
integrated agriculture. Be able to form farmers’ association who will do food processing and enable 
them to access to local market. Support the selection of seed and breeding of traditional variety to 
improve quality of agriculture production, especially through our Saeda Rice System (SRS) technique; 

2. Chemical Pesticide Reduction: Develop Researches, conduct advocacy & campaign about risks and 
impact of chemical pesticides in agriculture. Show farmers how to make bio-compost to replace 
chemicals with biological and cost efficient alternatives; 

3. Bio-diversity Conservation: Promote the use and transfer of traditional knowledge and the 
conservation of bio-diverse resources such as inventory selection, library of seed, water, soil, forestry, 
livestock and aquatic resources. 

OBJECTIVES 

 Support Lao PDR to attain its Millennium Development Goals (MDG’s) and implement it’s National 
Socio-Economic Development Plan (NSEDP) & National Growth Poverty Eradication Strategy (NGPES); 

 Promote sustainable agriculture practices and facilitate exchange of appropriate technologies to 
improve production, health and income; 

 Build capacity of farmers, government, extension workers at local, national and international level 
using participatory approaches; 

 Share skills and best-practices via farmer-to-farmer extension, village group training, workshops, field 
visit and knowledge access to reusable tools and information; 

 Support farmer network and organizations especially establish the sustainable agriculture farmers 
association (SAFA) and provide access to community markets.  

PRIMARY 

BENEFICIARIES 
Farmers, Governments, Women, Ethnics, Students, Youth, CSO/NPAs, NGOs and others… 

[Source: CSO Directory in Laos] 

mailto:saedalao@gmail.com
mailto:thongdamp@yahoo.com
mailto:innakhone@hotmail.com
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Annex 3-B: Presentation of NORMAI       
 
 
NAME OF 
ORGANISATION 

Non Profit Association for Rural Mobilization and Improvement (NORMAI) 

NAME OF HEAD Mrs. Vanthong Insilath (Chairperson of governance board) 

NAME OF CONTACT 
PERSON 

Mr. Amphone Souvannalath (Director) 

ADDRESS 

Savanakhet office: Ban Nalao, Kaysonephomvihane District, P.O Box: 1133, Savannakhet Province, Lao PDR. 

T: (+856)-(041) 215 017 

F: (+856)-(041) 260 191 

M: (+856)-(020) 2333 5685, 5582 2359 (Mr. Amphone) 

E: amphone.souvannalath@gmail.com 

W: www.normai.org 

Vientiane office: Room No.13, 377/35 Ban Naxay, Saphungmor Road, VIENTIANE CAPITAL, Lao PDR. 

BACKGROUND 

NORMAI is an independent local organization which was established and approved by the Minister, the President of 
Science Technology and Environment Agency, and the President of the National Science Council based on the license of 
the establishment No 329/NSC dated 10 October 2006. 

NORMAI is a non-political, non-religious, non-partisan, non-profit making local organization devoted to furthering 
the development of the poorest and most disadvantaged communities in the Lao PDR. The association is working on a 
non-profit basis. Any profit made by the association shall be used for activities for beneficiaries in target areas. 

NORMAI formerly was part of CIDSE-CLV (Cooperation International pour le Development et la Solidarité) funded 
by a consortium of 15 member organizations based in Europe and North America.  

Since 1996, CIDSE-CLV’s Co-ordinating Committee meeting in Montreal agreed that the country offices “need to 
become independent and self-reliant development organisations”. The MO’s agreed to stay together until at least 2002. 

From 2006 onwards CIDSE-CLV has been replaced by a mini-consortium with the Welthaus (Austria) as lead MO, 
initially for a period of three years. In the transition workshop held in April, the CIDSE Laos Office (15 CIDSE staff) decided 
to set up a membership-based association. 

VISION 
NORMAI aspires to be an effective and independent, local development organization promoting a healthy and 

educated society where there is peace based on justice; where different cultures are valued and people benefit from 
their participation in society within an ecologically balanced environment. 

MISSION 
NORMAI aims to work in Community development with the poorest and marginalized people in rural areas to 

improve their quality of life, become self-reliant and have sustainable livelihood. 

MAIN GOAL 
NORMAI’s goal is to improve the quality of life of its target groups by improving their capacity to access and 

manage the resources and essential services required to satisfy basic needs in a sustainable way. 

MAIN ACITIVITIES 
Capacity Building for villagers, Sustainable Agriculture, Sustainable natural resource management, Primary health 

care, Education, Saving group, Income Generation. 

OBJECTIVES 

1) Association NORMAI wants to assist Communities in identifying their problems and planning for self-

managing activities to solve these problems through the operation of Village Interest Groups (VIGs) 

and other Community Organizations; 

2) Assist the poorest and disadvantaged people in increasing their access to the resources that can satisfy 

their basic needs and enabling them to access those resources in an equitable way; 

3) Assist the communities conduct sustainable use and management of their resources. 

PRIMARY 
BENEFICIARIES 

The poor and poorest people who are living in the rural communities, ethnic minority, women and 

children.  

[Source: CSO Directory in Laos 

mailto:amphone.souvannalath@gmail.com
http://www.normai.org/

