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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cambodia has made remarkable socio-economic achievements through its rapid economic
growth of an average rate of 7.7% per annum over the last two decades; thanks to the
government’s efforts in maintaining peace, political stability, and sound macroeconomic and
fiscal management. Agriculture has been among major economic pillars supporting this rapid
growth and regarded as a priority sector, which has contributed to growth, poverty reduction
(contributing 60% to poverty reduction from 50% in 2007 to 21% in 2011, and around 44.7% from
19.8% in 2012 to roughly 9.4% in 2017"), job creation of over 3 million employments per annum
which was equivalent to between 36% and 40% of the total active labor force, and food security -
reflected through self-sufficiency of paddy rice production and surplus for export between 4 million

tons and 5 million tons per annum.

Concerning its role vis-a-vis economic growth, approximately 1.4% to the average economic
growth rate of 6.5% per annum during 2004-2013 has been attributed to agriculture. Despite
this progress, the growth of the agriculture sector has been decelerating. This sector experienced
an average growth rate of 1.8% during 2011-2017, down from 5.8% per annum during 2004-2010.
Its share to gross domestic products (GDP) dropped from 34.6% in 2011 to around 23.6% in 2017,
and its contribution to growth declined from 0.8% to 0.3% in the corresponding period. Such a
declining growth has been possibly driven by the external and non-controllable factors such as the

negative effect of climate change and the drop of agriculture commodities’ prices.

In addition to these factors, the puzzle among policymakers, development partners, and
other relevant stakeholders has been while the public spending or known as the public
investment has increasingly injected into this sector, its growth trend has been declining.
Specifically, during 2011-2017, the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) has increased its public
spending (excluding wage) up to 1.52 folds, which has been estimated in an aggregated term to be
USD 272.6 million per annum (35% was financed by government budget and 65% financed by
development partners’ budget including loans and grants)--- approximately 1.6% of gross domestic
product (GDP) where MAFF’s and MOWRAW!'s public spending accounted for 0.43% and 1.17%
of GDP, respectively. Out of this spending basket, crops as a subsector - absorbing up to 74.8% of

1
The World Bank’s Report “Cambodia’s Agriculture in Transition: Risk and Opportunities in 2015” and the Estimate from the data calibrated from
Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey (CSES)
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the total spending basket while the share of average public spending on fishery and livestock has
been small—around 3.7% and 2%, respectively, while the irrigation accounts for approximately 60%
compared to that of only 5.8% to agriculture extension services, and 0.7% to research and

development (R&D).

Though inconclusive to suggest whether Cambodia overspent or underspent on the
agriculture sector given its stage of development and economic structure, the analysis from
research has, however, yielded important points. Those findings include: (1) the level of
spending on this sector - around 1.6% to GDP was not low compared to that of the selected
countries in the region; (2) it is also found out the public spending was allocated mostly to hard
infrastructure, particularly large scale irrigation scheme (its share accounting for approximately 60%
of total spending basket) compared to soft infrastructure such as agriculture extension services, and
R&D (its share only accounting for around 5% and 1% respectively); (3) thanks to the largest share
of public spending concentrating on irrigation scheme which has supported mainly the rice sector,
the paddy rice production has significantly increased over the last decade, and the living conditions
of farmers whose farmland closed to irrigation scheme have improved, though some challenges
remain; and (5) the growth of agriculture productivity has slowed with respect to land, labor, and

total factor productivity even though the public spending on this sector has increased.

Alongside some positive effects from public spending, the efficiency of increasing spending
on the agriculture sector remains a key challenge and has significant room for further
improvement. The spending has been heavily concentrated in irrigation schemes—mostly large
scales financed by several development partners’ concessional loans and grants. While the increased
investment in irrigation over the last decade has been strategic and instrumental to the growth of a
specific commodity, predominately rice, it may have not been well-balanced and sufficiently diverse.
These efforts have not been comprehensively harmonized and inter-connected. The RGC needs to
consider to re-prioritize and rationalize the irrigation schemes vis-a-vis the spending on other
economic compositions such as R&D, extension and other non-irrigation infrastructure, which have
yet to receive a sufficient share of the total spending. Such consideration shall also be fully studied
and linked to key and potential commodities more than just the rice sector. It is imperative the
government takes into account the support provided to other economic compositions and other sub-
sectors (other commodities) because these aspects are essential to support the agriculture

development in the medium and long term.
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Based on above findings and to accelerate the growth of this sector in medium and long terms and
increase the efficiency of the public spending, some key strategic directions regarding to the public

spending on agriculture that the RGC shall consider are as follows:

(1) Increasing and rationalizing public spending on agriculture to encourage and facilitate
the agriculture productivity, commercialization and diversification: The key prioritized
areas include: (a) gradually shifting to small scale irrigation schemes which connect to the
medium and large scale schemes with the capacity development of farmers water user groups to
manage and operate the scheme in a sustainable manner since irrigation schemes remain
instrumental to the growth of the agriculture sector; (b) focusing on and encouraging investment
in post-harvest facilities such as cooling room for vegetable, fruits, fish and meat, drying facilities,
agriculture product distribution centers at the district levels, and packaging and cleaning
equipment; (c) promoting and supporting R&D in good quality seeds of crops (fragrant rice,
cashew, cassava, mango, red corn, rubber and other major fruits which are potential for export),
fish, chicken, and pig. R &D needs to be market demand-driven and be co-financed by
government’s budget, development partners’ fund and other contributions; (d) focusing on the
supply of good quality seeds and other important agricultural inputs so that farmers could have
access the good quality and affordable inputs to boost the production yields; and (e) facilitating
demand-driven extension services by strengthening the capacity and providing appropriate
incentives to extension agents on the ground.

(2) Enhancing the institutional coordination and harmonization at the planning and
budgeting and implementation level. To achieve this, the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
and Fishery (MAFF) needs to finalize the formulation and put into implementation the
Agriculture Master Plan 2030, which serves as the main umbrella to harmonize and coordinate all
projects and programs related to agriculture sector development.

(3) Promoting the institutional capacity and gradual decentralization of resources. It can be
done in part by developing the technical capacity of government officials under both MAFF and
MOWRAM in the aspects of large-scale project design and formulation, monitoring, and
evaluation. To ensure the effective implementation of agriculture projects, it is vital the RGC
speeds up the decentralization of human resources, financial resources, and some parts of

authorities to provincial and district levels through appropriate incentive mechanisms.
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(4) Improving the agribusiness environment: through (a) promoting sound agriculture business
environment by improving trade facilitation which is related to law enforcement of economic
land concession scheme, business registration, inspection, quality certification, enhancing fair
playing field among local and foreign investors, accelerating the enforcement of contract farming
between private companies and farmers or agriculture cooperatives so that they could ensure the
stability of raw material supply; (b) considering to establish the Special Economic Zone or SME
Cluster for Agro Processing based on the potential of respective regions; (c) further reducing the
cost of doing business by cutting the cost energy, improving the quality of infrastructure and
connectivity, reducing logistics cost, and promoting affordable access to finance, especially for
smallholder farmers; (d) establishing the agriculture loan programs which all farmers, small and
medium agribusinesses could access the loan with the concessional rate; and (e) coordinating
agribusinesses to participate in agriculture global value chains through building up technical

capacity, business matching platform, and agribusiness exhibitions.

LB BRO3

Page | viii



1. INTRODUCTION

Cambodia has made remarkable socio-economic achievements through its rapid economic growth
of an average rate of 7.7% per annum over the last two decades; thanks to the government’s efforts
in maintaining peace, political stability, and sound macroeconomic and fiscal management. This has
built up the confidence and paved the way for domestic and foreign investors to inject capital and
do business in the kingdom. This growth has been driven by key sectors, such as garment,
construction, tourism, non-garment manufacturing, agriculture, and other emerging sectors.
Agriculture has been among major economic pillars supporting this rapid growth and regarded as a

key sector, which has contributed to growth, poverty reduction, and food security for the people.

During 2004-2010, agriculture has had a growth rate of approximately 5.8%, supported by crops as
the key growth driver, followed by fishery and livestock and poultry. Accelerating the growth of
crops, in particular, was attributed to rapid land expansion, the introduction of new technology
which helped boost productivity and production yield, along with high commodity prices at the
regional and global markets, and improved regional integration for cross border trade. The robust
growth of this sector contributed 1.4% to the average economic growth rate of 6.5% during 2004-

2013.

Besides its contribution to growth, this sector supported the government's policy of reducing
poverty headcount nationwide. The World Bank’s Report “Cambodia’s Agriculture in Transition:
Risk and Opportunities in 2015” found out agriculture contributed 60% to poverty reduction from
50% in 2007 to 21% in 2011. In a similar stride, the data calibrated from the Cambodia Socio-
Economic Survey (CSES) suggested agriculture still significantly contributed around 44.7% to
poverty reduction from 19.8% in 2012 to roughly 9.4% in 2017. Besides, the agriculture sector also
helped to improve national food security, particularly as the Kingdom has transformed from net
rice importing to net rice export country and achieved a declining share of undernourished people

to total population—from 32% in 2000 to 14.2% in 2016, according to FAO’s Assessment Report.

As a priority sector, the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) has incorporated agriculture into
major national development policies and strategies such as the Rectangular Strategy (RS now its
phase four of implementation), National Strategic Development Plan (NSDP), Industrial

Development Policy (IDP) 2015-2025 and Agriculture Sector Strategic Development Plan (ASDP).
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To support priorities outlined in these documents, the Royal Government has, over the years,
increased public investment financed by both state budget and development partners’ funds (loans
and grants) for this sector. Public spending financed by the state budget for both MAFF and
MOWRAM has increased by 1.8 folds—from USD 54.7 million in 2011 to USD 98.7 million in
2017 while the public spending funded development partners’ budget was around USD 170 million
per annum. Public spending has been particularly oriented toward the enhancement of irrigation

infrastructure, capacity building, agriculture extension services.

While the public spending on agriculture has been on the rise, this sector has not performed well
during 2011-2017. During 2011-2017, the agriculture sector has experienced a decelerating growth
with the average rate of 1.8% and only 1.0% over the last few years, down from 5.8% per annum
during 2004-2010. The share of this sector to GDP dropped from 34.6% in 2011 to around 23.6% in
2017, and its contribution to growth declined from 0.8% to 0.3% in the corresponding period.
This does not seem to fully explain this divergence between its softening growth and public spending

on this sectot.

In the context of a diverging trend between agriculture growth and public spending, it is imperative
to review the spending on agriculture so as to better understand the situation, the issues and
challenges, and find ways to further improve this important sector. This is because as a priority
sector, the agriculture sector still has huge potential to be unleashed, particularly given its importance
to Cambodia's economy, people's livelihood, food security, and strong expected demands for
agriculture commodities, especially relatively niche products. Thus, the Analytic Unit for Agriculture
Sector of the Supreme National Economic Council (AUAS-SNEC), with the support from and
collaboration with ASPIRE, finds it necessary and is tasked to conduct this research study entitled:
"the Review of Public Investment in Agriculture Sector". The findings from this research is
expected to provide policymakers and development partners with the objective information to make
decisions on how to move this sector forward to further contribute to Cambodia's development,
particularly in the aspects of resource allocation, as well as sectorial and economic functional

prioritization of this sector.
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2. Research Objectives

This study aims to assess the impact and efficiency of public spending on agriculture sector over the
last several years, particularly between 2011 and 2017. The study has five specific objectives as

follows:

1- Taking stock of public spending, disaggregated by sources, sub-sectors, and economic
compositions;

2- Assessing the impact of public spending on agriculture growth, overall economic growth,
national food security, poverty reduction and job creation;

3- Assessing the level of efficiency of public spending in agriculture at allocate level by focusing
budget allocation to sub-sectors and economic functionalities;

4-  Analyzing the critical issues and challenges, potentially affecting the efficiency of spending;
and

5- Providing recommendations to enhance the efficiency of public spending.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Data Collection
To achieve the above objectives and support the analysis of this study, the methodology of this

research will base on both secondary and primary data from various sources. For secondary data, the
team conducts desk reviews of research findings and publications done by World Bank, ADB,
CDRI, and other institutions, public expenditure review done by World Bank, CDC database,
agriculture investment strategies and models applied by various countries in the region. For primary
data, the research team conducts consultation meetings with stakeholders including government
agencies such as Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery (MAFF), Ministry of Water Resource
and Meteorology (MOWRAM), Cambodian Development Council (CDC), Ministry of Commerce
MOC), and National Bank of Cambodia (NBC), development partners including World Bank, Asian
Development Bank (ADB), IFAD, AFD, EU, UNDP etc. Besides, in order to assess the critical
challenges faced by private sector to invest in agriculture sector, the research team also had
consultation meeting with Chamber of Commerce, EuroCham, Amru Rice Co.Ltd, CP Cambodia
Co.Ltd, etc. and conducted fieldwork with provincial department of agriculture forestry and fishery,
agriculture cooperatives, farmers, farmer water user groups, local and international agro-processors
in Pursat, Battambang, Siem Reap, Kampong Thom, and Kratie. Finally, workshops have been

conducted to review and verify the findings with relevant stakeholders.
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3.2. Analytical Framework

The systematic analysis of this research has been indicated in Figure 1 below. In the first stage, the
research team estimated the aggregate amount of spending in agriculture and sources of financing.
Sources of spending consist of (1) public budget and development partners’ loan and grants which
called is public spending, (2) foreign direct investment (FDI) and (3) spending by household which
includes formal and informal domestic investors and farmers. Additionally, the framework also
focuses on spending breakdown by (1) sub-sectors including crops, fishery, livestock and poultry,
and agribusiness, and (2) spending breakdowns by economic compositions consisting of irrigation,
research and development, agriculture extension services, institutional capacity, policy and
regulations. In the second stage, based on the amount of spending by sector, sub-sector and
economic compositions, the assessment of impact of spending on growth, food security and poverty
reduction and its degree of efficiency at the allocative and operational levels is conducted. Private
sector plays an important role in stimulating the agribusiness activities in various stages of value
chains. Therefore, the framework also incorporates the critical challenges and issues faced by the
private sector as well as challenges faced by the public sector. Based on findings from various
components, the analytical framework focuses on policy recommendations aimed to inform decision
making on how to move this sector forward to further contribute to Cambodia's development,
particularly in the aspects of resource allocation, as well as sectorial and economic functional

prioritization of this sector

Figure 1: Analytical Framework for the Review of Public Investment in Agriculture Sector

, . / \
( Aggregate Spending by ( Impact of Public
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L Security and Growth
Spending Breakdown by
Sub-Sector (Crops, Fishery, Policy
Livestock and Poultry, Recommendation
k Agribusiness...) Public Spending aimed to Inform
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4. PUBLIC SPENDING ON AGRICULTURE IN 2011-2017

4.1. Aggregate Public Spending on Agriculture
During 2011-2017, Cambodia’s estimated aggregate public spending financed by both government’s

budget and development partners’ budget (both concessional loan and grants) on agriculture sector
around USD 272.6 million per annum, which was equal to 1.6% of gross domestic product (GDP)
(see Figure 2). Among of which, MAFF’s public spending shared around 0.43% of GDP and
MOWRAM’s public spending shared 1.17% of GDP during this corresponding period.

Figure 2: Public Spending on Agriculture
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Figure 3: Share of Public Spending by Ministry (Gov’t and DP’s Budget), % of GDP [excluding wage]
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The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery (MAFF) absorbed around 33% of total spending
basket or USD 85.7 million per annum while the Ministry of Water Resource and Meteorology
(MOWRAM) absorbed 67% which was equal to USD 174.3 million per annum. If excluding wage,
during 2011-2017, public spending on agriculture sector under the responsibility of MAFF was
increased by 2.33 folds while public spending attributed to project and activities handled by
MOWRAM was increased by 1.58 folds.

Figure 4: Growth of Public Spending for MAFF vs. MOWRAM (including wage)
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Figure 5: Growth of Public Spending for MAFF vs. MOWRAM (excluding wage)
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Public spending on agriculture shared around 5.3% to agriculture GDP in average during 2011-
2017. Disaggregated by sub-sector of agriculture, the percentage of public spending to respective
agriculture sub-sector GDP was quite diverse. Public spending on crops constituted 6.4% of crops

GDP, public spending on livestock and poultry was around 4.1% of livestock and poultry GDP
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while public spending on fishery was only 2.1% of fishery GDP on average in the same
corresponding period. Fishery and Livestock and Poultry sub-sectors are quite potential, which
deserve more attention and in need of further support (see Figure 6 and Figure 7).

Figure 6: Public Spending on Agriculture as % of Agriculture GDP
7.0% 6.2%

6.0% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 489 5.7%
5.0% 4.6% <070
4.0%
3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Source: Authot’s Calculation Based on Data from NIS, MEF and CDC

Figure 7: Public Spending on Agriculture Sub-Sectors as % of Agriculture Sub-Sector GDP
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4.2. Public Spending by Sub-Sectors
As highlighted in above section, public spending in agriculture was around USD 272.6 million per

annum during 2011-2017, by which crops absorbed up to 74.8% of the total spending basket, which
was heavily attributed to irrigation scheme while the share of average public spending on fishery and
livestock has been small—around 3.7% and 2%, respectively. This huge public spending gap could
be the critical factor, which indicated that these sub-sectors have not received sufficient and
potentially have been linked to their relatively weak performance over the last several years. This has
led Cambodia to not able to secure sufficient and competitive supply of fish and meat to
accommodate local demands. To fill this gap, Cambodia relies on import fish and meat from
neighboring countries. The recent estimate has shown Cambodia have imported around USD 200

million worth of fish, mostly from Vietnam, and imported around USD 170 million worth of meat.
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These import figures have shown a huge potential that Cambodia could further leverage to create

more added value to economy through capturing this demand. These figures suggest public spending

on fishery and livestock sector need be further sharply increased to capture this opportunity while

the public spending on crops could be increased, though in a steady pace. In addition, the

rationalization of key sub-sector priorities including rice, and non-rice commodities need to be taken

into consideration.

Figure 8: Share of Public Spending by Sub-Sector 2011-2017
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4.3. Public Spending by Economic Compositions
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Disaggregated by economic compositions, out of USD 272.6 million of public spending, irrigation

scheme absorbed more than 50% while the other key economic functionalities such as agriculture

extension services and research and development (R&D) 5.8% and 0.7% per annum respectively

Figure 10: Share of Public Spending by Economic Compositions

(see Figure 10).
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Investment in irrigation infrastructure is one of the key priorities and the Royal Government has
injected around 2 billion in the last two decades. This investment has been timely and needed.
However, a large proportion of this investment has been concentrated on large schemes while the
medium and small schemes have not been much prioritized, leaving some farmers have been
struggling with shortage of water to irrigate their crops. In addition, the main focused commodity
benefiting from irrigation scheme is rice while farmers growing other commodities such as vegetable,
fruits and other industrial crops have limited access to water. Insufficient investment and a lack of
focus on small and medium irrigation have caused farmers to bear with higher production cost in
their cultivation because they need to spend on transporting the water from the large schemes to
irrigate their rice.

In light of this, while the increase investment in irrigation over the last decade has been strategic and
instrumental to the growth of specific commodity, predominately rice, it may have not been well-
balanced and sufficiently diverse in which the government may need to consider to re-prioritize and
rationalize the irrigation schemes and such support shall be linked to key and potential commodities
more than just rice. This is because the available irrigation in support of some identified commodities

is essential to support the agriculture development in the medium and long term.

The evidence from fieldwork has suggested the investment in irrigation has been mainly
concentrated on construction of the infrastructure, but limited focus has been on building capacity
of farmers to take ownership, manage and distribute water effectively, which would raise the
questions of sustainability. Thus, it is important the relevant government agencies—Ministry of
Water Resources and Meteorology (MOWRAM) in collaboration with local authorities and other
relevant stakeholders, should review its approach so as to further emphasize on building institutional
capacity of Farmer Water User Groups (FWUGs) to operate and manage the scheme in a sustainable
manner.

Though a small proportion spent on Research and Development (R&D) compared to other key
economic functionalities, R&D is well researched suggesting its important role in stimulating the
growth of agriculture sector. The international experience has shown increased spending on R&D
could positively boost the output growth of agriculture sector as this investment results in better

farming technique, technology, good quality seeds—either for crops, fish and livestock, and other
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major outcomes, agriculture productivity—land productivity, labor productivity and total factor
productivity.

Based on the below diagram (Figure 9), the average share of public spending on R&D—ecither
financed by government’s budget and development partners’ budget has been quite low ranging from
0.3% to 1% over the last several years. If compared to some selected countries in the region,
Cambodia’s public spending in Agriculture R&D was quite low—around 0.06% of agriculture GDP,
while other countries such as India (0.3%), China (0.62%), Brazil (1.82%), and South Africa (3.06%0).
This figure has pointed out to insufficient focus and support on R&D in Cambodia. With a relatively
weak R&D in Cambodia, farmers need to import various kinds of crops seeds (except rice), fish and
animal seeds from neighboring countries without proper quality control and inspection by authorized
institutions, which may negatively affect the productivity and production yields. Moving forward, it is
imperative the government increases investment in R&D in collaboration with key local and
international stakeholders in order to boost the agriculture productivity. The efficient strategy to
conduct R&D is to renovate and contextualize the existing technique and technologies which could
be effectively applied by farmers and agribusiness.

Figure 9: Percentage of Public Spending in Agriculture R&D of Agriculture GDP (2017)
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Source: Author’s Calculation, ASTT and tradingeconomics.com

In addition, agriculture extension services are also another crucial component to enhance the growth
of agriculture productivity which in turn supports the growth of agriculture sector. Based on below
Figure 10, the share of public spending on agriculture extension services has been quite small—
around 5% of the total public spending basket even though spending in this functionality has been
eventually increased over the last decade. The analysis from the field has singled out that many actors
have participated in provision of agriculture extension services to farmers, but the knowledge and
information has not been well acquired and practiced by farmers. Rice farmers have learnt and had

better farming techniques compared to other groups of farmers who grow other industrial crops,
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livestock and poultry, and aquaculture. This is because more rice sector related projects have been
implemented compared to commodities. Farmers especially those growing industrial crops still have
limited knowledge and techniques to do effective farming.

Through the analysis pointing out to various challenges including land preparation, pest
management, fertilizer application and post-harvest management, the farming technique gap has
been predominately attributed to two factors: (1) under-public spending on agriculture extension
causing limited activities and low incentives to be implemented on the ground; and (2) current
activities and projects related to agriculture extension services have not been well coordinated and
harmonized among key actors—most of them have been implementing in silos, by which farmers
reportedly received different instruction and knowledge from different extension practitioners for
the same topic.

Non-irrigation infrastructure and equipment including storage facility, cooling storage, other facilities
to support agriculture value chain has also accounted for a small share of approximately 2.3% of the
total public spending. This investment is important for the management of agriculture commodities
in the post-harvest stage. They accommodate not only quality agro-processing into higher added
value, but also commercialization of agriculture commodities. It has been recognized that there has
been remarkable progress of storage facility and drying facilities financed by government’s
concessional loan to rice millers through the Agriculture and Rural Development Bank (ARDB)
while further progress on this aspect needs to further leveraged and supported. However, the other
non-rice sector supporting facilities such as cooling room, wholesale market for vegetable and fruits,
cleaning and packaging factories have a huge public spending gap, requiring the government to
bridge this gap. With insufficient investment in the infrastructure and equipment, farmers and
agribusinesses could not maximize the economic values from agriculture products they merchandize.
One of the most critical challenges for the farmers concerns the vegetable sector. Since they do not
have access to cooling rooms to preserve vegetable and nearby wholesale markets, they need to
immediately sell their produce to local traders and middlemen, and most of the time they have been
suffered of price fluctuations.

Based on the evidence above, while the increase investment in irrigation over the last decade has
been strategic and instrumental to the growth of specific commodity, predominately rice, it may have
not been well-balanced and sufficiently diverse. The government needs to consider re-prioritizing
and rationalizing the irrigation schemes vis-a-vis the spending on other economic compositions such

as R&D, extension and other non-irrigation infrastructure, which may have not received large share
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of the spending, to better support the growth and development of the agriculture sector. In addition,
such consideration shall be fully studies and linked to key and potential commodities more than just
the rice sector. This is not just to suggest abandonment of the irrigation schemes. Rather, it is
important the government takes into account the support provided to other economic compositions
and other commodities because these aspects are essential to support the agriculture development in

the medium and long term.

5. IMPACT OF PUBLIC SPENDING ON SOCIO-ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

5.1. Impact of Public Spending on Poverty Reduction

Alongside services and industry sectors, the agriculture sector has played an important role in
Cambodia's socio-economic development journey, particularly at the early stage when Cambodia first
opened its economy to the outside world in the 1990s. The 2015 World Bank's Transition Report has
maintained agriculture has been effective in reducing poverty headcount. Evidently, the report has
documented that the agriculture sector contributed 60% to poverty reduction from 50% in 2007 to
21% in 2011. In addition, our recent estimate based on available data in CSES has suggested
agriculture also pointed out to a similar point since the agriculture sector has contributed 44.7% to
poverty reduction from 18.9% in 2012 to 9.4% in 2017.

Figure 11: Contribution of Agriculture to Poverty Reduction
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At the micro level, public spending on irrigation scheme has significantly contributed to improving
livelihood of farmers whose rice field is closed to the schemes. Battambang and Pursat, two potential
provinces in the rice sector, are the successful cases by which farmers living in some parts of
respective provinces have significantly benefited from the public investment in irrigation schemes.
The findings from field consultations with farmers, Farmer Water User Groups (FWUGs) and local
authorities showed irrigation schemes have significantly helped thousands of farmers to improve
their livelihood and somehow discourage migration. With irrigation schemes in place, farmers could

expand their cultivation and rice production yield.

Evidently, since the Kanghort Irrigation Scheme located in Battambang province was built, 1400
households in 6 villages of Kampong Preang commune could increase rice cropping intensity from
1.0 to 2.0 per year and they could increase production yield from 2.25 tons per hectare to 4.5 tons
per hectare. Shared with the successful case of Kanghort Irrigation Scheme, thousands of farmers
living in Pursat province have also been delighted when they could transform their living conditions
through rice farming. This could not happen without the irrigation scheme called Charit Irrigation
Scheme located in Pursat. With the scheme which covered on 16,000 hectares of cultivated area,
farmers could increase their production yield from 1.75 tons per hectare to 3.5 tons per hectare. The
schemes in both provinces have significantly improved their living conditions because they could
earn more income from selling the paddy rice. The remaining challenge, however, is the ability of the
famers to maximize their income. Through accessibility to water significantly improved compared to
the past, farmers have been struggling with the rising cost since they have to pump the water from

the large canal to irrigate their rice, particularly as small irrigation schemes have been quite limited.

5.2.Impact of Public Spending in Agriculture on Food Security

Besides contribution to poverty reduction, the development of agriculture sector resulted from
investment by government, development partners and households has significantly improved food
security in the country, reflected through a self-sufficiency of paddy rice production and surplus for

export between 4 million tons and 5 million tons per annum during 2011-2017 (see Figurel2).
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Figure 12: Annual Surplus of Paddy Rice
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The public spending contributing to boost agriculture production has created more than 3 million
employments per annum to people in the rural area during 2011-2017, which was equivalent to
between 36% and 40% of total active labor force (see Figurel3). This has illustrated the

contribution and importance of the agriculture sector to the overall economy during this period.

Figure 13: Employment in Agriculture Sector

Employment in Agriculture Sector, Unit in Thousand Persons
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5.4. Impact of Public Spending on Agriculture Commercialization

Public spending over the last seven years have stimulated the growth of agriculture production,
ultimately enabling farmers to have surplus of produce for sales to generate income. Remarkably,

during 2014-2018, Cambodia could export more than 4 million tons per annum to foreign markets,
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cassava product constituted the largest share. However, most exported agriculture commodities were
not processed up to higher added value yet. So far, only 10% of agriculture produce is fully

processed.

Figure 14: Export Volume and Export Share of Agriculture Products

Annual Agggregate Agriculture Export (2014-2018), MT Share of Agriculture Export by Commodities
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6. ADEQUACY ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SPENDING ON AGRICULTURE

There is no commonly specific theory and tool to assess whether public spending on agriculture in a
particular country is sufficient or saturated given the stage of development and economic structure.
To simplify the analysis, the comparison of country’ public spending in agriculture as percentage of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP in current price 2010) is employed as a good indication and
comparison. In relation to this, four countries are selected for comparison including Cambodia,
Myanmar, Egypt, and Sri Lanka which have relatively similar economic structure and shared a similar

stage of development.

Calibrated from raw data generated from FAO and World Bank, the results have yielded the
following points. In 2016, Cambodia’s public spending in agriculture as percentage of GDP was
around 1.2%, higher than other countries’—including Myanmar (0.86%), Sri Lanka (1.08%) and
Egypt (0.38%) (see Figure 15). In addition, the shate of Cambodia's public spending on agriculture
to the GDP of the sector in comparison with other selected countries—Myanmar, Sri Lanka and
Egypt have been 4.8% higher than Myanmar’s (2.7%) and Egypt’s (3.1%), but quite lower than Sri
Lanka’s (15.0%) (see Figure 16). This at the macro-level has indicated Cambodia’s public spending

in agriculture has not been small if compared to other countries with similar economic structure and
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development stages. In addition, the spending in Cambodia as shown above have been rising, but the

growth of this sector seems to be softening - suggesting a divergence.
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However, at the micro level, it is noticed that Cambodia’s public spending in agriculture per farmer
was lower than peer countries. The figure below showed Cambodia’s public spending per farmer was
USD 72.58, much lower than Sri Lanka’s of USD 375.08 and Egypt’s of USD 163.67, but higher
than Myanmar’s of USD 43.05.

Figure 17: Public Spending in Agriculture per Farmer by Country (USD, 2016)
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7. EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SPENDING ON AGRICULTURE

The efficiency of spending is assessed by looking into three correlations: (1) the relationship between
trend of public spending and trend of foreign direct investment inflow, (2) the relationship between
the trend of household’s spending and household’s income, (3) the public spending and growth rate

of agriculture sector.

7.1. Public Spending and FDI

By theory and global experiences, public investment in the key priorities of agriculture sector—both
soft and hard infrastructure, is crucial to encourage the private sector to invest in agribusiness.
However, it was not the case for Cambodia’s agriculture sector. Figure 18 clearly demonstrated
when the government increased public spending (excluding wage) up to 1.52 folds over the past
seven years (2011-2017), the flow of foreign direct investment in agriculture kept declining by 20% in
the corresponding period. This negative correlation has implied the effort made by the government
to increase public spending especially in irrigation scheme infrastructure and other relevant priorities
was not effective and attractive enough for international companies to invest in agriculture in

Cambodia.

Even though the government has granted tariff exemption on the import of agriculture inputs such
as fertilizers, seeds, machineries and other equipment, from private sector perspective, given its high
risk and uncertainty by nature, the government’s incentives granted to agriculture sector remain
limited and need of further rationalization. In addition, the findings from the field consultation and
comments by stakeholders in the workshop, major foreignh companies have pointed out that they
have not been interested in investing in agriculture in Cambodia because of the combination of
following factors: (1) issue of law enforcement and confidence in the practice of agriculture land
concession and contract farming, (2) relatively weak and costly trade facilitation particularly in the
aspects of business registration and numerous inspections done by government agencies, (3) still-
lacking sufficient access to water and water management at the local level - still in need of further
improvement even though public investment in irrigation schemes significantly increased over the
last seven years, (4) high cost of energy expenditure, (5) relatively weak enabling infrastructure, and

(6) the lack of rural road connectivity.
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Figure 18: Trend Analysis of Public Investment and FDI
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7.2. Public Spending, Household Spending and Income
One of many important policy objectives of public spending is to address the issues faced by

farmers, particularly in the aspect of increasing production efficiency, ultimately generating higher
profit margin from engaging in farming activities. Over the last seven years, monthly household’s
income incrementally increased by 21%. However, the pace of household’s income growth was
much slower than that of household’s spending on farming, which sharply increased up to 75% in

the corresponding period (see Figure 19).

Figure 19: Household Spending and Household’s Income
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This implied that the agriculture practice adopted by farmers have not been sufficiently efficient,
reflected by a decelerating growth of agriculture productivity—Ilabor, land and total factor
productivity as indicated in later part of this report. Even though it does not seem to have a direct
relationship with the public sector, the trend of both items could explain that the increased public

investment did not efficiently and effectively address the issues faced by households, especially
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related to how to make agriculture production more efficient with higher productivity growth. This
issue has been consistent and aligned with the situation on the ground level in many aspects. Those

include:

- First, it has been recognized that farmers could have better access to water for irrigating their
crops, particularly rice when irrigation scheme was built; however, at the same time field
findings also showed that farmers need to spend much more money on gasoline to do water
pumping. This happened because of much limited small irrigation scheme directly connected
to their rice field.

- Second, due to the lack of proper knowledge about technical farming, farmers have been
struggling as they have been engaged with improper utilization of agriculture inputs such as
seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, feeds, etc. bearing them higher production cost.

- Third, there has been a remarkable progress to boost agriculture mechanization—more than
90% of the total cultivated area. Current practice has mitigated the challenge of rising labor
cost and shortage of labor forces. However, improper mechanization done by unskilled
workers who command the machineries such as tractors and combined harvesters has caused
farmers to have lost around 150KG to 200KG per hectare—which is equivalent to
approximately USD 300 million per annum. So far, there has not been any significant policy
interventions to address this deficiency of agriculture mechanization yet.

- Fourth, the continued inefficiency of agriculture production has been caused by low
economies of scale as large percentage of household farmers is small scale. Establishing and
strengthening the capacity of agriculture cooperatives is a good approach, potentially a model
to enhance production efficiency and commercialization. However, the quality and capacity

of agriculture cooperatives remain weak.

7.3. Public Spending and Agriculture Growth

Basically, the efficient public spending in agriculture has a direct positive relationship with the
growth of agriculture output. However, in the case of Cambodia, public spending and the growth of
agriculture sector did not have positive correlation over the past seven years (2011-2017). During this
period, Cambodia has increased public spending by 52% on agriculture sector, but there seems no
indication the public investment translated into the growth of agriculture sector. During 2011-2017,
agriculture, however, experienced a decelerating growth of 1.8% per annum, down from 5.8% during

2004-2010. Crops, constituting the largest share, showed its slowdown from 8.1% during 2004-2010
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to 2.1% during 2011-2017, while livestock and poultry recorded the slowdown from 4.6% to 0.5%
per annum, and fishery reported to have moderating growth from 3.3% to 2.6% per annum in the

corresponding period (see Figure 20).

Figure 20: Annual Growth Rate of Agriculture Sector by Time Period
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The eventually declined growth was attributed to 3 main reasons including: (1) negative impact by
extreme weather events, (2) drop of agriculture commodities’ prices, and (3) slower growth of
agriculture productivity under the constraint of limited land expansion. In 2013 and 2015, because of
flood and drought caused by El Nifilo phenomenon, Cambodia had the economic lost and damage of
USD 203.9 million and USD 1.5 billion respectively (see Figure 22). In addition, the decelerating
growth of agriculture was justified by the drop of agriculture commodity prices at the regional and

global market, which generated negative spillover effect on Cambodian farmers’ income.
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Figure 22: Economic Loss and Damage by Flood & Drought
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Figure 23: Agriculture Price Index (2010=100)
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However, two aforementioned factors did not explain the whole story about decelerating growth of
agriculture sector in Cambodia. This was justified by the fact that during that period other countries
in the region could achieve good growth rate of agriculture even though they were affected by the
drop of agriculture commodities’ prices and extreme weather condition. They could made such
remarkable progress because they could maintain the growth rate of agriculture productivity despite

on moderating trend.

Cambodia’s agriculture productivity experienced a much decelerating growth. Evidently, the growth
rate of land productivity decelerated to below 20% in 2014/2010 from more than 70% in
2010/2000. This poor performance was reflected by the decelerating growth of production yield of
paddy rice to only 0.1% per annum during 2013-2017, down from 3.6% per annum during 2008-
2012.

The field consultations with stakeholders have indicated that much decelerating growth of land
productivity was attributed to: (1) degradation of land quality, improper land use which is linked to
farming technique, and small scale of land which negatively affects the efficiency of farming, (2)
limited access to water despite remarkable investment in irrigation scheme, (3) inefficiency of labor in
utilizing agriculture inputs such as sowing seeds, applying fertilizer, spraying pesticides, and cutting
crops, etc. and (4) low quality of utilized agriculture inputs. On the top of those four main factors,
the lack of public investment in research and development (R&D)—Iless than 1% of the total public

spending basket would be the critical factor to negatively affect the growth of land productivity.

In relation to water, despite huge investment in irrigation scheme which enabled farmers in the
specific areas in some provinces, accessibility to water to irrigate their crops, especially paddy rice
remains the critical challenge. The public investment in irrigation sector mostly concentrated on large
scale which heavily relies on rainfall. Because of this, at the macro level, with limited focus on small
irrigation scheme, farmers could not fully access to water to irrigate their paddy rice field.
Additionally, the findings from the consultation with development partners at the national level and
focus group discussion with farmers at the provincial level, the capacity to effectively manage water
by farmer water user groups (FWUGs) have been largely limited, which requires a huge

improvement.
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In addition, R&D plays an important role in accelerating the productivity of agriculture sector.
During 2011-2017, R&D in rice sector conducted by CARDI was promising, reflected by the release
of several seed varieties which respond to market demand, especially fragrant rice seeds. However,
when looking at the macro level, the progress of R&D is quite slow, particularly on other non-rice
commodities such as cashew, mango, aquaculture, livestock and poultry etc. Public spending in

R&D was estimated to be less than 1% of total public spending basket in agriculture sector.

Figure 24: Growth of Land Productivity by Country
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Figure 25: Average Growth of Paddy Rice Production Yield
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Similarly, labor productivity also showed the moderating growth rate to around 10% in 2014/2010

down from around 56% during 2010/2000. Decelerating growth of labor productivity was attributed
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to four main factors including (1) share of public spending in extension services was relatively low—
around 5.8% of total basket, (2) ineffectiveness of delivering extension services to farmers owing to
inconsistency and difference of information and messages provided by various actors, (3) agriculture
extension service was supply driven, rather than demand driven; and (4) lower degree of human

capital of Cambodian people, especially farmers with lower level of education”.

Concerning the aspect of improving farming technique, the annual public spending on extension
services was estimated around 5.8%--equivalent to around USD 20 million of total public spending
basket on agriculture. Despite a continuously increased public spending on this, large percentage of
farmers in the field still do not have proper farming technique in pre, during and post-harvest. It has
been noted rice farmers have demonstrated their improvement of rice farming by applying modern
techniques introduced by government agencies, development partners and NGOs though there is
some room for improvement. However, farmers who grow other subsidiary and industrial crops
such as cassava, corn, cashew, and those who raise livestock and poultry as well as aquaculture have
limited farming techniques of how to produce efficiently. Additionally, when delivering extension
services, different agencies have different and inconsistent language or information, causing farmers

to have difficulties to follow.

Figure 26: Growth of Labor Productivity by Country
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If looking into agriculture total factor productivity (TFP), Cambodia was much behind other

countries in the region. When almost all countries demonstrated good result of boosting the growth

2 According to Wotld Bank, human capital index (HCI) of Cambodia was 0.49, lower than Thailand, Vietnam and Indonesia with the HCI of 0.60, 0.66
and 0.53, respectively.
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total factor productivity which has been linked to technology and capital utilization, Cambodia
experienced negative growth in 2014/2010 and latest statistics showed the total factor productivity
(TFP) index of Cambodia has been moving on the zero growth rate trend over the last five years.
According to global experiences, total factor productivity is crucial to accelerate the growth of

Figure 27: Comparison of Growth of Agriculture TFP by Country 1991-2014 4,

by which 2/3 of this was contributed by the growth of total factor productivity.
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Figure 28: Trend of Cambodia’s Agriculture Input Index and Agriculture TFP Index (2005=100)
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Slower growth of agriculture productivity under the constraint of limited expansion of cultivated area
was one of the major reasons to cause slower growth of agriculture sector during 2013-2017. Based
on consultation meeting with key stakeholders—government agencies, development partners, private

sector, researchers and agriculture cooperatives in various provinces, slower growth of agriculture
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productivity was associated with three main factors including: (1) limited access to water, (2) lack of

R&D, and (3) lower effective and innovative farming technique.

Near zero growth of agriculture total factor productivity has been caused by: (1) inefficiency of
agriculture mechanization resulting in loss during post-harvest up to 150 kg to 200 kg per hectare per
annum which was equivalent to around USD 300 million per annum, (2) inappropriate use of
agriculture inputs especially fertilizer, seeds and pesticides making farmers to bear with higher
production cost and (3) lack of agriculture diversification by which the sector remained heavily

depending on crops, especially rice while other potential sub-sectors have been still lagging behind.

The pace of agriculture diversification remained slow despite some noted progress over the last
decades. The graph below indicated that crops still constituted the largest share in agriculture
sector—ranging between 55% and 58% while the other potential sub-sector such as livestock and
poultry, and fishery constituted the small shares of around 11% and 22% respectively. Disaggregated
crops by small sectors, the area of paddy rice production was shared of 75% during 2014-2016 while
other combined small sub-sectors of crops shared only 25%.

Figure 29: Share of Agriculture Sub-Sectors

188:;{, 11.0% 9.9% 10.2% 9.7% 9.0% 8.7% 8.3% 7 6% 7.3% 7.2% 7.0% 6.9% 6.8% 6.8% 6.7%
[s]
80% !% > 0s 2 4% 2 95 2 96 20‘3% 2 2 2 2 2! 2!%
2
0,
70% ) . . ) ) )
60% 1
50%
(=]
40%
30% 5 5 S S s 5 s
20% °
10%
0%
=t LN o | co (o] [ ] — [t | o) =t [N o —~ (e o]
= = [} = = = — — ~— — — — — — ~—
[ fam) (e [ ) (] o ] O o L] o (e L] (e
[eaN] od o~d ol od ~d (gt ] o ol o (gt ] ol od o~
M Crops M Livestock and Poultry
™ Fishery Forestry and Logging
Source: NIS

Page | 26



Figure 30: Share of Crops in Gross Cropped Area (2000-2002 and 2014-2016)
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By analyzing the data of agriculture input index and total factor productivity index under the

database of Economic Research Service Office of USDA, the annual agriculture growth could be

calibrated under eight scenarios. Scenariol-4: assumed that there is no change of agriculture inputs

index, but agriculture total factor productivity index changes by 1%, 2%, 4% and 6%, then

agriculture sector could grow 0.5%, 1.0%, 2.0% and 2.9% per annum respectively during 2019-2030.

Scenario5-8: assumed that the agriculture inputs index grow by 1.0% per annum and total factor

productivity of agriculture index grows by 1.0%, 2%, 4%, and 6%, then agriculture sector grow 1.5%,

2.1%, 3.2% and 4.2% respectively during 2019-2030.

Figure 31: Simulated Annual Growth of Agriculture
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8. CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1. Conclusion
Based on the analysis above, the findings from this study have shown that the public spending on

agriculture sector over the last seven years (2011-2017) has generated positive impact on socio-
economic development—significantly contributing to poverty reduction, improving food security
(mostly in quantity rather than in quality and safety), enhanced agriculture commercialization,
providing employment to people in the rural area, and helping people to be resilient to external

shock, especially during financial and economic recession.

However, alongside the positive impact emerging from public spending, there have been some
questions about efficiency of spending which has a big room for improvement. This has been
reflected by the decelerating growth of agriculture sector mainly caused by near-zero growth of
agriculture productivity and drop of foreign direct investment in agriculture over the past seven years
(2011-2017) even though public spending kept increasing. Spending heavily concentrated on
irrigation scheme—mostly large scales financed by various development partners’ concessional loan
and grants, which have not been comprehensively harmonized and inter-connected. Under this
modality, only farmers whose paddy rice fields closed to the main canals could have benefited from
the scheme. However, because of very limited small-scale irrigation scheme connected directly to
their farms, farmers whose paddy rice fields which are located far away from the main scheme, have

been struggling with water shortage.

Research and Development (R&D) has been playing an important role in boosting productivity and
quality of agriculture product, however the budget allocated to this functionality has been quite small.
Research and development in rice sector have been remarkably progressive, reflected by the
continuous release of various fragrant seed varieties, and the outcome from this is also relatively
good despite some room for improvement. However, R&D in other commodities is still in a small
proportion—causing farmers to depend on using technologies and seeds of cashew, corn, cassava

and others, fingerling and animal seeds imported from neighboring countries.

Not only that the spending on extension have been small, the effectiveness of delivering this to
farmers have also remained questionable due to aforementioned reasons. In addition, spending in
non-irrigation infrastructure is also in a small proportion. Based on simulation indicated above, to

promote agriculture growth in the medium-long term up to 2030, it is imperative Cambodia
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accelerates agriculture productivity, specifically total factor productivity (TEFP). To absorb the
improved quality and quantity of agriculture production, it is compulsory to boost agriculture
commercialization and agro processing, by which private sector—local and international companies
play an important roles to invest in this segment. Therefore, moving forward, Cambodia needs to
increase efficiency of public spending at both allocation level and operational level—aimed at
boosting overall agriculture productivity and creating attractive environment for private sector to
invest in agro processing and enhance commercialization of agriculture product. The prioritized
measures to achieve all above policy objectives are described in the part of Policy Recommendations

below.

8.2. Policy Recommendations

Agriculture, which played an essential role in supporting socio-economic development in the last two
decades, remains a key priority for Cambodia in medium and long term. The finding from this study,
however, clearly showed that public spending has slightly contributed to support the agriculture
output growth and economic growth as the whole. Under the context that Cambodia has already
relieved from food insecurity, the strategic direction of public spending on agriculture sector in the

medium and long term need to priotitize on investment which help boost agriculture growth.

Based on above findings and to accelerate the growth of this sector in medium and long terms and
increase the efficiency of the public spending, some key strategic directions regarding to the public
spending on agriculture that the RGC shall consider are as follows:

- Increasing and rationalizing public spending on agriculture to encourage and
facilitate the agriculture productivity, commercialization and diversification: The key
prioritized areas include: (a) gradually shifting to small scale irrigation schemes which connect
to the medium and large scale schemes with the capacity development of farmers water user
groups to manage and operate the scheme in a sustainable manner since irrigation schemes
remain instrumental to the growth of the agriculture sector; (b) focusing on and encouraging
investment in post-harvest facilities such as cooling room for vegetable, fruits, fish and meat,
drying facilities, agriculture product distribution centers at the district levels, and packaging
and cleaning equipment; (c) promoting and supporting R&D in good quality seeds of crops
(fragrant rice, cashew, cassava, mango, red corn, rubber and other major fruits which are
potential for export), fish, chicken, and pig. R &D needs to be market demand-driven and be

co-financed by government’s budget, development partners’ fund and other contributions;
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(d) focusing on the supply of good quality seeds and other important agricultural inputs so
that farmers could have access the good quality and affordable inputs to boost the
production yields; and (e) facilitating demand-driven extension services by strengthening the
capacity and providing appropriate incentives to extension agents on the ground.
Enhancing the institutional coordination and harmonization at the planning and
budgeting and implementation level. To achieve this, the Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry, and Fishery (MAFF) needs to finalize the formulation and put into implementation
the Agriculture Master Plan 2030, which serves as the main umbrella to harmonize and
coordinate all projects and programs related to agriculture sector development.

Promoting the institutional capacity and gradual decentralization of resources. It can
be done in part by developing the technical capacity of government officials under both
MAFF and MOWRAM in the aspects of large-scale project design and formulation,
monitoring, and evaluation. To ensure the effective implementation of agriculture projects, it
is vital the RGC speeds up the decentralization of human resources, financial resources, and
some parts of authorities to provincial and district levels through appropriate incentive
mechanisms.

Improving the agribusiness environment: through (a) promoting sound agriculture
business environment by improving trade facilitation which is related to law enforcement of
economic land concession scheme, business registration, inspection, quality certification,
enhancing fair playing field among local and foreign investors, accelerating the enforcement
of contract farming between private companies and farmers or agriculture cooperatives so
that they could ensure the stability of raw material supply; (b) considering to establish the
Special Economic Zone or SME Cluster for Agro Processing based on the potential of
respective regions. The potential clustering of the zones could be located in four regions—
Region 1 (Battambang, Pailin, Banteay Meanchey); Region 2 (Kratie, Thbong Khmom,
Steung Treng, Mundul Kiri and Rattanak Kiri), Region 3 (Kampot, Kampong Speu, Takeo
and Koh Kong), Region 4 (Prey Veng, Kandal, Svay Rieng and Kampong Cham; (c) further
reducing the cost of doing business by cutting the cost energy, improving the quality of
infrastructure and connectivity, reducing logistics cost, and promoting affordable access to
finance, especially for smallholder farmers; (d) establishing the agriculture loan programs
which all farmers, small and medium agribusinesses could access the loan with the

concessional rate; and (e) coordinating agribusinesses to participate in agriculture global value
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chains through building up technical capacity, business matching platform, and agribusiness

exhibitions.

TEOWEBBRO3
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ANNEX 1: LIST OF DOCUMENTS

TYPE

TITLE

Strategic Policies and Plans

RGC (2018) Rectangular Strategy for Growth, Employment, Equity and
Efficiency Phase IV

RGC (2013) Rectangular Strategy for Growth, Employment, Equity and
Efficiency Phase I11

RGC (2018) National Strategic Development Plan: 2019 - 2023

RGC (2013). National Strategic Development Plan: 2014 - 2018

RGC (2015): Cambodia Industrial Development Policy: 2015 - 2025

SNEC (2013). Cambodia Vision 2030

RGC/NCCC (2013). Cambodia Climate Change Strategic Plan: 2014 - 2023
MoE/NCGG (2013). National Strategic Plan on Green Growth: 2013 - 2030
MAFF (2018). Budget Strategic Plan: 2018 - 2020

MoH (2009). National Nutrition Strategy

MAFF (2015). Gender Mainstreaming Policy and Strategic Framework in
Agticulture: 2016 - 2020

CARD (2008). Strategic Framework for Food Security and Nutrition in
Cambodia: 2008 - 2012

MAFF (2015). Policy and Strategic Framework on Childhood Development
and protection in the Agriculture Sector (2016 - 2020)

UNDP (2015) Sustainable Development Goals

RGC (2018) Cambodian Sustainable Development Goals Framework 2016-
2030

NCSD (2016). National Biodiversity and Strategy Action Plan.

MAFF (2015). Agricultural Extension Policy in Cambodia

SNEC (undated). Policy document on the promotion of paddy rice and milled
rice for export

Sectorial Planning
Frameworks

MAFF (2007). Strategy for Agriculture and Water: 2006 - 2010

MAFF (2011). National Medium-Term Priority Framework: 2011 - 2015
MAFF (2015). Agriculture Sector Strategic Development Plan: 2014 - 2028
MAFF (20110. Strategic Framework for National Rubber Development: 2011
- 2020

MAFF (2015). Strategic Planning Framework for Livestock Development:
2015 - 2024

MAFF (2016). Strategic Planning Framework for Fisheries: updated for 2015 -
2024

MAFF (2010). Strategic Planning Framework for Fisheries: 2010 - 2019
MAFF (2017). National Strategic Plan for Aquaculture: 2016 - 2030

MAFF (2010). National Forests Program: 2010 - 2029

Master Plans

MAFF (2017) Agriculture Sector Master Plan (draft)

MAFF (2016) Development of Master Plan for Crop Production in Cambodia
by 2030

MAFF (2015). MAFF action plan for the implementation of the Cambodian
Industrial Development Policy: 2015 - 2025

MAFF (2014). Climate change priorities action plan for agriculture, forestry
and fisheries sector: 2014-2018

MAFF (2005). Master Plan for Agricultural Research in Cambodia
KOICA/MAFF (2013). Master Plan for the Promotion of Agricultural
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Investment in Cambodia

Other documents

Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey (2017)

WB/AusAID (2015). Cambodian Agriculture in Transition. Opportunities and
Risks

CCCA (2015). Planning and Budgeting for climate change in MAFF
MAFF/EU (2012). TA repott: Cross cutting issues in the plans and budgets of
MAFF

MAFF (2016). Gender Mainstreaming Action Plan in Agriculture: 2016 - 2020
MAFF/D&DWG  (2012). Functional mapping report of the MAFF
(Decentralization and Deconcentration)

MAFF (2017). Annual Report for agriculture, forestry and fisheries 2016/17
and direction for 2017/18

UN Regional Thematic WG on Poverty and Hunger in Asia and the Pacific
(2013). The Zero Hunger challenge: Regional guiding framework for achieving
zero hunger in Asia and the Pacific

GMS/CASP (2017). Strategy for promoting safe and environmentally-friendly
agro-based value chains in the GMS sub-region and Siem Reap action plan:
2018 - 2022

ASEAN (2015). Vision and strategic plan for ASEAN cooperation in food,
agriculture and forestry: 2016 - 2025

RGC/CARD (2016). National Action Plan for Zero Hunger Challenge in
Cambodia (2016 - 2025)

CRRI (2015). Annual Technical Report 2014 - 2015

MoC (2012). Rubber Sector Profile. Value Chain Unit, Trade Promotion
Department, Ministry of Commerce.

MAFF/GDR (2016). Annual Report for 2016 and projections for 2017.

afD (2017). Feasibility Study for a Smallholder Rubber Development Project
in Cambodia. GLG consultants.

FAO (20106). Review of poultry value chain in Cambodia and its associated
risks for disease spread.

FAO (2016). Review of swine value chain in Cambodia and its associated risks
for disease spread.

FAO (2014). Cattle value chain and social network analysis, Part 1 Cattle value
chain

MAFF/Forestry Administration (2017). National Production Forestry Strategy
2018 - 2032

MAFF/Forestry Administration (?). Cambodia’s National Forest Program
Background Document.

EU (2009). Assessment of initial implementation of the National Forest
Program.

MoP/NIS (2015). Cambodia Socio-economic Survey 2014

MoP/NIS (2016). Cambodia Socio-economic survey 2015

Wortld Bank (2017). Cambodia: Strategic Framework for the irrigation Sector
MOWRAM (2017). Outline of Master Plan on Water Resources of Cambodia,
Brief Report on Preliminary Achievements. Changjiang Institute of Survey,
Planning, Design and Research
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF CONSULTATIONS & FIELDWORK

Institutions

Description

Public Sector

-Supreme National Economic Council

-MAFF, ASPIRE Program and Various Agencies
-Royal University of Agriculture

-CARDI

-Ministry of Industry and Handicraft (MIH)
-Ministry of Rural Development.

-Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF)
-Council for Development of Cambodia (CDC)
-Ministry of Commerce (MOC)

-Ministry of Environment

-Ministry of Water Resource and Meteorology (MOWRAM)
-National Bank of Cambodia (NBC)

-Others

Private Sector & Chamber of
Commerce

-CP Co. ILtd

-Amru Rice

-Mong Reuthy Group

-ACLEDA

-Canadian Bank

-Cambodia Chamber of Commerce,
-Euro Cham,

-Local and international agro-processors
-Others

Embassy

-Australian Embassy
-The Embassy of the People's Republic of China

Development Partners

-World Bank

-UNDP

-ADB

-Delegation of European Union to Cambodia (EU)
-UNDP

-ADB

-AFD

-FAO,

-USAID

-Other others

Farmers/Communities /Firms

-Contract Farmers with Amru Rice Co Ltd
-Farmers Cooperatives

-WFUG Water Farmer Use Groups
-Cassava-processing Firm

-Red Corn Farmers

-Cashew nut-process Firm

-Rice Seed Production Farmers

-Sing Sung

-Green Leader Co Ltd

-Rice Millers

-Livestock Farmers

-Farmer Cooperatives

-Marine Aquaculture Farmers

-Mango Association

-Farmers (Subsidiary and industrial Crops)
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-Others

Researchers

-Center for Policy Studies
-Independent Researchers
-Others

Field Work

-Phnom Penh
-Pursat
-Battambang
-Kampong Thom
-Kratie

-Siem Reap
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