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Magsaysay Blvd., Tacloban City 7101 

MEMORANDUM 

For: 	 THE REGIONAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE, FSDP-EV 

Fram: THE EVALUATION TEAM 

Subject: PROCESS EVALUATION REPORT 

We are pleased to submit our report on the process 
evaluation of the project which we undertook upon being 
commissioned and organized by this Committee on September 1, 
1983. The report is organized arouo~ five major parts: 

I Executive Summary 
II Project Data 

III Methodology of the Evaluation 
IV Major Findings/Conclusions 
V Recommendations 

We have observed that the project has achieved a very 
commendable level of progress in spite of the constraints it 
had to face upon being started. We feel very strongly that 
the recommendations contained in the report will contribute 
in directing the project towards the successful attainment 
of its goal and purposes. 

We are grateful and we thank you for this opportunity 
to be of service to the project. 

,l\I~£(. G... --. 
RE~ECCA V. BARBUSA ~B~ 

F'ar¢ers' Representative USAID Representative 

EMILIANA N. BERNARDO AGAPITO C. TAURO 
ViSCA Representative Representative 

J .~ 

NEDA Repres' 
Chairm n 

November 25, 1983 
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9JM.4ARV (f' MA~ RECCMENlATIONS 

1. 	 Change the research approach at the ~U lev~l 

8. 	 Give much more attention to the existing system ~ith significantly 
increased farmer participation. 

b. 	 Emphasize improvements in the existing systems as opposed to changing 
: syst~. Limit proposed changes. 

c. 	 Eliminate use of expensive purchased inputs such as fertilizer, 
insecticides, etc. until backup research at VISCA and analySiS of 
existing data indicates their use is profitable and feasible for the 
small farmers of the region. 

d:" 	 Carefully reconsider approprieteness of existing "shelf" technology. 
Document project experience to date with "shelf" technology paying at 
least as much attention to failures as to·success. 

e. 	 Clearly define field trials as experiments as opposed to 

demonstrations. 


2. 	 Design and implement·a comprehensive training program to communicate 
revised research approach to all project participants including 
cooperating farmers. 

3. 	 Enable implementation of revised research approach by reducing for the 
next several years the number of sites (or giving priority to some while 
redefining the role of others) and drastically reducing the number of 
research locations (cooperating farmers) per site. 

4. 	 Better utilize C~rnell provided technical assistance by broader, better 
defined.~and better communicated roles. 

5~ 	 Change focal point for research management and logistics from VISCA to 
POO/HA while retaining a significant technical role for VISCA. 

B. 	 Addition to the POD of personnel with combination of academi~ 
training, farming systenls understanding and experience in implementing
research. . 

b. 	 Redefine VISCA's role reflecting research support at all levels from 
policy determination to field research as part of SMRU. 

6. 	 Establish a macroeconomic, policy analysis unit at POD. 

7. 	 Immediately begin preparations for changes In the structure of the project. 

B. 	 Request commitment from all parties for two-year extension of project. 
b. 	 Begin to integrate project into MA structure with special attention to 

problems of extension and technology transfer. 
c. Request increase and change in USAID funding to provide for operating 

costs with GRP responsibility for personnel including honoraria. 



ft)r the past many years, the focus of agricultural 

developnent efforts have been the rice fat:l'lElr!l cultivating the 

1rriqated ricef1elds. '1h1s focus has lxought the O?lmtIy to 

tM level of self-sufficiency in the staple food crop - rice. 

In recent years, 00wever, the national leadership has realized 

that a lot of our developnent potentials also lie with the small 

rainfed and upland fanners \to) CXltprise the majority of our 

fcu:rning P'P-llaticn. 'Ihus, several projeci:.s have been at:ar1:ed 

to give attentia'l to this rural resource. 

'1he FaJ:ming Systans Develcpnent Project - Eastern Visa­

yas 18 ad1ressed to the plight of the small rainfed ard upland 

fanners of the reqioo. Started in 1981, it has suffered the pangs 

of a newly started project. 1here was 00 traley ~ the core 

project staff was organized. nuns for the first year could Dlt be 

carried in that year's annual b.ldqet of the ~t, pIOtpt1ng 

the Ministry of the Bldget to shell out funds fran its sources for 

foreign-assisted projects. Releases of funds were delayed. In fact, 

a lX>rtion of the 1982 funds was released only in 1983. 

In spite of all these oonstraints, the project today has . 

achieved a very a:mnendable level of progress. ViSCA and the Ministry 

of llgriculture Region VIII have dsronstrated very strongly their 

cx:mnianent to the project by fielding highly qualified and o::.npet.ent 

technical people. A strong tend of oooperatial has anerged between 

these twJ main mplBDent:lnq agencies. 'Jbe eCb1n1strative stJ:ucture far 

project iJIplanenta~ is alrea:1y in place. '!be project itself has 



generated a high degree of interest and enthusiasm aIDnCJ all the 

partiCip&lts - tlM! project staff, the consultants, and l'IIl8t 

inpJrtant, the fcu:ners. Very significantly, the project has brought 

ab:Iut tlle beginning of an underst:.and1nq of the ~,an1cs of farm.1nq 

systems and the practices and ooncepts of fanninq S"iStans research.. . 

'!his exhaustive evaluation of the project did not a:iJn to 

rreasure the success of-the project in terms of its goal, p..lI1:Oses, 

and iltpact on the target beneficiaries. Rather, the evaluation sought 

to assess the processes by ttobich the project has been :lnplenented. It 

desired to look nore at how the practices and ooncepts of farm1nq 

systans research are understood by all the project participants. 

It>pefully, the results of the evaluation w.U.l CX)tltriblte in 

directing the project t:.o\tards attainment of its goal and objectives. 

'lhe Evaluation 'lMn 



'!he Evaluat..ial Team acJcnowlmqes the co:parat.tm and _1IItanoe . 
~IIACJti", 

qiven ~ all Y"¥> were involved in the process,I.Of the Fcmn1nq Syatanl 

Developnent Project-Eastem Visayas C01C1ucted frail Sept.anber to 

Novarb!r 1983. • 

'lb tlle fanner cooperators at the different sites, \t,'ho readily 

made tllanselves available for the interviews and visits to their fields~ 

'lb the SIMJ Team Leaders and their staffs for facUitatinq the 

interviews with the farmers and the visits to the famers' fields, and 

Vo also willingly subnitted thanse1ves to the int.erv1ews, even up to, 

late evenings1 

'lb the Project Director and his staff, nest part.1cularly Miss 

Jennylyn RlizL' for facllitatJ.ng the travels of the Evaluation 'lYn and 

accx:atuodat1ons in 'nK"loban City dur1nq the tesn sess1a1s, and tIr.l managed 

the repxoduction of the evaluat1a'l ra.x>rt, 

'lb the Technical Cbordinator for Researc:h and Oevel.optent aI'k1 his 

staff at V.iSCA for facilitating the stay of 1m team dur1nq the team 

sessions held at the Cbllegel 

'lb the Steering Cl:rm11ttee, PID staff, TaU> Office sWf, and the 

acb1n1strative staffs at the MA leg'ional Office and ViSCA, 1Iih) made 

thsnselves available for interviews, and provided the mat:er'1.W and 1np.rt:s 

for the assessment and the interview act1v1ties, 

'lb Mr. Re1gh P. MJnreal of ViSCA, 11ft) willingly acte:i as the 

Evaluation Team's Iecorder during the field vistts _ filten1M, 1ft! 

http:facllitatJ.ng
http:process,I.Of
http:co:parat.tm


faithfully transcribed all the field notes and edited·the lIBmlSCl."ipt 

of the evaluation report~ 

'lb the RPM: for affordinq the members of the Evaluation 'JM'n 

the ORXlrttlJ:ity to be of service to the project and exmtribJte 1c:teas 

for the successful 1Jrplanentat1al of the project; 

1nj to all others t-llo have assiste:1 us, we express our gratitude 

and thanks. 

'!he Evaluation Team 

November 2S, 1983 
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tI. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY \ 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Farming Systems Development project-Eastern Visayas 
is a project of the Philippine government which is being 
implemented by the Ministry of Agriculture, Region VIII and 
the Visayas State College of Agriculture. The project seeks 
to improve the livelihood of small farmers in rainfed areas. 
Specifically, it seeks to establish a mechanism for 
adapting rainfed agricultural technologies to the resource 
condition in the region, and disseminate such technologies 
found appropri&te and productive to the intended 
beneficiaries. It further seeks to improve the capacity of 
both the MA Regional Office .and Vi~CA to be involved in 
farming systems research and d~velopm~nt in the region. 

With some 360 small farm households as, target direct 
beneficiaries, the project is initially set for five (!,) 
years with a total programmed fu~ding of $5.813 millit)n 
coming from the budgetary support from tha Philippiue 
government and from a USAID Loan-Grant fund. 

B. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The Evaluation Team concentrated on the process by 
which the project is being implemented. • The evaluation work 
itself consisted of reviewing existing project documents, 
actual visits and observations of research sites, and 
interviews of farmer-cooperators, SRMU personnel, PDQ and 
TCRD staff, Steering Committee, the MA-based FSDP-EV 
administrative staff and ViSCA-based Technical Team. 

The Evaluation Team conducted several meetings to 
discuss strategies for the field visit activities, 
consolidate findings and observations made during field 
visits and interviews, and come up with draft report for 
presentation to the SRMU, PDO and TeRn staffs, the Steering 
Committee and finally for submission to the Regional Project 
Management Committee. 

\ , 
\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
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c. MAJOR FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 


1. 	 Research/Program Areas 
a. 	 Appropriateness of research areas selected for 

the ~ntended purpose 

The chosen sites would appear to have adequately 
represented the main agroclimatic zones of the region 
but this should be reviewed. There may be some 
duplication with two sites with coconut and two with 
corn as the main crop. At the time of the evaluation, 
the abaca-based system had not been implemented yet and 
if not included in the research would represent a major 
omission. 

Most of the farmer-cooperators satisfied tL~ 
criteria for selection but some did not. This situation 
may eventually result in the farmer-cooperators not 
getting the full benefits intended for them by the 
project, and in difficulty of asse~~ing the benefits 
derived from the innovations that have been int.roduced. 

Farms chosen for the cropping pattern trials are 
mostly along the road, or at fairly accessible 
location. These choices ~ay not all be appropriate 
since lack of access to roads is one of the major 
characteristics of rainfed and upland farms in the 
region. 

b. 	 Relevance of the research agenda to felt needs of 
the beneficiaries 

Considering the cropping patterns being tried in 
the six sites, and the problems of inadequate food and 
income facing the farmers, the modification being tried 
are relevant to the felt needs of the farmers. 
However, the team feels that introducing more than one 
or two major modifications at the same time to the 
existing farming systems may not be advisable since it 
is tantamount to the total change in the farming system 
in the area. Some of the proposed changes are well 
beyond the financial capability of the farmers in the 
area and if they are no longer receiving some material 
help from the project, such introduced changes will not 
be absorbed into the system. 



-3­

c. Integration of 
~arch agenda 

crops and livestock in the 

The role 
system of the 

of livestock in the present 
farmer-cooperators does 

far
not 

ming 
seem' 

to be adequately understood. The present livestock 
activities in the project suggest a misconception that' 
the purpose of the project is to introduce a new 
livestock system to replace, rather than modify, the 
existing one of the farmer-cooperator. Thus, the 
existing livestock activities of the farmer-cooperators 
and the ~o~~ of livestock in the family's livelihood 
should be studied carefully before any modifications 
are introduced. 

d. 	 Implementation of research according to the plan 

Some of the cropping patterns being tested and the 
modifications being introduced to the existing farming 
system have deviated from the concept, purposes, and 
goal of the project and its general implementation 
plan. A number of completed researches were conducted 
without any approved plans. While ongoing field trials 
have approved plans of activities, some modifications 
have been introduced during implementation without 
clarification as to whether such changes were dicussed 
by appropriate planning groups and approved by proper 
authorities. 

Between toe original plan and the trials being 
implemented, here are, some of ~he inconsistencies 
observed: 

(1) 	 lack of abaca-based trial in Bontoc where 
abaca is a primary crop. 

(2) 	 exclusion of tobacco from trials in Villaba 
where this was identified as a complementary 
crop and the planting of peanut to replace 
mungo. 

(3) 	 absence of coconut in the supposedly 
coconut-based cropping system in Basey. 

Documentation of changes made during implemen­
tation is largely overlooked. Documentation becomes 
much more important when the changes are made in the 
activities planned for an already ongoing field trial. 
It is important to have records on the reasons why the 
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modifications have been made, who proposed the 
modifications, and who approved said modifications 
before being implemented. 

As to planned time frame, the implementation of 
-esearch activities is behind schedule. The delay is 
l~rgely caused by the drought. The planning and 
completion of the back-up research are also delayed. 
This delay is caused primarily by the change in the 
role of the ViSCA Technical Team from the one 
envisioned in the Project Paper to a more active 
participation at the SRMUs. 

In spite of these other problems, the project has 
attained fairly substantial accomplishments during the 
last two years. It has generated great interest and 
commitment among the present staff and among the farmer-
cooperators. 

e. 	 Site staffs' understanding of the rationale 
underlying conduct of various field trials 

The Evaluation Team was assured that the site 
teams were fully informed of the reasons for the 
conduct of the field trials. The site teams themselves 
assured this. However, some comments noted and several 
instances observed by the Evaluation Team suggest some 
degree of inadequacy in the understanding of the 
"reasons for the conduct of the field trials and even in 
the concept of the farming systems research. 

There might therefore be a ' neE!d for the project 
staff to undergo more on-the-job orientation on the 
concepts of farming sy~tems research. 

f. Farmer-cooperators' 
act i "J i ties 

involvement in research 

The involvement in, awareness of, and ap­
preciation for the project by the farmer-cooperators 
vary wi th the si tes. Among others, the farmer-­
cooperators of Villaba seem very interested in the 
trials and enthusiastic about the results. They seem 
to understand better the relevance of the changes being 
introduced. This may be due to the impact of their 
field trip to Barili, Cebu, to observe hillside 
farming. 
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In the other sites, farmer involvement is limited 
to being asked of their problems, and giving their 
consent to the conduct of the trials in their fields. 

Most cooperators do not feel or act as partners of 
the site teams in the conduct of the experiments. Some 
of them are involved only in plowing the field, with 
all other labor needs provided either by the SRMO or by 
hired hands. Some said that they are only 
participating for the free inputs. Consequently, most 
of them have very minimal understanding of what are 
being done in the fields. 

g. 	 Identification, planning, and implementation of 
the back-up research 

The back-up research program is still being 
finalized. A draft proposal presented to the 
Evaluation Team showed proposed individual studies 
which were not always relevant to the ongoing field 
trials. It was suggested that such relationship should 
be considered. 

Site personnel had not made any suggestion on 
specific back-up research to be conducted. They seem 
not to feel comfortable in doing so. 

h. 	 Project s~ff's un~erstanding of the dynamics of 
the existing farming systems 

Members of the Project Statf 'seem not to fully 
comprehend the dynamics of the existing farming systems 
and the full requirement of the farming systems 
approach to re~earch, as evidenced by the following 
observations: 

(1) 	 Failure of farmers to adopt new technology is 
often attributed to stubbornness or ignorance 
of scientific farming system. 

(2) 	 It appears that the only data being gathered 
will be used to prove the relative advantage 
of improved technology. 

(3) 	 Impact on the market if crop yields will 
increase tremendously as a result of the 
proj~ct is not being studied. 
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(4) 	 Rolt1O of the wives in deciding ~hat farm 
activities to undertake is not being 
considered adequately. 

(5) 	 Government policies affecting decisions to be 
made by the farmers are not given much 
consideration. 

These could therefore point to the need for the 
project staff to have rnore training in farming systems 
research. 

2. 	 Staffing 

a. 	 Adequacy of sta~fing pattern 

The original staffing pattern has been modified 
several times. The major modifications are: 

(1) 	 creation of a Steering Committee1 
(2 ) involvement of more viSCA personnel to the 

project; 
(3) 	 addition of a Project Monitoring Officer at 

the PD01 
( 4 ) 	 addition of economic researcher to the SRMD 

staff; 
(5) 	 omission of a livestock specialist at the 

SRMU; 
(6) 	 part-time detail of' a Home Management 

Technician to each site. 

The Evaluation Team feels that. the assignment of 
two economists to a site should be reviewed. The 
assignment of a livestock man to any site should be 
considered on ~ justified need basis. 

On the administrative staff, the Evaluation Team 
observed that there might be a need for somebody to 
take over the administrative jobs of the project 
Director and the Technical Coordinator so that they can 

concentrate on more substantive technical 
matters. 

b. 	 Appropriateness of staff training and experience 

The project staff seemed to have had appropriate 
training to begin the project. However, almost 
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everybody articulated the need for mor~ ~rai.nings so 
that they can learn and acquire more technical 
expertise on research and on the concepts of the 
farming systems research. 

c. Adeguacy of salaries and incentives 

Almost everybody felt happy with the salaries or 
incentives. Site leaders, however, asked that their 
honorarium should be raised to the original proposal of 
P600.oo per month. The Evaluation Team, however, feels 
the need to review the entire salary/incentive package 
to adjust this to the more realistic le,vels of the MA 
and ViSCA. 

J. Training 

Project staff members who had been trained on 
farming systems research methodologies all agreed that 
their trainings prepared them for the job they were 
supposed to do. Yet there were indications that 
internalization of farming systems research concepts 
and practices needs to be strengthened by more 
trainings. In view of this, it might be worthwhile for 
the project to assess the relative values of the 
different trainings attended in the Philippines and in 
che United States. 

The farmers in Villaba who were able to observe 
contour farming in areas similar to their own situation 
appreciate more the activites of the project and 
understand better the concepts of the farming systems 
research than did the other' farmers wi thout such 
exposure. In the future, it would be advisable to 
expose the farmer-cooperators to areas similar to their 
own so they can observe what is being done to develop 
such areas. 

4. Involvement of farmers/community organizations 

There has been no concious effort by the project 
staff to involve farmers and other community 
organizations in the project. The involvement of 
noncooperator farmers has been minimal and mostly 
confined to timid questions about the project. Since 
these farmers and their organizations are the most 
likely target of technology transfer in the later 
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years, efforts should therefore be exerted' to involve 
them now in the project, even on an informal basis. 

5. 	 Interagency Linkage 

a. 	 Present status of institutional linkages between 
MA ar.d ViSCA 

The present relationship between MA and ViSCA is 
built on former ad-hoc linkages and is deemed adequate 
for the i~plementation of the farming systems project. 
Both ViSCA and MA have demonstrated their commitment to 
the project. 

Over time, the role of ViSCA has increased and at 
present some ViSCA personnel are taking major 
responsibility for almost all technical research 
decisions. While ViSCA has a critically important role 
to play in research, linkages need to be modified to 
provide for a greater leadership role for the PD~. 

With participation from senior level personnel of 
the MA and ViSCA, the present linkage between these 
agencies is adequate to meet the project's goal. More 
formalized linkage between MA and ViSCA is not needed 
at the present time. 

b. 	 Linkage between FSDP-EV activities and those of 
ocher agenci~s/organizations in Region VIII 
including the MA 

At present the project does· nQt have any formal 
linkages with other agencies. Most project personnel 
feel that it would not be productive to establish 
formal linkages now. Even informal linkages are 
minimal. 

Little thought has been given to the relationship 
of the project to the research activities of the 
divisions or sub-units of the MA, such as its research 
stations and the RIARS. More importantly, there is no 
linkage between the project implementation activities 
and the MA extension delivery system or the Regional 
Agricultural Development and Planning activitie,s. 

Some socioeconomic and technical departments of 
viSCA are already involved with the FSDP-EV. B~ever, 
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there are other departments and centers which could 
contribute to the project but are not tappe4. 

6. Technical Assistance 

Cornell university has generally met the 
requirements of the project in its dual role of 
provider for technical assistance and administrator of 
the degree and non-degree training programs. ViSCA and 
MA consider Cornell University as a partner in the 
implementation of the farming systems research project 
and would like to see more Cornell involvement. 
Consequently, Cornell's role in providing technical 
expertise should be expanded and should include 
providing technical leadership and expertise at all 
levels from the PD~ to the research sites. 

The site staffs reported that they have never been 
consulted in the bringing in of short-term project 
consultants. This should be remedied immediately by 
consulting th~m on their needs for such consultants. 
Further, a locdl counterpart should be provided for 
every short-term consultant brought into the project. 
This will provide for continuity in project activities 
started by such consultants. 

7. Financial Resources and Management 

a. Adequacy of Project Funds 

In 1982, actual releases of project funds 
comprised 11% of the available funds. In 1983, actual 
releases reached 95% of the funds available from the 
budget. But funds for the first year were released 
late. Delayed releases were also experienced in the 
second year. This delay of releases const~tutes a 
stumbling block to project implem~ntation. 

While there were still some unspent 1982 funds at 
ViSCA when the evaluation was made, the adequacy of 
project funds cannot be fully determined until the 
research agenda are completed and formalized. 

The present financial situation faced by the 
government may lead to decreasing releases of GOP funds 
for the project. Thus, ways and means should now be 
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explored to provide for project stability. in the 
ensuing years. 

b. Fiscal Management Procedures 

Project funds ~re channeled through ViSCA and the 
MA Regional Office, and the project utilizes the 
existing administrative machinery of these two agencies
for accounting, auditing, and disbursements. Funds at 
the MA Regional Office are managed by the Project
Director, while funds at ViSCA are managed by the 
Technical Coordinator for Research and Development. 

This set-up facilitates financial transactions, 
such that once funds are released there are no other 
GOP procedures that obstruct project activities. With 
this set-up, however, the team observed that the 
Project Director and the Technical Coordinator are 
enmeshed in many administrative matt~rs. This takes 
away much of their time from the more SUbstantive 
technical matters required by the nature of the 
project. 

c. Accounting Procedures 

Present procedures provide sufficient information 
on the status of funds on a regular quarterly basis. 
Providing a statement of fund status, more often, such 
as on a weekly basis, may bring about better fiscal 
management. There appears to be adequate personnel at 
the PDQ and TCRO office to provide this information. 

8. Or9~nization ~~d Responsibilities 
. 

a. Efficiency of present organizational structure 

The present organizational structure has been 
effective for the administrative and logistical needs 
of the project. However, some problems were observed 
with regard to responsibility for technical research 
decisions, implementation of res~arch after decisions 
had been made, and supervision at the SRMU level. 

The Project Director has not provided as much 
leadership in technical matters as required for 
successful project implementation due in part to his 
feeling that ViSCA has the technical capabilities to 
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undertake such responsibility and partly to the job 
description contained in the Annex E of the Project 
Paper. Therefore, the PDO/MA must be strengthened to 
be able to provide more vigorous leadership and 
participation in the formulation and implementation of 
actual research both at the sites and At ViSCA. The 
POD must also be able to review recommendations, 
formulate policies, approve plans, and then see to it 
that policies, instructions, and plans are carried out. 
This will mean expecting from the PDQ technical 
expertise on rese~rch, economics, and management. 

Also, there are too many sites and too many 
research locations per site. There is also a need for 
capability in the POD to conduct macroeconomic and 
policy analysis. 

b. 	 Definition/adjustment of roles 

The project has internal mechanisms to deal with 
problems in role definition and adjustment to reflect 
changes in project needs. The MA/ViSCA Memorandum of 
A9reement needs to be changed to reflect ViSCA's 
increased role and responsibilities in the project. 

c. 	 Communication flow among project paI'ticipants 

Communication of administrative or logistical 
nature are adequate. Many, however, feel the need for 
radio communication link especially between the PDQ and 
ViSCA. Certainly, there is a need to improve 
communication ·between the ViSCA technical group, 
consultants, and the SRMU on substantive issues. 

d. 	 Mechanism for project continuity following the 
end of the foreign assistance 

Little consideration has been given to the 
integration of project functions into existing MA 
programs when the project terminates. Efforts done to 
relate FSDP-EV with existing MA research and extension 
activities are very inadequate. 

9. 	 Equipment, Facilities, and Support Services 

a. 	 Eguipment and facilities 
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In t~rms of transportation, office . requirements 
and other physical needs, the available equipment and 
facilities are adequate to meet the present demands. 
However, total adequacy for the project cannot be 
determined until the research agenda are completed. 

The microcomputer operators at the PD~ and at 
ViSCA seem inadequately trained to fully utilize the 
computers. Their skills in microcomputer operation 
need to be upgraded. 

b. Planned purchases of eguipment, and constructions 

Equipment and facilities have already been 
purchased as planned. 

The duplex at ViSCA is already finished while the 
duplex in Tacloban city will be finished soon. The 
training dormitory at viSCA is scheduled for completion 
before the end of 1983. 

The team however, observed that the intended sites 
for the SRMU offices may in the future be irrelevant in 
its centrality in relation to 
zones to be served. Also, 

the intended ~9roclimatic 
the use of more indigenous 

nonvermanent materials for said offices should be 
considered. 

c. Adeguacy/conduciveness of office facilities/ 
space 

The POO, TCRD, and the SRMUs have adequate office 
spaces and facilities. In all areas, the offices are 
conducive for working well. 

d. Support services 

The support services staff at the PD~ and the TCRD 
office are adequate and performing well. 

However, the communication system between PDO/MA 
and ViSCA, between PDO/MA and SRMUs and between ViSCA 
and SRMUs relies more on the personnel courier system. 
This should be examined very closely for possibilities 
of establishing faster communication flow between the 
areas. 



D. RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. Research/Program Areas 

a. 	 Project should be directed towards finding ways of 
improving the existing farming systems. 

b. 	 Choice of present sites should be reviewed to' 
ensure that major agroclimatic zones of the region 
are represented. 

c. 	 Farmer-cooperators should come from the project's 
target group, and interventions should ensure that 
they are the beneficiaries. 

d. 	 Changes in the system should not exceed two at a 
time. Purchase of expensive inputs should be 
eliminated, and farmer's preferred main crop 
should be maintained. 

e. 	 Role of livestock in the system should be 
understood before making any changes. 

f. 	 PD~ should have authority to approve site research 
plans and/or make major changes. 

g. 	 Limits of flexibility for SRMUs should be clearly 
defined. 

h. 	 Trainings and/or related activities that bring 
about full understanding among project 
participants about the research nature of the 
project should be planned and implemented. 

i. 	 A review and documentation staff should work with 
the PDQ especially when results of site researches 
are turned in. 

j. 	 Role of women variability in market demand and 
prices, and changes in pest occurence should be 
considered in proposing interventions in the 
existing farming system. 

k. 	 Strategy should be ev~lv~d to understand 
completely the dynamics of the existing farming 
systems. 

2. 	 Staffing 

a. 	 Staff on special hire should be absorbed into the 
MA or the viSCA budget. 

b. 	 POO's capability in research implementation, and 
economic/policy analysis should be strengthened by 
experts along these line of work. 
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c. 	 Number of economists per site should be reduced by 
re-deploying some of them to the PDQ. Hiring of 
additional staff should be done only when 
justified. 

3. 	 Training 

a. 	 Farmer-cooperators should also undergo training. 
b. 	 Participants to the US training should first visit 

all sites and gain experience at the SRMU level. 
c. 	 Relative values of local and internaticnal 

trainings should be assessed. 

4. 	 i"armers/Col'lmuni ~y Organizations 

a. 	 Farmers and community organizations ~hould be 
informed about the project. 

5. 	 Interagency Linkages 

a. 	 PDO should oversee research. 
b. 	 ViSCA-MA Memorandum of Agreement sho'uld be 

revised. 
c. 	 Plans for project extension should include support 

for personnel sharing between MA and ViSCA, and 
greater use of AID funds for recurring costs of 
the project. 

6. 	 Technical Assistance 

a. 	 Foreign consultants should have specific work 
plans, which should be communicated to aL project 
participants. 

b. 	 Each short-term cons,llLants dlOl!ld have a local 
counterpart. 

c. 	 Cornell University repl'esentatives should be IOOre 
active in their role, and provide expertise and 
leadership in SRMU level activities. 

1. 	 Financial Resources 

a. 	 AID fund should cover greater share of recurring 
operating costs. 

b. 	 Project Director and Technical Coordinator should 
be relieved of routinary administrative tasks. 
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c. 	 The PD~ and the TeRD should be provided 
regularly at short intervals with information on 
fund status of the project. 

8. 	 Orqanizat~on and Responsibilities 

a. 	 Overall responsibility for research should rest 
with the PD~. 

b. 	 ViSCA should at the minimum (1) participate in 
SRMUs; (2) review and advise on research~ (3) 
conduct on-campus back-up research; (4) assist in 
integrating socioeconomic research into the 
farming systems research: (5) document results of 
field trials, and, (6) help establish the 
macroeconomic unit at PDO. 

c. 	 Number of sites should be reduced or priority for 
some sites should be indicated; research locations 
per site should not be more than four. 

d. 	 A monitoring program at PD~ should be developed. 
e. 	 A macroeconomic unit at PD~ should be established. 
f. 	 Staff responsibilities should be clearly and 

completely defined. 
g. 	 Feasibility of minimum radio link requirements 

betweE:m MA and ViSCA should be studied. 
h. 	 Integration of FSOP-EV project activities to the 

MA structure should also be studied and planned. 

I~. 	 Equipment Facilities and Support Services 

a. 	 Additional PD~ and ViSCA staffers should b6 
tra ined on microcomputer op'era~ ions. 

b. 	 Construction of SRMU buildings should be based on 
funds available and should consider increased 
costs of materials. An SRMU building should be 
located in an area representative of the 
agroclimatic zone. 
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In the pre-finalization session, it was agreed that the 
Resc=!.lrch/Prog ram Areas wi 11 be made as the focal point in 
presenting the report. Thus this area will be treated 
first, and all other areas shall follow the general pattern 
Ret by the Steering Committee. 
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IV. MAJOR FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 

A. RESEARCH/PROGRAMS AREAS 

AssessmE!nt of the status of the FSDP-EV in the llllp·.cts 
specified for evaluation necessitates recapitulation af the 
project's main concept, goal, purpose and ~rtillent 
guidelines formulated for its implementation. These are 
clearly reflected in one of the documents provided to the 
Evaluation Team, the "Implementation Plan: Farming Systems 
Development Projec~astern Visayas" (henceforth referrad to 
as the Document). 

The Document states that the long term goal of PSDP-EV 
is to improve the livelihood of small farmers in selected 
rainfed upland areas of Region VIII. The prOject's purpose 
is to establish a proven mechanism for adapting rainfed 
agricultural technologies for the resource condition found 
in Region VIII and to disseminate such technolo91e~ as 
appropriate. Conditions indicating that the project purpose
has been achieved are that improved farming systelDs are 
being tested and selected for region-wide application. • • 
The project targets the farmers in rainfed and upland areas 
of Eastern Visayas and directs its efforts on sYBt~matic 
attack on constraints, taking explicitly into account their 
resource availabilities, cropping patterns and the 
variability of agrozones. 

The methodology for identification of the project areas 
wi thin the region is speci fied in the DOCllment also. It 
should be "sequential and a successive narrowing of the 
areas identified. First, from the most promising 
agroclimatic for the introduction of modified farming 
systems, then to the municipalities within aqroclimatic 
zones where such modified farming systems would be adopted 
and finally, to the criteria for the identification of 
farmer-participants in those baranqays". These background 
information will be used as reference points in evaluating 
the various aspects of FSDP-EV implementation. 

1. 	 Appropriateness of research areas selected for the 
intended purpose. 

Considering the stated primary purpose of the 
Project, appropriateness of the selected research areas 
(farms) should be gauged by the degree by which they 
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represent the predominant farming conditions in the 
municipality, and the degree by which the six sites 
represent the predominantagroclimatic zones of Region 
VIII. As stated in the Document also, variations in 
the agroclimatic zones may be indicated by the 
variations in the kind of important agricultural crops 
grown in the areas considered. Based on the identified 
primary and complementary crops grown in the six 
municipalities where the experimental farms are located 
(Appendix A) it appears that the chosen sites 
adequately represent the main agroclimatic zones of 
the region. In fact there are two sites with coconut 
a9 the main crop and two also for corn. The reason for 
having the two crop-based systems duplicated is not 
given. As will be discussed later, however, the abaca­
based system was excluded during implementation. 

Appropriateness of sites covers also the choice of 
the farmer- cooperators. The important criteria for 
selection mentioned in the Document includes: 

a. 	 experience of the farmer in growing the primary 
crop that provides the focus for farming systems 
development; 

b. 	 his current involvement in growing that crop; 
c. 	 his interest and capability (which covers 

availability of family labor); 
d. 	 ability to provide suitable land; and 
e. 	 willingness to provide additional labor and 

management time. 

I~ was stated further that these criteria are 
more important than the farmer's capability to 
finance the trial enterprise. Moreover, there should 
be a fair amount of assurance that the benefits of 
increased production will go to the farmer should the 
experiment prove productive and profitable. According 
to the site teams the criteri~ used in the actual 
selection of cooperators were: 

a. 	 they are small rainfed or upland farmers: 
b. 	 they are either owner-cultivators with average 

sized landholdings or tenant/ caretaker working 
under certain arrangement with the landowner; 

c. 	 their source of income are from their farming 
activities; and 
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d. 	 they are willing to participate in the project and 
fulfill their share of the labor and other 
requirements. 

Selection was imple~ented through one or a combination 
of the 'following strategies: 

a. 	 individual approach by site team members to 
prospective cooperators:

b. 	 group approach in meetings where farmers were told 
about the project and were asked as to who would 
be interested to become cooperators; and 

c. 	 through selected cooperators who informed other 
farmers and convinced them to become cooperators. 

The information gathered through interviews of 
some farmer cooperators and of the site teams indicated 
that some of the criteria for selection were satisfied 
but others were not. For example, not one of the 
farmers interviewed mentioned an arrangement pegging 
the amount of produce to be given to the landlord to 
the average share given in the previous years. Thus, 
depending on the sharing system, it is highly possJble
that most of the benefits from increased erop 
production may go to the landlord. One cooperator said 
he took over the management of his father's area only 
last year suggesting his inadequate experi~nc. in 
raising the crop. It can be presumed, therefore, Ihat 
he is still not adequately exposed to the problems in 
his farm to be able to assess objectively the rf!leVitnce 
of the modifications being introduced by the sLte team 
to his system of farming and, if successful to 
appreciate fully the improvements attftined. lIome 
cooperators have rather minimal involvement In the 
experiment and hired labor had to be provlded,
suggesting insufficient interest of the farmers in the 
conduct of the trial or his inability to channel family 
labor to farm production activities to the full.est 
extent possible. 

One farmer cooperator has a teacher wife, another 
one is a retired mine worker. The income of tnese t~o 
cooperators from outside sources may make analv,,!. of 
the benefits derived from the introduced innovatlona 
difficult. The Evaluation Team does not reel ~~rtaln 
if, indeed, a few of the cooperators selected are the 
targeted marginal farmers. 
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The Evaluation Team also observed that the farm 
sites were mos~yalonq the road or at fairly accessible 
locations despite the fact that lack of access" roads 
has been identified as one of the characteristics of 
the farms in the region. It should be pointed out that 
the varying accessibil i ties of the farmer' s pr,lduction 
area may make it logical for him to decide to plant 
different crops or employ different systems of farnling 
even if the areas are of similar soil types, topography 
and agroclimatic zone because accessibility influences 
also case and cost of n~rketing farm products and 
procuring farm supplies, as well as the amount of l'Ibor 
that he and his family can possibly devote to 4 farm. 
In fact some of the farmers interviewed said th~t sJnce 
the.,9 do not have motorcy"~ that the s1 tf! tf'ams 
have, they will find difficulty in procuring producl.ion 
inputs from town when the project terminates even if 
they may have money for buying the material•• 

2. 	 Relevance of research agenda to the felt needs of 
beneficiaries. 

Based on the results of surveys conducted by the 
SRMU and the Technical Staff, and on farmec interviews 
and visits to the farm sites by the Evaluation T~am, it 
may be said with confidence that the moat imporlant
problems faced by farmers are inadequate food and 
income. Since theyQlealmost entirely dependent on ~rop 
produce for their livelihood, the most pressing problem 
then in all the six sites is low crop yield resutting 
from: 

a. 	 low inherent fertility of the soil; 
b. 	 erosion of top soil of rolling lands; and 
c. 	 inability of the farmers to produce the n~eded 

inputs like good seeds, organic fertilisers and 
pesticides due to poverty. 

Thus research efforts should be geared more 
towards soil conservation, soil fertility improvement 
and pest control. Considering then the financial 
status of the farmer - cooperators, it should be added 
that the technology to be developed should be the 
cheapest possible, or one which does not require 
purchase of expensive inputs. 
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Appendix B shows the cropping patterns be!n" tied 
in the six sites. As shown, a legume crop ia plaIted 
as a rotation or intercrop with the main crop, blJth for 
additio~al income and for soil enrichment purposes. In 
two sites, ipil-ipil is planted as a hedge crop for 
erosion control. These introduced modi f i cat Llms, 
undoubtedly, are addressed to the felt needs of the 
farmer-cooperators. 

Appendix C shows the details of the cropping 
pattern trials. The introduced modifications, agide 
from growing legume crop or ipil-ipil, include change 
of the main crop, introduction of new variety of lRain 
crop, change in planting distance, growing of an 
additional crop (when legume is used as an interc:rop or 
relay crop), change in planting pattern, application of 
fertilizers and pesticides, and some animal rat'ling 
activities. There are at least three modific~tlona 
introduced in anyone farm. 

The Evaluation Team feels the need to reconalder 
the advisability of introducing more than one or two 
modifications at the same time, the introduction of 
expensive production inputs (commercial fertilizers and 
pesticides), and change of the main crop. As stated 
in the Document, an important guideline to observe ia 
that -the existing farming system is the starting point 
or building block from which any change or improvement 
must be made-. The Evaluation Team, therefore, was 
surprised why even the main crop being grown by some 
farmers during the past years in more than one site is 
changed. This mayt2viewed as tantamount to a total 
change of the existing farming system itself. The use 
of expensive production inputs, on the other hand, 
seems not in keeping with a number of guidelines for 
setting research priorities presented in Appendix D. 
Thus, the Team was surprised again to know that even 
sweet potato is being protected from pest damage by 
expensive insecticides. 

The nature and magnitude of modification in­
troduced in most farms suggest that the project staff 
responsible for their introduction may be thinking 
incorrectly that the goal of farming systems research 
is to introduce an entirely new farming system and the 
role of the researcher-manage4 verification trials ia 



to demonstrate to farmers the superiority of said new 
system. 

.t\uI.o 
"f'I 

3. 	 Integration of CroE2and Livestock.Research Agend~
ji 

The role of livestock in the farming systmns of 
the farmer - cooperators seems to be not under.stood 
adequately. In Basey and Jaro, studies on Mallard 
ducks are being conducted but apparently not U "ked 
with the crop production activities. In both sitell" the 
farmer - cooperators were not engaged in duck ruiliing 
before. In Basey, an ongoing goat experiment following 
the "cut and carry" system of feeding is also unrelated 
with crop production activities. Deworming native 
swine using expensive drug is introduced even if this 
technology may not be within the reach of the farmer 
when. the project terminates. In Jar~a goat experiment 
was initiated also but the farmer- cO~p'erator withdrew 
from the project later such that the SRMU staff had to 
take care of the animals. This unpleasant experience 
may be suggesting that: 

a. 	 No consideration had been given to the reasons why 
the farmer traditionally did not have large herds 
of goat which may be related to labor 
availability, space limitations, and risk of 
damage to his crop or to his neighbor's crop , 
among others. 

b. 	 Little recognition of the fact that in the 
Philippines, goats traditionally are sold by the 
head and that there is little premium for high 
quality meat. 

c. 	 Hardly~~appreciation of the fact that for the 
farmer) the "self-supporting" goats that takes 
longer to mature but requires little or no time of 
the farmer may represent a better investment than 
the faster growing goats raised under a system 
that requires a large investment of labor. 

The nature of ongoing livestock projects or 
livestock activities in Basey and Jaro sugqest~ a 
seemingly widespread misconception that the purpose of 
FSDP-EV is to introduce a new livestock system to 
replace, rather than modify, the existing systems of 
the farmer - cooperators. The suggestion of one of the 
researchers to have separate cooperators for livestock 



further displays a serious misunderstanding of whdt is 
meant by integration of crops and liv~stock under .1 far­
ming systems approach to Lesearch. 

4. Implemeritation of Research According to Plan. 

The previous discussions mentioned alrHady ~ome 


deviations from the concept, purpose and goal of 

FSDP-EV and from the general plan of implementation as 

specified in the Document, particularly with regard to 

the cropping patterns to be tested or modifications of 

the existing farming systems of the farmer cooperators 

to be introduced. It was learned from the SRMU t.~ams 


also that a number of completed field trials were 

conducted without approVed plans. They were initilted 

upon suggestions of some consultants or officials from 

the PD~. In this connection, mention was made algo of 

some amount of confusion as to whose suggestions to 

follow in the sites. 


According to the site teams all the ongoing field 
trials have approved plans of activities prepared 
jointly by the SRMUs and the ViSCA Technical Staff and 
concurred with the RPMC. However, it was also learned 
that some modifications were introduced during 
implementation. For exampl~ the application of 
fertilizers was not included in the original plan for , 
some farms. Whether said modifications were dicussed I 
critically by the appropriate planning groups was not 

made clear. 
 ( 

)' 

The Evaluation Team noticed some inconsistencies 1 
between the original plan (as reflected in Appendix A) :> 
and what is being implemented (Appendix B). One such 
incons i stency which may be of great importance is the 
absence of abaca in the cropping patterns being tried e 
in all the fields visited, even in Bontoc where this e 
has been identified as primary crop. Thus, an 
important agroclimatic zone of the region has been 
excluded. c 

• For the complementary crops, tobacco was 
identified for Villaba but excluded again in the t 
cropping patterns being tried. Banana, on the other 
hand, which is included in and considered appropriate 
for the cropping system in Jaro, may not be 4 typical 
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representative of fruits identified as compl~m~ntary 
crop because it is grown allover the region. 

Basey was selected to represent a coconut-based 
cropping ~ystem, yet, coconut trees in the farms 
visited, if at all present, are too few to be noticed. 
Jaro is another site representing coconut-based system 
but may not be considered a duplication of Basey if 
fruit trees were used as complementary crop. As 
implemented, however, both sites use root crops as 
complementary crops. There may be a need to explain 
the reason for this decision. Matalom and Villaba are 
both corn sites but the original plan was to use 
different complementary crops - root crops for Matalom, 
and tobacco and mungo for Villaba. However, peanut was 
used in Villaba instead. The Evaluation Team specul­
ates that a possible reason lor the choice of two sites 
for corn-based system was to repreent both rolling 
(Vilaba) and flat farm terrains (Matalom) which appears 
jus t if ied. 

The Evaluation Team is aware of the possible need 
to introduce some modifications in the original plan 
during project implementation. However, it is 
important to keep on record the reasons of the 
proponent and approving officers/body for said 
modifications for documentation purposes. Based on the 
information gathered from the site teams it appears 
that this aspect is largely overlooked. Furthermore, 
with the introduced modifications in the trials being 
conducted and considering the existing condition~ in 
the fields visited, the Evaluation Team doubts if the 
system being tried in the six sites indeed are 
different as identified during site selection. 

In relation to the planned time frame (Appendix E) 
it apr~ars that implementation of research activities 
is a bit behind schedule. Delay in the implemental:.ion C'fth~ 
field tr ials was caused largely by the past drou.~ht. 
For back-up research, delay in planning was due 
primarily to the change in the envisioned role of the 
ViSCA Technical Team as discussed in greater det,lil in 
the later part of this report. 

Considering the two constraints mentioned, the 
organizational difficulties normally encounter~d during 
the initial phase of implementation of the proj~ct ~ith 
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-multiagency involveme~t (ViSCA, MA, NEDA, USAIO, Phil. 
Gov't., Cornell University) particularly in a~p~cts 
related to fund release and personnel selA~lion/ 
recruitment, the fact that the MA personnel in the 
sites have h~d no o~ only minimal research experi~nce 
to stait ~ith, and the more experienced project staff 
have other special assignments, it may be viewed still 
that the project has been able to attain_fa.irly 
substantial accomplishments during the past t~o years. 
The Evaluation Team should not fail to mention also the 
great interest, and commitment shown by the project 
staff as a whole, and their apparent desire to 
accomplish so much within the time frame of project 
implementation. This could have been the ste-ong 
driving force behind the decisi~n:o introduce drastic 
changes in the existing systems of the farmer 
cooperators in most sites, as mentioned earlier. 

5. 	 Site staff's understanding of _the rationale underlying 
conduct of the vael 'JUS field experiments/trials. 

The ViSCA Technical Team assured the Evaluation 
Team that the SRMUs were fully informed of the reasons 
for the conduct of field trials. Same opinion was 
expressed by all site teams. However, the following 
comments/instances suggest some degree of inadequacy of 
understanding by both the SRMUs and some mem~rs of the 
ViSCA Technical Team not only of the reasons for the 
conduct of the various field studies but seemingly even 
of the concept of farming systems research as well: 

a. 	 A ViSCA Technical staff indicated that one reason 
for the use of commercial fertilizer was to insure 
success in the trials, with success b~ing 
implicitly defined as visibly higher yi.!ld. 
Similarly, a site researcher said that fertill1ers 
had to be applied because, due to drought, they 
were not able to plant a legume crop pr 10r to ':orn 
cropping as planned. He said that after ioil 
fertility shall have been improved next {ear 
through legume cropping, fertilizer applical,ion 
shall be discontinued. This implies the bel let of 
both the technical staff member and aLte leam 
member concerned that field trials ar~ b·lng 
conducted for demonstration purposes. This is 
suggested further by the choice of expE!rimeltal 
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fields which as mentioned earlier, are located 
mostly along roads and the actual putting up of a 
demonstration farm on multistorey cropping in 
Basey. Even the signs in the field suggest a 
teGhnology demonstration activity rather than an 
experimental undertakin9~ When a t~chnical 
staff member was asked why the group decided to 
introduce a number of modifications in the 
existing systems of farming in the sites, he ~aid 
that it was because they feel that there have been 
enough studies done on these aspects and therefore 
said technology components are safe for 
introduction to the farmers already. 

Incidentally, there are indications observed 
by the Evaluation Team or information given by 
some of the farmers interviewed which suggest that 
caution should be exercised in deciding to 
introduce 
technology 

supposedly 
claimed to 

"proven" 
be ready 

or 
for 

"sh·~'Lf" 
widespread 

introduction to upland rainfed farmers. These 
are: 

(1) In some farms it appears that thl? llcal 
traditional varieties will outyj~ld the 
varieties introduced by the project despite 
the use of fertilizers, pesticides and 
additional labor input for weeding and o~her 
farm operations. 

(2) 	 In many cases where the introduced v~rleties 
may outyield the local traditional varietLes, 
it appears that the expected incleds~ in 
yield will be not be enough to COV.H the 
costs of the inputs. 

() 	 Even where increa&e in yield of. the 
introduced varieties will pay for the 
increase costs of inputs, increased return 
will not be sufficient to compensab! the 
farmer for the increased task exposure. 

(4) 	 Even if the new technology works, pur.~h·,sed 
inputs are either not available locall{ or 
cannot be afforded by the farmers. 

In several occasions, on the other hand, the 
Evaluation Team was told that certain issues or 
aspects were not being considered yet because 
research has not been done or completed in these 
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areas. ·This implies that some Project Staff 
members feel that formalized research is 
necessary before information can be factor~f- lnto 
project activities when in fact one of the 
ration~ls for beginning FSR with surveys of 
existing literatures and indigenous technologies 
of farmers is to be able to build upon what~ 
already common knowlegde and to Ldl~nt i fy areas 
where additional data and information are 
necessary for making decisions. Thus, the 
decision to disregard sOr':",e farmers' apprt~hension 
on the problems likely to be encount~rerl (such as 
severe pest damage) when Site Team decided to 
plant crops of f season af ter the drou(Jht may be a 
s igni f ican t overs igh t. There, has been tie fOI"mal 
stud~ conducted on the seasonal abundance of 
pests in the sites but the farmers claim that 
already know this ~hrough experience.
enough, some crops were severely damaged in 
of the pesticides applied. 

they 
True 

spite 

The site team agreed to the obser.vation that 
in the Philippines the wife of the farmer is a 
major player in making decisions concerning 
investment of resources and oftenJeven according 
to the case studies collected by the projectJ play 
a role in the choice of crop and variety. Yet 
this aspect appeared to have been ignored in the 
design of procedures of gaining the cooperation 
of the farmer for identifying constraints and 
problems. The Evaluation Team was told that this 
would make a good topic for research. 

Apparently some decisions on cropping 
patterns like the choice and timing of plantinq of 
individual crops, are being made ba91~d on 
agronomic considerations but without referenc! to 
seasonal variability in market demands and ~ci !os. 
The response to·j,equery from the Evaluation I'eam 
whether this t"as being done was that the datil on 
the market prices being collected for th~ project 
are not yet complete. At the same time any of the 
farmers and p~obably most of the reseac,::h I eam 
members could~'when certain crops tradj t i':lntlly 
demand the highest price in the market. W~ile 
data being collected by the project Inay be 119,~ful 
in refining decisions, there may not ~ vllid 
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reasons for hesitancy to make use of lh~ existing 
knowledge, unless yields as opposed to the overall 
well-being of the farmers is the goal of both the 
field trials and the project. 

b. 	 A site, team was not able to explain adequately the 
advantage of strip cropping wherein the field was 
divided into 4 strips, each strip was planted to 
either mungo or corn in an alternating manner, and 
with the plan to exchange crop assignments to the 
strips next year, as compared to dividing the ~rea 
into two only, planting one to corn and the other 
to mungo, then swapping crop assignments next year 
also. 

c. 	 A site team was not able to explain the reason for 
determining soil pH of the exper!mental farms. 

d. 	 Generally, all the home management technicians do 
not understand fully the relevance of som'~ of 
their activities (periodic weighing of the farmer 
cooperators' children, recording of the kin,) of 
food served to the family, etc.) to the FSDP-EV, 

6. Farmer-cooperators' involvement in research activitie~ 

a. 	 Participation in problem identification and 
planning field trials. 

The Evaluation Team found that the degr~e of 
invol vement, awareness and appreciat. ion of far,ner­
cooperators varies with sites. These in VilLaba 
in general seem very interested in the field 
exper iments and enthusiast ie about the Ollt ':Qllh.~ of 
the studies presumably as a result of ad~q~ate 
participation in planning the tr ials. Cornp,lred 
with farmers in other sites, they seem·introd~ced 
into the system (like planting of ipll-ipil and 
legume) to soil conservation and [~rtlLity 
improvement, most likely because of their frequent 
dialogues with the site staff and their 
educational tr ip to Bar i Ii, Cebu where t.Jlf~Y saw 
hillside farms terraced with tpil-ipil. In 
practically all other sites, however, farmer 
participation appears limited to their ~~ing 
asked of their problems and their g!y~9_~ 
consent to the conduct of experiments 1n thelr 
fields. 

*rV''>M''t: ." .f" ~"l'\d~""st-·w," he'fte,'" 1l!\? relE-l.'''tlc~ 
('t -+llt ,1lc:cI if;e,l ti on .' . 
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Farming systems research demands 
participation of farmers not only in the 
identification of their problems but also in the 
decisions on possible solutions to these problems. 
The farmer becomes a partner to the researcher in 
seekina solutions that fit his needs. 
Unfortunately, the Evaluation Team noted many 
cases wherein a farmer-cooperator appears to have 
had little control over the choice of the cropping 
pattern for the verilication trials thereby 
suggesting that farmers have had little eay about 
the proposed solutions. The following instances 
support this contention: 

(1) 	 In two cases, crops were grown on fields 
where farmers indicated another crop as the 
traditional crop. The project has planted 
corn in fields that are traditionally planted 
to rice and rice in fields that are 
traditionally planted to corn. 

(2) 	 Crops were planted in spite of the farmers' 
warning that timing was wrong which may br;~9 
about severe pest infestation. In at least 
two cases, the farmer was told by the team 
that insecticides would be applied thus 
timing would not be an important factor. 

() 	 Rice was ~~anted on a farmer's field even 
after t~.~ farmer had informed the team that 
he pre~~rred to eat corn and would have to 
buy it. 

(4) 	 The project has failed to respond to specific 
requests for the inclusion of some crops in 
the trials, even the inclusion of ipil-ipil 
at two sites and sweet potato at another. 

(5) 	 The project failed to consider the preferred 
eating qualities possessed by the commonly 
grown traditional rice as well as the 
information g~ven by. the farmer that the 
variety commands a price almost twice that of 
the variety the project is trying to 
introduce~ 

b. 	 Participation in the conduct of field trials. 
Having disregarded farmers' opinions in the 

situations presented, it is not surprising that 
these copperators do not seem to feel or act as 
partners of the site teams in the conduct of the 
experiments. A number of them have been involved 
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only in plowing the field and, in many CiUlt"S, all 
other labor was either provided by SRMU or by 
hired hands. Some farmers said that thl!V are 
participating in the experiment becaus~ of the 
free i.,puts which include fertilizer.1f, planting 
materials, animals and labor. 

It may be possi ble also that another reilson 
why the farmers were unable to rend~r qr~ lter 
participation in the conduct of the experiment is 
other demands for their labor which the site team 
failed to consider in designing the cropping 
patterns. Also, having learned that some farmers 
were paid for their labor, it was possible that 
even those who had more time to spend in their 
farms were tempted to take' advan taqe of the 
situation. Payment of farmers for labor likely 
complicates evaluation of their participation in 
the research trials and mak~s it difficult to 
determine why they participated in the project. 

c. 	 Understanding of the rationale underlying the 
conduct of various field trials. 

with the minimal participation of th~ farmer­
cooperators mentioned earlier, coupled with their 
apparent perception that they are not partners of 
the 'site teams, one can expect their equally 
minimal understanding of what i~ b~ing done in 
their fields. Like some members of the technical 
team mentioned before, all but two of the farmers 
interviewed by the Evaluation Team believed that •
the trials aI- ~ demonstrations of new technology 
that is already proven and that they are expected 
to adopt them. Thereg~almost no appreciation of 
farmers for the notion that the trials represented 
experiments to test and to compare different 
approaches under farm condi~ion8 and that they 
are the very targets of the system being tried. 

Some indications that the farmers have 
inadequate understanding of what ia going on in 
their fields are: 

(1) 	 Like what the project staff members mentlt)ned 
before, farmers could not explain the re'180n 
for strip cropping_ 

http:fertilizer.1f
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(2) 	 Very fev of the farmers could provide the 
rationale for rotating leguminous crop. with 
the grain crops. One farmer said he would' 
rotate mungbean with peanut and will plant 
corn wher~ it is planted now as part of the 
r6tation scheme. 

(3) 	 Some farmers know neither what varieties of 
crops "r"'iplanted ira thei r areas nor where they "lfl'~.('d
be able to purchase similar planting 
materials on their own. 

(4) 	 Farm~rs have not been kept posted on the ~eost 
of inputs applied to their fields and thus 
would have a difficult time evaluating th~ 
advantatJes, if any, of the propos*' "syab!ll." ...~ t­

o !: . ~ ! " t·.'.. ' ; .. ;4' r..' ~ .. _• ; .:}w'. ':..:,' .' 

'. • " \, ..., • • " ','. '.. ~I • ~ ......1:::. .": -	 ,­
7. 	 Identification, c.pl11nning· :~nd 

back-up research. " " .,i i 

The BvaIuation 'ream was infor1lect·· that lit.'p'~t"i6ki1
of, ,thi' ' back-up' research prograll il atll1 i being 
finalized. Draft of the proposal was shown by ·the 
V!SCA Technical Team and upon scrutiny it WAS found 
that the individual studies proposed were not tied up 
with the ongoing trials bei.ng Bupportec!af ~ Jdth 
specific problems in each site. The Evaluation ''''ftIit 
suggested verbally that this research relatioll8'b.lp be 
considered. 	 " . 

The MA site personnel informed the EvaluatiOr\ t~am 
that they have not made any suggestions to'the VlSCA 
Technical Team on the specific back-up rellearc~ to ~ 
conducted, and they seem not to feel eOlQfortable tIl do 
so. This may bean indication that, alide from feeting 
inadequate in research background, they mlg~t ,ttl ~, 
under the usually inhibiting influence of a ·pro~e.tor~ 
student relationship· which they might have eJCper~ l.·lced' 
during their college days in ViSCA. As mentioned i~. 
another section of this report, moat of the MA" 
personnel are ViSCA graduates and had bee~ stu4ent~ ,~ 
the ViSCA Technical Staff. Efforts 8hpuld be aXBr~ed;,:' 
therefore, to make the site researchers r.eali.. tha~ 
such inhibited feelin9s are not conducive to the 
development of an effective partnership with tile VlSCA 
Technical group in accompli.hing project .o~,!tiep'_, 
On the other hand, since th•. ~ite ra••~rch~• .h&v~ 
liml ted ~,perience, expectationa of ~h. ViatA !eehiilaal.­

http:relatioll8'b.lp
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Team and of the higher bodies regarding the input of 
the site personnel in the identification and planning 
of the back-up research program should be adjuste,d to a 
realistic level. 

8. 	 Project staff's understandi~--2!~e __~d_y~n~a_m~i~c~s__~o~f 
existing farming systems. 

Basing on the ~Jnd of socioeconomic data already 
gathered as well a~eing collected by the site team at 
present, it appears that said information are intended 
largely for proving the relative advantage of the 
improved technology and for explaining the cultural 
reasons why the farmers do not, or will not, accept new 
technology. 'For proving superiority lof the technology 
introduced, a good amount of data are being gath~rad 
from the -economic cooperators'· who are uaing the 
technology that the farmer cooperators were adopting 
Pefore. Data related to culture' include superstition 
(Ex.: leN content of cassava tuber. i. influenced 'by 
the method of planting used) as reason why far~ers 
stick to their farming practices. 

The Evaluation Team feels that information that 
will help explain the dynamics of the existing far~ 
systems, particularly the scientific or mare -roglcal 
reasons behind the farmer's decision to atick to a 
system or belief through the years, is .~uilly 
important. Quite often, failure to follow practices 
that are viewed as desirable, such as keeping crop 
fields relatively weed-free, is attributed to the 
stubbornness of a farmer or to his ignorall'~~ of 
scientific farming. The situation is hardly locke) at 
from the farmer's side, glvIng the consideration to 
opportunity cost for his labor or that of his family 

'members, or to his perceptions OQ returns to labor. A 
question that should be answered first iB whether the 
additional income that he will be getting froln the 
expected increase in crop yield as consequanctl of 
reduced competition between the crop plants and weeds 
wi 11 be higher than what he wi 11 get if instead of 
weeding he used his time gathering tuba, fishing, or 
working with an employer for a daily wage. 

The Evaluation Team got the impre.sion a1.0 that 
the role of wives in decison making in the farm 1s not' 



being looked into adequately. As the "budget offlc~rs· 
in most Filipino homes, it is not uncommon for wive~ to 
have a greater say than their husbands as to how much 
of the limited farm produce will be sold an~ ho~ to 
apportion the res~lting meager income a~on9 the 
numerous h6usehold needs, including purchatJe of farm 
production inputs. A wife may also help decidtt which 
alternative to take concerning investment of family 
labor on income -generating activities. Thie points to 
the need of involving housewives also in planning fleld 
trials. 

The Evaluation Team learned that price. of 
commodities in local markets are ~~ng monitored. 
However, it appears that no one in the project ataff ia 
looking into the possible impact on the ... rk.t: if 
tremendous increases in yield of crops Intr04uQU (like 
peanuts and munqo) into the cropping patterns~aChleVed, 
and if more farmers will. pick up the _ techn"loqy.
Similarly, the Project does_ not seem to consider the 
impact of government policies (identified in the 
document as exogenous factors) that bear on decisions 
made by the farmers such as government set prices, 
access to markets, access to inputs, ~tc. There 
appears to be no mechanism for identifying needed 
policy 'reforms or for communicating these reform. to 
policym~kers. 

B. STAFFING 

1. Adequacy of Staffing Pattern 

The original staffing pattern a8 envisioned in 
the Project Paper has undergone several modifications. 
There are indications of more modification. as the 
project moves along_ 

Notably, the Steering Committee waa ereated to 
serve as a clearing house to review important propolals 
and technical matters before the RPMC acta on th••• 
The committee is composed of ViSCA- 'and MA-baaed 
technical peraonnel,. USAID representatiy.,-: and: the 
consultants from Cornell Univ.r,ity. It ..... oba.ryee! 
tbat this set-up lack. tbe macroeconomio pollor input 
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as there is no representative from the senior ~~~ff of 
the 	 NEDA regional office which is also a m,!mber :>f the 
RPMC. 

At-the,Poo, a Project Monitoring Officer and a 
, Ii vestock expert have been hired. The POD 1.s Beem'ilgly 
overloaded with technical personnel on livestock aB the 
Monitoring Officer is a v~terinarian. 

Also at the POD, two technical personnel are on 
long-term study at Cornell university. There have peen 
no replacements to their slots at the PDQ. If their 
slots are filled, the project will be faced with the 
problem of where to put the repl,acement8, when the 
former will return from their atudiea. , :' 

. : 

At ViSCA, more technical 'per_onnel than -, ' *re 
envisio~ed by the project' Paper have been assigned to' 
the project.' This is an indication of the enthusi.am 
and commi tment of the college to the project and to the" 
concept of farming systems researcb. 

At the SRMU, several modifications have been 
instituted. The original pattern provided for a 
livestockman at each site but the Evaluation Team 
observed that there is no livestockman Ln all sites. 
Also, while the original pattern provided for only one 
site economist, there are now two economists with the 
addition of an economic researcher in each site. Two 
research aides are also in each SRMU, one paid from 
ViSCA-based project funds and the other by the PDO/MA 
funds. A more recent addition is an MA Home Management 
Technician on partial detail to the project. A site' 
clerk is employed in every SRMU. 

The Evaluation Team raise" the question of whether 
there is a need for two economists at each site, based 
on the following: 

a. 	 One site economist feels that the work can be done 
even without the assistance of the, economic 
researcher; 

b. 	 Some site economis~ feel the need for an economic 
researcher in view of the many economic data being 
gathered in addition to case studies and survey., 

c. 	 In some sites, the economic reeaarcher and lite 
economist go together when they vi.it the far.ers 

http:enthusi.am
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to gather data and conduct surveys in the town 
markets, which gives the impression that !ach 
serves only as companion of the other; 

d. 	 voluminous economic data have been gathered but no 
analysis has been done on these data. 

The Evaluation Team therefore feels the need to 
review the assignment of two economists per site. The 
team observed that it might be more beneficial for the 
project if some of the economists are pooled together 
at the PDO to compose a unit for macroSconomic and 
policy studies which could be more meaningful in terms 
of project impact in the region. 

On the issue of a livestockmao for each site, the 
Evaluation Tp-am. observed that while there may be a need 
tofurtl)er modify the SRMU staff," this should be done 
on . a· site':'need basis. The priority need of each site' 
should be identified. If there is a need for a 
livestock expert because 15.vestock i.s a component of 
the ..farming systems of the cooperators, then a 
livestockman should be added. But if the farmer­
cooperators are purely crop growers, then there might 
be no need for a livestockman for that site. Any such 
addition should only be made when it is fully 
justified. 

Administratively however, the Evaluation Team 
observed that the PDO and the TCRD office need to be 
augmented with someone who could handle routlnary 
administrative tasks. Both the Project Director and 
the Technical Coordinator for Research and Development 
were observed to be enmeshed in routinary 
administrative matters which could be delegated to 
other personnel with lesser technical matters to attend 
to. Thus, the pattern may be further modified to 
provide for someone to handle the purely administrative 
tasks at the PDO and TCRD office. This wi 11 .11 so 
provide more time for the project Director and the 
Technical Coordinator to attend to the more substantive 
technieal matters of the project. 

On the whole, however, the proposed staffing 
pattern, which has been modified as the need arilJes, is 
deemed adequate. It identifies the basic ,w~[,'3o'lnel 
requirements of the project. In its fl~~ibtLity, it 



alloWS the addition of personnel to the strucl"Ut-! as 
the project demands. 

2. ~ppropriateness of staff Training and Experience 

At the PDO and at the technical 9rouP level, the 
project staff have appropriate training an~ experi~nce 
for thei r respect i ve ass i gnml:an ts . Howev-:?r, at the 
SRMU, considering that the proj~ct is a H~sl .. ~'tL"C'h 
undertaking, all Sit~ Team Leade~and Site Res~~rchers 
are MA personnel, whose trainings atnd rni~jor t?xper il~nce 
are on extension. This, however, has b~en j~stified by 
the fact that the project also calls for dissemination 
of such technologies . that may. be fOllnd rtppropr iate, 
productive and, acceptablei to, the farmers.' 

, Nevertheless, many ,of :':-t.he project staf f' at the 
SRMO 'ffiel, th~: need to' be· '"exposed to more trainings 
relatedto',lheir assigomentJ; in the projecc.,' Th, .Site 
Leadel',s and researchers feel tl1ey need mo["e trai niogs 
on ~ie14" plot:, technique~, experimental design, 
stati~t.ica 1 analys is, a~d, m~nuscri pt. wr i.tJ,ng. Site 
economists and economi9 researchers, who, are mostly 
fresh college graduates, articulated on their need for 
more training on case studi~s, surveys, and conduct of 
socioeconomic researches. Even the administrative 
staff at the PD~ and the SRMU feel that they could use 
trainings to update their, knowledge on administrative 
matters. 

3. Adequacy of salaries/incentives 

Except, for the si te leader s, everybody fe 1t 
contented with their salaries and/or incentives. The 
Site Leaders feel that since their salaries caonot be 
increased, their honorarium should be raised to P600.00 
per month" which was the proposed rate considering 
their role and responsibility at the site. 

It was obEerved that research aides paid from the 
ViSCA project funds receive P700.00 per month, ~~ile 
those paid from the PDO/MA funds are paid only Pl·•• 00 
per day. Site clerks are paid a low daily rat'l of 
PIS.QO. While the PDO/MA paid researchers Mid ·iite 
clerks did not complain about this, +h,,: g\·s l~HlI ..iolJ 
Team observed the salary gap betwE:f:'n that. ,)( the 
PDO/HA-pa id researcher and of tllt~,' \I j ~I':A' paid 
r~searcher, and the low rat~ bein';J pai,:i to" t.tl'~ "jite 



-40­

clerk. It should be mentioned also that they do not 
receive any other privileges. 

Those on detail to the project are rec~ivin9 
honoraria which those outside the proj~ct consider to 
be high. In some instances at ViSCA 'and MA, th is has 
generated some unfavorable attitude ~mDn9 the 
non-project personnel. 

In view of th is s i. tuat ion, there Uligh t be ,l 11eed 
to review the entire compensation scheme with the 
following considerations: 

a. 	 the discrepancy in rates between the PDO/MA- and 
ViSCA-paid researchers should be corrected. -, . 

b. 	 salaries and other comp~nsations . .of' !.~t:aff.. - on, 
special hire and personnel detailed t~ the project 
should be placed within the levels of-the _ regular, 
MA and V!SCA budget so that absorption of ~uch' 
personnel into the regular agency bud9~t and 
plantilla can be more easily accomplished when the 
project's foreign assistance is terminated:and the 
project continuance will be handled by MA and 
ViSCA on their own r~gular budgets. 

C. 'l.'RAINING 

It was obsecved that focus on t.he needs of th~ pro I'ect 
great ly improved aE tee a ~w:-i es of teai ni n'JH . T~chn I eli 1 
personnel who were trc'J i ned at lJPLB cons idered SLII~h tnt i ·li ng 
as broad. When this was followed by another trttintng at· 
ViSCA, those who had att.ended the UPL8 trflining cOlwidl-;'red 
the ViSCA experience as d review. For the p8csonnel who 
attended· both UPLB and ViSCA trainings, and were lat~r sent 
to Cornell University, they considered th~ir us expe(i~nce 
as focused more on the needs of the project. 

The Evaluation Team, however,noted that thi~ 
assessment could have come about because of a bui ld--l1j> I~f 
knowledge on farmi ng sys tems research from the se r. il!s t)f 

experiences undergone through the three trii ini ngs~s:; i 'lOS. 

It was also suspected that the exposure of the staff to the 
research site aft~r their first two trainings, t09~th~r with 
the exposure to the same research sites of some consult~nts 
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who handled trainings at Cornell University, enabled them to 
appreciate more the training at Cornell fJniver~ity ·!lS more 
focused to the needs of the project; 

It was articulated by som~, however._ that the p~rsonnel 

who visited Guatemala were more a~preciatjve of how the 
cont.:ept. of farming systems resea.·ch is ~Jeinq implemented 
there than those who visited Costa Rica. 

. .,-~ r.r 
Majority of the tr~ined~ feel that they are more 

prepared to perform their jobs. According to them, tneir 
training clarified the concepts of the farming syst~ms 
research. However, the Evaluation Team observed that the 
internalization and assimilation of the concepts as 
implemen~ed in the different sites show that there may be Q 
need for .more. tr~inings .for the staf~ to fully comprehend 
and ~ntetna!ize - the ~onc.epts of a .tarmin~ .systems research 
and . apply th~se concep~ into .the~r. ~~plementation 
activities~ This cal\.be· dis~erned from the following
findings: 'J "" , . .-, -'; ..... _. 

f 

·One f~rmer-cooperat.or SU9gested that 
they shou ld n.ot plant corn i"n July because he 
knows that severe borer infestation will 
occur. This was ignored by the site staff: 
co~n was planted in July, and true enough,' 
there· were plenty of corn bordrs in th,~ fip.ld 
when the Evaluation Team visited the area.­

....fu·~t 
In this case" the staff 'forgot,,\the concept: of fanriing 

systems research IS to start where the farmer iR and' qr.ad.:.ally 
build up his capabi lities depending on hi 5 reSOUJ'('e~; and 
shortcomings. 

In view of the above situation, the project might need 
to identify and evaluate in more detail the celntivn valbes 
and impact of the different trainings att~ndt:;\d br the 
project participants both here in the Phi 1 ipp.in~'~; arId ill t~e 
us. 

: .{ 

It was also noted by the Evaluat ion Team t.hr\t ,1mong 
others, the farmer-coopera tors at Villaba seem to Ullrl~ r~"i tand 
most the rational of what they are doing in th~ field. The 
Eval uation Team fc 1 t th~t this could 00 the of fshoot of 
their training/field trip to Barili, "Cebu where they were 
able to observe hillside farming in a situation similar to 
their own areas iii Villaba. 

http:f~rmer-cooperat.or
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The project therefore could make the farmer-cooperator. 
more knowledgeable and would consider the concepts of 
I arm! n9 systems research as ot Mtmost importance to thlf!m. 
Furthermore, they will appreciate their roles in the system 
if they are exposed to some trainings both on the 
theoretical aspects and field ooservations of silGilar 
related projects before exposing them to the farming 
ayatem. research project. 

D. FARMER/COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVEMENT 

1. Involvement of oth~r organizations 

The Evaluation Team was not able to observe any 
effort to involve farmer organizations or any other 
community organizations in the project. Group 
involvement came only in the group meetings organized 
for the purpose of briefing the farmers of the project,
but all dealings between the project and the farmers 
are on individual farmer basis. ' 

2. 	 Tnvolvement of non-cooperator farmers 
reve.ctled --

InterviewsAthat reactions of farmers who are not 
cooperators in the project are limited to plain 
inquiries about the activities that are being done in 
the field. In Villaba, however, -it was observed that 
there 6re a few farmers in the area who appreciated 
the practices being done in the research fields and 
they have 'copied these practices in their own areas. 

The role of farmer organizations and other 
community organizations in the area should be examined 
and given more attention in the light of the desire of 
the project to disseminate whatever technologies are 
found to be appropriate, acceptable, and productive~ 
Other farmers in the area will most likely be the 
target of future effortstfor the best of the project 
that at this early point in time they should already 
know the purposes and goals of the project. 

-It Jj'uert : •. - 10 cI:sSQmi~?Ct"G St{c:t1 fec./,hclfJles. I+ i~ 
-#"'f' YfC'.tr~ 



E. INTERAGENCY LINKAGE 

1. ..;;;T.;.;h:.;;;e~p;.;;r;..;;e;.;;s;.;;e;.;.n;..;t;.-..;;s;..;t;..;a;..;t;..;u;;.;;s;........;o;..;f~l;;;.;·n_s k_a_g_e b_e_t~!! MA...t;;..1;;..·t.;;.u~t.;;.i.;;.o_n_a.;;.l.-;;.l.;;.i_n..... ___ 
and ViSCA 

For the implementation of the project, linkage 
between MA and ViSCA appears adequate. The present 
relationship is built on former ad hoc linkages, such 
as ViSCA's commitment to provide planting materia~ ~~ 
MA and to conduct specific research in response to 
request from MA, and the fact that many of the 
personn:l of the Ministry are graduates of Vi6CA. 
There lS a high personal commitment on the part of both 
MA and 'ViSCA personnel to make the cooperative 
arrangement for the FSDP-EV. 

: .. ' 

·The .Ministry , of' Agriculture bas manifested its 
commitment· to the project by assigning'highly'qualified 
personnel to the p~oject and by willingly· making 
available 'to the project some of its 'funds even before 
the FSDP-EV funds were available. 

On the other hand ViSCA's commitment to FSDP-BV is 
truly impressive. with more than eight instructors and 
researchers assigned to the project on an almost 
full'-time basis, the amount of technical experts that 
viSCA had made available to the project i~ highly 
appreciated. Furthermore, the college has recognized 
the relevance of a farming systems approach to researr.h 
and has included this area in its research activities 
which will continue even when the project ends. 

Over time, the role of ViSCA had increased and at 
present, ViSCA' personnel are taking the major 
responsibility for almost all technical research 
decisions as well as playing a much greater ro1. in the 
SRMU than was originally envisioned. The Project p~per 
identifies the role of the Project Director a& coveting 
general superv1s1on of the project tncluding 
supervision of research development at 'V1SCA. The 
Project Paper indicates that the viSCA-baaed Technlcal 
Coordinator for Research and Development will .e8U'~ a 
leadership role in formulating the total res@trch 
program for the project to include on-campu& .1 well as 
project site researches. But a leadership role 1n 
formulating research design is far short of the full 
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reSi't'n!;ibn; ry '~r' fcrrYlI.,io'tiOfl (,;.0(1 ",h... 1('~ r fv II 
responsibility for the supervision of r~search 
implementation that is now acknowledged as the 
responsibility of ViSCA. BothfMA Regional Dir~ctor and 
the Project Director acknowledge the presence in ViSCA 
of technical experts in tne areas of research lacking 
among the PDO staff, and the Project Director indicated 
this as the reason why the PDO delegates to viSCA all 
research decisions. One adjustment implemented to 
deal with the reduced role and corresponding lack of 
availability of technical e:'pertise in research on the 
part of the PDO was the creation of a Steering 
Committee to review the research program prepared by 
the MA-ViSCA site teams. Even with a Steerinq 
Committee, responsibility appears to remain with ViSCA 
for almost everyt;hing relating to research. 

Th~ present.' ,acftninistrative set-up which 
facilitates' allocation of both financial and human 
resources is based 01\: overall ',planning , coord!nat'Lon 
and control resting with the, PDQ and field 
implementation resting 'with the ,SRMO. The PDO is 
expected to' provide limited 'admini&trative' arid 
technical support to the ViSCA technical team as ~ll 
as to the SRMU. The Evaluation Team found very little 
evidence that the PDO is in fact Meeting its 
responsibility in its area. At the same time the VlSCA 
Technical Team has not met and given the existing 
administrative set-up probably could not meet the 
project needs in this area. This aituatlon is 
reflected in the comments the Evaluation Team got from 
the SRMU personnel about confusion over whether they 
were to follow suggestions from the PDO or from the 
ViSCA Technical Team. The team also heard' COmlTlents of 
members of the Technical Team on their frust.rar.ion 
resulting from the hesitancy of some site re~l~drcllt!rs 
to follow their suggestions and their fai 111(P. to 
acknowledge involvement of ViSCA personnel In the 
conduct of field trials in some areas. 

The ciecisions made by ViSCA to bias the T~chnical 
Team in favor of economists and soci~l scientists, as ~ 
response to the often voiced complaint that, rest1.\rch 
too often ignor~s these comcerns, has also contrib~ted' 
to the limited ability of ViSCA under the pr~sent 
arrangement to assume greater responsibility for tne 
entire research program. The apparent absence of an 
organizational system to feed economic and social data 
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into decision on field trials has j however, limited the 
effectiveness of the team in this ~rea as well. 

One solution considered but rejected by the 
Evaluation Team would have strengthened the role, 
responsibility and authority of ViSCA over the research 
process. Given the existence at ViSCA of experts in 
this area, this solution would have been implemented 
earlier, but would not have been consistent with the 
project purpose of establishing within MA line agencies 
the institutional capability of carrying out farming 
systems research and of linking research to 
capabilities. Specific strategies on how to strengthen 
the ability of ~pe PDO, and thus the MA, to meet its 
responsibility~ound under the section on -Efficiency 
of Present Organization Structure- •. . 	 .. . . . 

Even with a stronger PDQ taking more r&a~on­
sibil i ty ,., research, the role of ViSCA will, anc5, in the 
opinion of the Evaluation Team, should be greater than 
that envisioned in the project Paper. ViSCA's 
participation in the Technical Team and the assign,nent 
of ViSCA professionals to SRMUs are highly desirabl,! in 
the sense that the college makes available to the 
project the needed technical knowledge and expertise. 
However, there is a need to carefully and explicitly 
define this role as advisory, with responsibility for 
final decisions, and corresponding responsibillty for 
blame on credit with the PDQ and the SR~Us. The 
Memorandum of Agreement between ViSCA and MJ\ should be 
revised to reflect both the expanded role and the more 
limited responsibility of viSCA in these areas. 
Attention should also be given to changes in the 
composition of the ViSCA Technical Team neces~ary to 
implement the different roles. 

2. 	 The need for a more formalized linkage between MA cod 
ViSCA 

The pr~sent structure with contbued participation 
of senior MA and ViSCA personnel would appear adequate 
for project implementation and at present there does 
not appe·ar a need for a more formalized llnk.\<;Je. 
Without the funding and administrative problems 
resultin<;J from the project there may be little need for 
a formal interagency arrangement beyond project 
termination_ 



Dicussion on the possibility ot p.ut-time 
appointments to ViSCA faculty for ~eni,)[ ~U\ f';'(:iollnel 
positions may provi~e a mor~ formalized link~1ge l)o~tween 
the ~1A and ViSCA that could facilitate the conti'lued 
communication between the two agt'!ncies even .lftt~( the 
project is completed. The ext~nt to which pcoject 
resources could faci titate this arrangement. ~h0Uhi be 
used. 

3. 	 Linkage between FSDP-EV activities and those of other 
agencies/organizations of Region VIII including the-~ 

The project document makes numerous r~ference to 
the integration of a farming systems r\r,proach to 
research into existing administrative sttucture and into 
~he functions of· other agencies. ~ffective project 
implementation as ··well as building institutional 
capability that will· out.line project funding demands 
(1) better integration of project activiti8s into the 
MA, (2) better access to and cooperation with ,!iSCA, 
and (3) improved in forma 1 li nkages wi th otll~r agencfes 
such as MAR I peA and F i DA that ;lr,::. di rect 1y r .... ll?<va·n t to 
the project and in a position to provide services 
critical for the project. 

The' Evaluation Team found that the "Special 
Project" status of the FSOP-EV had isolated the project 
from the rest of the MA. Middle and lower level MA 
staff wh6 are not part of the project indicat~d a 
pervasive feeling that the project is not part of MA. 
The Evaluatior. Team discovered that there has been 
little thought given to the relationship of the project 
to the RIARS. Despite the statement that in the future 
project activities would be taken over by the RIARS, 
there has been no attempt at examining the imptications 
of staffing patterns, qualification, salaries, etc. for 
eventual integration, nor has there been any 
consideration of a possible RIARS rola in the 
management of administrative control of the proj !ct. 
Other MA research activites including the operation of 
research stations are not being directly involved in 
project actions and ways have not been explored fo~ 
using project resources to strengthen th~se reselr~h 
activities. Of more concern to the Eval~ation Team is 
the lack of reference in project implementcltio', to 
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them. 
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F. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

1. 	 Technical Assistance from Corpell University 

Cornell University is expceted to provide 
technical assistance by: 

a. 	 providing long-term consultants in the ar~a of 
agricultural economics and farm mana.gement~ 

b. 	 providing short-term con~ultants for the proj~ct; 
and 

c. 	 administering the degree and non-degree tr~lning 
programs. 

So. fa~, the· technicai assistance provld~4 bi 
Cornell,· University has fairly met what i. outl1ne,2 in.
the project document. . 	

, 

There was, however, consIdera.ble confusloh a,hong 
project participants regarding the role ,of the 
consultants. Members of the project staff are'· aware 
that the presence of a Field Representative has helped 
in the degree and non-degree training programs, as ""ell 
as in ,the arrangement for' short- term consultants. 
However,: they feel that the Field Representa'tivE',' bt~ing 
an agricultural economics 3~ecialist, could have 
spearheaded the socioeconomic researches .in the 
different sites to reinforce the technical services of 
the si te economists. Also, the si te staff voiced· out 
the sentiment that they have not been consulted in the 
selection of short - term consultants. According to 
them, they are not aware of any recommendations of 
short term consultants being discussed with them. 
However, the Evaluation Team observed that each site 
had copies of the reports of short-term consultants to 
the project but it seemed that nobody cared'to read 
these reports, much more pick up any recommendation 
applicable to their sites. 

2. 	 Appropriate Function of Cornell University, ., 

More than just providing short- term consultants 
and administering the degree and non-degree tcaining 
programs, MA and ViSCA perceive Cornell University as 
an active partner in the farming systems research 
project. Therefore, the Field Representatives of 
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Cornell University are (~xpected to be active:., i., the 
research sites, providing the technical t~~d~rsl1ip and 
expertise where the project n~eds their assi~taoce. 
The project staff feels that Cornell Univ~rsity can 
best serve the pcoject by working very closely with 
them in the project to provide the exp~rtisQ on the 
practice and concepts of farming systems r~s0arch. 

Toward this end, one of th~ imme1iatl~ n,"eds WI)U Id 
be to provide for continuity in th.? work. and 
recommendations of short-term consultRnts. Two thlngs 
could be done on this aspect, which are: 

a. 	 The site s~~~fs and other project stdffs should be 
consulted~needs for short-ter~ consultants; and 

b. 	 The Field Representative~ in =onsultation with the 
POO, should identify a local couriterpart for each 
short term consultant brought into the project. . 

Hopefully, these will provide the project with 
consultants who will be very relevant to the problems 
and needs of the sites, and also pave the way for the 
continuous involvement of the short term consultants 
even when they have returned to Cornell University. 
Locally, there will be individuals who can continue 
working on the recommendations prepared by the 
consultants. 

G. FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT 

1. 	 Adeguacy of Project Funds 

The following data will provide !J.l1lent 
information on the funds made available for ~he 
project: 

a. 	 Year 1 (Appendices F, G, T, J) 
(1) Programmed Funds P13,059,200.00 
(2) Available from Budget 7,214,000.00 
(3) Actual Reledses 	 5,106,721.00 

Funds for the first year were not carried in the 
GOP budget for 1982 but the amounts were made avail.:able 
by the Ministry of the Budget from other sources july 

http:5,106,721.00
http:7,214,000.00
http:P13,059,200.00
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allol:i1 ted j n rhe annlla 1 buU91~t. Ttll' .1I(o(.Hlll t 1t1;~ de 
avai Inblt? W~U; only 55% of the pr.Jgra:Mlt:·t1 f:JIH.i::.. ACl..ui.ll 
releas;~5 reached only 71% of ~Ilt~ .'lJi.lIl€lbl ...:- fund,.. w'hich 
turned out to be only 39% of the pr?gr~~~erl fund~. 

b. Year 2 (Appendices F, H, I, J) 
(1) Programmed Funds P 8,485,000.00 
(2) Available from Budget 5,611,000.00 
(3) Actual Releases 5,347,OOlLOO 

Budgetary allocation for 1983 comprised some 66% 
of the programmed funds. Actual releases reached 95% 
of the budgetary allocation which turned out to be 63% 
of the progra~ned funds. 

While the percentage between the programmed funds 
and the budgetary allocation increased between 1982 and 
1983, the absolute amount actually decreased by ~lome 
Pl.6 mi Ilion. Actual releases, however, increase.I, in 
absolute amount by P240.792~OO. ' 

Up to evaluation time, releases to ViSCA for L983 
came only from the foreign assistance funds. No GOP 
funds have been released ~'et even up to the fj I st ,.,~ek 
of Novembe: 1983. Thi~i is an indication of ttl.: tlght 
budgetary, s;'::,:Jation being experienced by tht~ 'Jovp.(lItnent 
at this· pt1int in time. National leadership h':lS nade 
several public pronouncements to effect savin~s and 
minimize budgetary defjcit through budgetary cut". It 
is very iikely that the present econl'ltni,: .d ':Uit ion 
arising out of the d~~aluation of the pe~owil) triJger 
off a decreasing trend in releases of GOP funds tor the 
proj~ct in the ensuing years. 

. ,~, h' •. k 1 . . . . hIn \'leW,.·t 15 11 e Y Situation, !t. IOl i) t be 
beneE ic ia 1 for the project managemen t t.) 0:))(':-'111 i Ih.\ the 
present expenditul'~ patterns of the project. G[~,lter 
project stability mi.:lht be attained 1n the ensui.ng 
years if the more recurrent costs for project 
operations, such as vehicular maintenanc~, ga:301ine, 
and other operating expendltures, can be channeL~d to 
the loan/grant funds, while the GOP funds are allocated 
for salaries and other compensation packages of the 
project staff. 

While project operations were startp.d in 1982, 
release of funds was delayed by the Ministry of'Wudget.

" 

Best Avallab1e Document 
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It was revealed during the inteviews that supplie~ ~nd 
materials had to be borrowed from other projects and 
funds to provide a start for the project. At the time 
of the e~aluation, the Technical Coordinator for 
Research and Development reveal~d that they were 
operating"" funds for 1982 which were only released in 
1983. Thus, one problem arising out of the GOP 
procedures is the delayed rele~ses of fundi which 
constrain the project operations. 

But at time of the evaluation, avaiLabl~ funds 
seemed to be adequate. Even wi th the delayed 1982 
funds ~ however, was due to the ina::n 1 i ty of the project 
staff to come 'Jp wi th tht.· back-up r~searches duly 
approved for funding. A tentatively drawn-up research 
agenda indicated that the research· funps ~y not ~ 
eno~gh. . ". . . ._ . . . 

Considering, therefore, that the totai .. ,esearch~ 
agenda have not~SoJl'lpleted, forthcoming !Linds may not" 
really be enough wnen all requirements of ~he different 
sites shall have been provided. ". 

Considering further the aforementioned budgetary 
pinch tha~ may likely affect the project, it might be 
necessary for the project staff to establish 
priorities, particularly in the research agenda, which 
will eat up most of the project funds. 

2. Fiscal Management Procedures 

Funds for the project are channeled from the 
national government to the Ministry of Agricultllre, 
Region VIII and the Visayas State College of 
Agriculture (ViSCA). 

MA funds are managed by the Project Director Uling 
the existing procedures of the MA regional office for 
accounting, auditing, and disburs,~:nents. TIIUS, 

disbursements are approved by the MA Regional Dln~c'"or, 
or in his absence, by the O(ficer-in-ch~rge. "'his 
arrangement does not delay the transactions involved. 

viSCA funds are managed by the T·~chn I.eal 
Coordinator for Research and Develo.pment utili z In l ' the 
existing College machinery for accounting, autlltLng, 
and disbursements. All transactions ar.~ approved by 

"ih~r~ \:~.r'~ ~'+ill -St-""\:: Vli'l~f)t.:.1t ':trll'.'''4'ltc~ :41"­
il/SCA. Th1'~ b~:/(HIC e .. " 
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the College President or his officer-in-charg~ when he 
ia absent or out. Thus, deLIYs in the transactions for 
the execution of the project acti.vities are prevented. 

The problem of delayed payments of salaries of the 
field personnel was brought out during the interviews 
at the sites. It was learned that the delay was more 
due to the time lag between the submission of the 
required documents for payment from the sites to the 
PD~ and ViSCA, rather than to the financial management 
procedures. 

At both ViSCA and MA regional office, the 
procedures, for fiscal management are adequa':.ely 
understood by those who are responsible for the' funds. 
~hus, it c~n be concluded that as soon as project fJlnds 
\lre released to the MA regional office and vtSCA, there 
are 
impl

no 
ementatio

GOP procedures 
n of project activi

which 
ties. 

constrain the 

However, the research team leaders at ViSCA and 
the SRMUs are not aware of how much funds are set a~ide 
for their particular researches and areas. Thil3 lack 
of information hinders the team lead,:!r~'1 from pl,'!n ling 
and programming for particular research acl.i.v,i t 1,~'3 in 
their areas of responsibility. This could very w,~ll be 
a vital factor in success or failure of the Ear'ning 
systems reserch project. 

The ~valuation Team observed that both the Project 
Director and the Technical Coordinator for Ih~HE'IHdl and 
Development have to attend to the re8~al';:h and field 
aspects of the project, whi le at the Sotn(~ t im'~ p,' fing 
attention to the administrative aspects of the praj~ct. 
Thus, it appears that both areas ar\~ not get t in~1 the 
degree of attention from the Project Director and the 
TCRD which would make the project run mOl'e smoot1lly. 
Consequently, the PD~ has to relinquish his 
partici pation in maki n9 decs ions regard i og t~~c:hn leal 
matters of research to the TCRD and tht1 TI?Ghn leal 
Committee, admitting that they are more pr.epand to 
handle this end. This has subsequently burdened the 
TeRD with more technical matters to makl? decisions 011. 

Thus, the team feels that there is a need for an 
admi~trative assistant, both at the PD~ and TCRD's 
office, to handle the admistrative aspects of the 
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project, particularly financial management. However, 
in order not to put additional financial burden on the 
project)"staff who may have been observed to be good in 
management and administration, should be first examined 
before any hiring of new personnel is done. This will 
provide the project with a more viable administrative 
back-up staff and allow the PO and ~BDto provide more 
substantive participation and leadership in the 
technical aspects of the project. 

3. Accounting Procedures 

The present accounting procedures pro~ide 
sufficient information on the current statuB of project 
funds, including expendi tures, to faci 1 i tate f1 nan.:lal 
management. However, account!n; reports come in a 
regular' quarterly' basis. On ai .. J day before they 
receive the regular report, if they desire to look lnto 
the status of funds, they have to call the conceciled 
accounting personnel by telephone or through the 
intercom. Both the Project Director and the Technlcal 
Coordinator for Research and Development do not hale a 
monitoring system which will provide them the 
information on project fund status at a mure f r~1J l.~nt 
period, sayan a weekly basis. 

But there is adequate staffing at both th~ PDO and 
the TCRD office to provide such timel~ infurmation for 
bet ter f inane ial rnanagemen t. When (lsk(~d if S\JC', a 
weekly status report on funds could be m:tde, b\)th the 
MA and the ViSCA staffs readi ly answered th.'lt this 
cou ld be done. 

H. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITI~S 

1. Efficiency of present organizational structure 

The present organizational structure appears to be 
efficient in carrying out the administrative actLvities 
and managing the logistical needs of the projt~ct. 
However, it has not been effective in the substantive 
areas as it has been in the administrative nr~as. The 
Evaluation Team found problems with re9ard to 

'" 



responsibility for techllical research dl.~l:isi()n'3 .lnd 
supervision at the.SRMU. 

As outlined in the section on the pr!:::H:wl F"t .. tus 
of institutional linkage betwl~en MJ\ and ViSCA, the 
direct role of the PDO, and thus the "tA, ll'l the 
formulation and implementation of tiw <IC\:Ili;l L II!':;,:, \rch 
both nt sites and at ViSCA must b0 Htrt'ngtlll?lh'IL The 
PDO must be given access 1:.0 tl~chnical ~'xlk·rt. i.s.? wid Ie 
plans are carr ied out for }JroviJing ad,H t. i'')nal 
expertise r possibly through long-term p'Htici,>ant 
training. The PD~ must be in a position to (('·"iew 
recommendations coming from the sites, the 'j'l?chllLcal 
Team, and/or the consultants, formulate polLc:iesl and 
then see to it that the policies and instructions are 
implemeqted. This will require one or more peopl~ in 
the office' of the Project Director with A combination 
of academic training, understanding in farming syst~ms, 
and experience in carrying out research. The proposed 
administrative structure would have many of t.he predent 
duties of the Technical Coordinator for He~e<irdl and 
Development, and possibly the title of th~ [lInd tion 
shifted from ViSCA to MA. Thcr~ would how~v~c still be 
a need for a ViSCA provided research leader ~ith 
general advisory responsibility anJ sp8cific 
implementation responsibilities. Ideally such 
personnel should come from the existing st~.f:f of the MA 
and should be detailed on a full-time basis to the 
project. If this arrangement provQs impossible, 
employment by the FSDP-EV of personnel from outside the 
MA should be considp-red. If neither of the above 
proves possible the project should consider. the 
addition of a long-term consultant. He9ardless of 
which arrangement is chosen, plans shou Id be 
implem8nted imm8diately to id~ntify (,me or l'lore 
candidates for long-term training to be funded by the 
project. Once expertise::- is available al the POO, this 
offict:!l1.ust be expect~.:d to t.:tl~\: r(::!dpo(}!.libility for 
Rpproval of plans and th8n provide sufficient 
supervision to ensure that plans cH··~ b,?ing implemented. 

Shifting responsibility from ViSCA to the PDO in 
these areas would not diminish from ViSCA its critical 
roles in project implementation which still exceeds 
what is identified for ViSCA in the document. 

Such roles are identified as the following: 

Best AvaIlable Document 
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1) 	 ViSCA, through its participation on the staff of 
the SRMU, would contillut! to make t:>.JI:hn Leal 
expertise available to the sites, but t.he role 
would _~~ advisory, with responsibiliti~s for 
deeisio~'with the PDO and the SRMU. Direct 
participation c."f Vi~(f' tl' the SRMU al!io prlJvid!S an 
important communicC}...~ion channel . b~!twE.·(~1'1 the 
farmers and the L:olltCle and wlll se r VI~ to 
enrich the informat.ion~' nt,t"'dt:'d bLJ ViSCA in 
carrying out its other research i:.HlU inslrll..:t'i'JOal 
activities. 

2) 	 ViSCA, through its Research Leader (po~ls.ibly 11th 
a change in ti tIe from "Techni ca 1 Coordi nnl: I')r for 
Research and Development" to "Research Advia Ir") 
as well as through its participation in the 
St~erit:lg Committee will still be respon9ibll~ for 
providi ng adv ice on the en tire ra "I)'"' of 
project-related research. 

3) 	 ViSCA will stilt maintain responsil>ili ty for 
carrying out, based on the request of thR PDO, 
on-campus back-up research. 

Because of its expertise in the rt?;';I'Hch 
management, ViSCA will assume rl;~spvll:;ibi lity for 
advising the project on the intth)rdt lOll of 
socioeconomics into the farming syst.>ms l:l:!':;tMr ..'h 
for: 
a) understanding the existing farming systl~lt':lr 
b) designing trials; 
c) interpreting the results of these trials 

5) 	 With PD~ assistance,ViSCA should be given prime 
responsibility of docum~nting and evaluating the 
result of all field trials; 

6) 	 ViSCA will help establish a macroeconomic Ilnit. to 
support the project. 

Wi th six si tes and an average of 12 farms P',H ,;i te 
for the field trials, there are approximat~ly 72 
separate locations where trials are being cond~cted. 
There is a general observation that there ~re too many 
sites to begin with too many locations. Givan the 
geographic distribution of the six sit~~ and the 
problems with transportation including travQl tim~, the 
six sites are more than call be rldequatelj' :nJ[')I~rvised 
and visited regularly by th,? project (Ji"~Gt')C, th~ 
ViSCA 'rechnical Team and the Cornell c(Jn~t.Jlt.al\t~. Even 
wi th the ar ragement of ass ign i n9 e,lch ViSCI\ 'l'1-:t:hn i ca 1 



Team members to not more than two sites, staff and 
partiapants in the sites still claim that the t~chl1tcal 
people cannot visit the sites as often as necessary. 

With the lack of experience of the FSO '-EV 
components (POD, Technical Team and S~MU) in 
implementing and managing a farming systems ,'e,::I('drch, a 
more practical approach would have beell to co rll:.;!!) I rte 
initially in fewer sites and thl~n include tIlt' "tilers 
later. with th~ experiet'l.c.e gained in tiJ.:' pi •., leer 
si tes, the project staff would be able t,) I~)( 1,',1 lid to 
addtional sites. Even at this point in time Jt /fIur be 
useful to consider reducing the number of sit:es hH the 
next two years. If this is impossible, priority sh0uld 
be given to two or three sites and the rule of the 
other sites should be limited possibly to 11I1derstaC),ling 
the microeconomic environment of the farm and local 
marketing systems, and farmers' problems. 

As pointed out in the sectiDn on research, the 
existing farming systems of the farmers are neither 
understood nor appreciat~d by the majority of the staff 
involved in the project. The ge,)erally large number of 
locations at each site where field tests are underway 
may have prevented the SRMU staff from spending time to 
fully understand the existing systems and how tnese. 
should affect the proposed intervention. lt is 
possible that the maximum number of research locatlons 
per site, including economic cooperators who provide a 
control/should not for the first several years exceed 
four and may be as few as two: one cooperator who 
experiments with one change in his system, and a second 
economic coopl'~rator with a similar farm but not using 
the innovation. The SRMU can then devote sufficient 
time talking to the farmers and his family and obs~rve 
their mode of action. In this way, the project staff 
cannot only predict the belwior or the fanner. with a 
high degree of accuracy but also provide pxpl~nations

.f<y such action. 

An apparent lack of knowl,~dge on what dct.ual1y 
transpires between the SRMU staff and the farmers 
indicates the absence at the t-i)O of dn effectf.ve 
internal monitoring syste~. Such system should 
document any development when a POD personnel visits 
the SRMU rather than how often sites are visited. 

http:effectf.ve
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To deal effectively with the macroeconomic issues 
relevant to farming systems research, includin, 
providing a focus for policy analysis and the identific­
ation of policy area requiring reform, there i. a need 
for an economic unit at the PDO level. Such a unit 
might be composed of MA personnel detailed to the 
project and backed up by a staff formed from the 
transfer to the PDO of two or three of the bait .ite 
economists. NEDA, ViSCA and the lonq-flnW\ conlultants 
will also play major roles in organizi~ and providing 
back up to this unit. 

2. Definition/Adjustment of Roles 
d'~

Problems regarding~and adjustment of roles to 
changes. in project~related needs of individuals/groups/
institutions are widely recognized and several efforts 
are underway to resolve them. The project appears to 
have the internal mechanism to deal with these problems 
but should properly manage this. 

There is a need to modify the Project Document 
including the Memorandum of Agreement to reflect the 
increased role and responibility of viSCA in the 
project. 

3. Communication Flow Among the PDDect Participants 

With the involvement of the two agencies on 
opposite sides of Leyte and six sites widely scattered 
over Leyte and Western Samar, communication of an 
administrative or logistical nature appears adequate. 
There were however numerous reference to the need for 
improved radio communication to link all sites and the 
PD~ and ViSCA. It was noted that it is possible to 
link the MA with ViSCA by modifying the existing radio 
~s~~~. Other systems, such as the -hand carry· 
~~~~on research sites may make it easier to integrate 
~the project into existing MA programs after termination 

of the project. On the other hand the communIcation 
between ViSCA and the consultants as well as SRMUs on 
substantive issues must be improved. Communication has 
been lacking especially in explaining the rational for 
decisions and the relevance to FSR methodology of 
requests for data collection and preparation of 
research proposals. 



4. 	 Mechanisms for project continuity following the end of 
foreign assistance 

To date, there appears to have little attention· to 
integrate project functions into existing MA programs 
beyond project termination. In fact, there is hardly 
any consideration as to how r: existing MA rese"rch 
activities relate to the project~how the project in the 
SRMU might stregthen these activities. Even with the 
participation of MA staff from its extension service, 
there is little or negligible degree of relationship 
between the project and the existing extension service 
despite the presence in all sites of an MA exten.ion 
~nit. The. Evaluation Team observed that~economics of 
project. i~plementation, with special attention to 
recurring cost for salaries, transportation, etc., were 
not considered. There is a need to review the 
economics of project strategy vis-a-vis the number of 
research sites, the size of SRMU staff and activities 
for extension of technologies. 

I. EQUIPMENT, FACILITIES, AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

1. 	 Eguipmenc and Facilities 

There are adequate equipment and facilities to 
meet the present demands of the project at the PDO, 
TCRD t and the SRMUs, in terms of transportation, office 
requirements, and other physical needs. However, the 
adequacy of and the needs for facili.ties and equipment 
for research cannot be determined yet because the 
reserch agenda have not been finalized. 

The personnel assigned to handle the computer at 
ViSCA andh._~~ poe feel that they are inadequately
trained to~e equipment. While there are some 
materials fhat need to be fed into the computer, both 
feel that they are not yet ready to perform the 
required task. There is therefore a need to train the 
concerned personnel in the proper handling of the 
computer hardware and software. It would still be 
better to train another personnel to serve as back-up 
staff just in case the regular personnel is absent. 
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".... ~~anned_~urch~~f Eguipment and Construction 

Th~ r.equired equipment facilities for the project 
have been purchased as plnnned. 

The construction of the duplex for the consultants 
at ViSCA has already be?n completed. The training 
dormitory also at ViSCA had been awarded to a private 
contractor and is scheduled to be finished within 1983. 

In Tacloban City, the duplex for the consultants 
is also expected to be finished very soon. 

In the case of the SRMU offices, the team raised 
the relevance of such constructions to the future of 
the project. The team observed that the intended 
sites, in the cases of Bontoc and Matalom, and the site 
in Gandara where building is already finished, may not 
be very central in relation to the other barangays of 
the municipality to be representative of the intended 
agroclimatic zone. The team noted that it might be 
b,,·tt~r if non-permanent but more indigenous materials 
are used for the construction of such offices. It has 
b~en said that such buildings will be turned over to 
the RIARS of the Ministry of Agriculture when the 
proj\.~ct te rmi na tes. Up to new, . however, there is no 
linkages of the project to the RIAR~. 

I. ~!~equacy/Conduciveness of Office Facilities/ Space 

The PDQ and the TCRD occupy adequate office space 
which are conducive for working well. At SRMU level, 
~ll units have well-established office spaces. Except 
(or Gandara, and Villaba, team offices are in 
residential houses rented and spruced up for the 
purpose. Gandara team is already occupying the SRMU 
building, and the team at Villaba is based at the old 
Municipal building. The Villaba team voiced out the 
need for electricity so that they could have lights 
when they do overtime work in the evenings. 

4. Support Services 

The support services staff at the PD~ and the TCRO 
are adequate, including those who are detail on 
part-time basis to the project from the regular MA and 
ViSCA administrative staffs. All are happy and 
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contp.nded with the financial renumeration from the 
proiect. Th~y, however, felt that in vi~w of the 
present financial pinch, there might be a need to 
consideL raising their wages or incentives. 

Communication, however, is one area where the 
present facilities or systpm are inadequate. 
Communicadon betwc('n viSCA and the PD~ or MA regional 
o(fice in Taclobnn has to h~ done through personal 
r:olJrip.rs, or thro\lrJh the radio of ViSCA calling to 
ViSCA office in Manila, which calls MA central office 
by telephone, which in turn relays the messages from 
the PDO/MA regional office to ViSCA. Obviously, there 
is a need to improve the communication system between 
ViSCA and the PDO/MA regional office in Tacloban City. 

Communication to the SRMUs is done by hand­
carried messages through personnel couriers. This is 
r.eferred to the regular mail service which take longer 
for messages to reach the destinations. Ways and means 
to improve this system must be explored. 

http:r:olJrip.rs
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v. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. RESEARCH/PROGRAM AREAS 

1. 	 Specific activities should be identified and 
implemented by the PDO to ensure that: 

a. 	 much more attention is given to understanding the 
existing syste~of farmers in the region; and, 

b. 	 the direction of the project is changed from 
trying to replace totally the existing systems 
with a new system to trying to find incremental 
wa~s of improving the existing system. 

2. 	 Relevance of the present sites should be reviewed in 
terms of their relationship to different agroclimatic 
zones with: 

a. 	 reduction in the number of sites so that each site 
represencs a significantly different agroclimatic 
zone; 

b. 	 relocation of sites as needed to enr.ure that all 
major agroclimatic zones, SL4ch as ttbeu:r.:t ~r~J are 
covered; and 

c. 	 relocation of at least one site to a much more 
inaccessible location where more attention can be 
given to transportation problems. 

3. 	 Project should continue and efforts already begun 
should be intensified to ensure that farmer cooperators 
are typical of the intended target group of limited 
resource farmers. 

4. 	 All plans for intervention in an existing system should 
be reviewed in terms of whether the farmer or the 
landlord is likely to be the beneficiary. 

5. 	 The number of changes being introduced at any location 
should not exceed two at a time. 

6. 	 For the time being, expensive inputs, such as 
fertilizer, should be eliminated from the proposed
changes. 
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7. 	 The main preferred crop of a farmer-cooperator should 
not be changed in a trial. 

8. 	 An explicit program should be developed for fully 
understanding the role of livestock in the existing 
system before attempting any major changes. Proposed 
changes relating to livestock should modify rather than 
replace the existing system, and cooperators for the 
crop trials should be the same cooperators for 
livestock. 

9. 	 Proposed changes relating to livestock should modify 
rather than replace the existing system. 

10. 	 Final decisions on approval for site research plans 
should . rest· with the PDC. Only the POO should 
have the authority to approve and/or make major changes 
within the parameters set by the Regional project 
Management Committee. 

11. 	 The extent of flexibility of the SRMU in implementing 
PD~ approved plans should be made explicit. 

12. 	 A plan for using seminars, short trainings, printed 
media, discussion groups, and/or on-the- job trainings 
should be formulated and implemented for ensuring that 
all project participants fully understand the nature of 
the project with special attention to: 
a. 	 increased farmer participation; 
b. 	 use of trials as experimental undertakings as 

opposed to technology demonstration; 
c. 	 the rational for proposed changes; 
d. 	 the rational for the collection and analysis of 

data by the project; and, 
e. 	 consideration of the costs of changes, including 

purchase price, transportation costs, labor costs, 
and opportunity labor costs. 

13. 	 ViSCA should be given the responsibility for carefully 
reviewing and documenting the results of all trials 
(including trials during the drought) paying as much 
attention to the failure as to the success. 

14. 	 All project actions and p~osed system interventions 
should be reviewed in terms of what is .ready known 
about: 
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a. 	 the role of women as decision-makers and bankers; 
b. 	 seasonal variability in market demand and prices; 

and, 
c. 	 seasonal variability in insect and other pests. 

15. 	 A specific strategy that identifies methodologies for 
data collection, analysis, reporting, and factoring 
results into decisions concerning ~roposed results into 
decisions concerning proposed interventions must be 
formulated for getting the entire SRMU personnel 
involved in understanding the dynamics of the farming 
system. 

B. STAFFING 

1. 	 Starting immediately, the staff on special hire by the 
project should be screened, and absorbed into the MA or 
ViSCA plantilla and budget as new positions are created 
or vacancies occur. 

2. 	 Persons with expertise in research and implementation 
and economic/policy analysis should be assigned to the 
POO, and other changes made as necessitated by the 
shift in responsibility for research to PDO. 

3. 	 Changes in the staffing pattern of the SRMU from 'hat 
proposed in the Project Paper need to be justifIed with 
serious consideration given to reducing the number of 
economists, as well as other changes such as: 

a. 	 making staffing more site-specific; 
b. 	 redeploying expertise to the PDO in the economic 

areas; and, 
c. 	 adding staff, such as livestock specialist, in 

areas where it can be justified. 
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1. 	 The traini ng program to be formulated as Pf,'r Recommen­
dation No. t1 under Research/program Areas should be 
implemented as soon as possible. 

2. 	 Increased opportunities for formal trainings and 
observational visits must be explored for farmer-
cooperators. 

3. 	 Before any participant is allowed to attend a training 
program in the US, he should first have adequate 
experience with the ~ork of the SRMO, including visits 
to all sites. 

4. 	 The project should evaluate the relative values of 
trainings . provided at different sitee 1n the 
Philippines, and under different programs in the US. 

D. FARME~COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

1. 	 Farmers and community organizations should be made the 
targets of a special program designed to provide them 
with information on the project and farming systems 
research. 

E. INTERAGENCY LINKAGES 

1. 	 The responsibility for overseeing research should shift 
from ViSCA to the PDO. (See "H. Organization and 
Responsibility".) 

2. 	 The Memorandum of Agreement between viSCA and MA 
concerning 	areas of responsibility should be revised. 

be,
3. 	 If the project is extended, plans should~ included

+0 Sl.~ per7ool'el shcfrit~ between MA and ViSCA. 

4. 	 As part of the planning for a project extensLon, 
immediate planning should begin by reviewlng the entire 
compensation package for project staff with particular 
attention to restructuring the honorarium scale. 
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b~, 
a. 	 Special hired staff should absorbed by MA or ViSCA 

and seconded to the pr'oject, or other posi tions 
should be found for them outside the project. 

b. 	 Responsibility for honorarium should be shifted 
from AID funds to GOP funds with the greater use 
of AID funds to cover recurring costs. 

F. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

1. 	 The role of the foreign consultants need to be better 
defined with specific work plans covering at lea~t a 
six-month period; ~nd this should be communicated to 
all project participants. Specific responsibilities 
for the long-term consultants in areas 
supporting project activi ties relating to the sOI:ial 
sciences, economics, and policy analysis should be 
identified. 

2. 	 Consultants should be added to the organizational chart 
of the project. 

3. 	 A counterpart for each short-term consultant should be 
identified at the time planning begins for bringing out 
the consultant. 

4. 	 The Cornell University representative> should be 
encouraged to take an active role in coordinating the 
planning for short-term consultants, and in twgtking

'" ( h','1.t4iwith the consultant counterpart on follow-up~ln the 
project and continued involvement of the consult~nt, 
and providing expertise and leadership at SRMU level 
activities. 

G. FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT 

1. 	 Funding for the project should be restructured with AID 
funding to cover greater share of the recurring 
operating costs and not covering salaries and/or 
honorarium. 
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2. 	 Individuals in the POD and at viSCA who can assume 
greater responsibility for handling the administrative 
aspects of the project particularly in flnan~ial 
management to relieve the Project Director and the 
Technical Coordiraator for Research and Development of 
the routinary administrative responsibilities r.hculd 
be identified. 

3. 	 Both the Project Director and Technical Coordinator for 
Research and Development should establish a monitoring 
system which Nill provide them with information on 
project fund status on a shorter peficd ",-"r ~~l~~r "".sis. 

H. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. 	 Shift from ViSCA to PD~ of some duties, and possibly 
the title of the Technical Coordinator for R , D with 
staffing for the position by someone with a 
combination of academic training, farming ayatems 
understanding, and experience in carrying out research. 
Clear and. explicit overall responsibility for research 
should rest with the PD~. 

2. 	 Clear, explicit overall responsibility for research to 
rest with the PD~. 

3. 	 ViSCA r~sponsibilities to support research should be 
defined and should include at a minimum: 

a. 	 participation at the SRMU level; 
b. 	 over-all review and advise on research; 
c. 	 on-campus back-upn.earch;
d. 	 role of integrating socio~economic unit in the,-'"

PD~; 
e. 	 responsibilit~or documenting results of field 

trials 1 and 
f. 	 helping establish the macro~economic unit in the 

PD~. 	 "... 

4. 	 For at least the next two years, consider the reduction 
in the number of sites, or give priority to some sites 
while limiting and redefining the role of the others. 

s. 	 Limiting the number of research locations per site to 
not more than four for the next year. 
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6. 	 Development by the PD~ of a monitoring program 
including specific monitoring activities to be carried 
out during site visits. 

7. 	 Establishing a macroeconomic unit at the PD~. 

8. 	 Immediate completion of definition of staff 
responsibilities. 

9. 	 Identification of minimal requirements necessary to 
link the PDO and ViSCA by radio. 

10. 	 Planning as soon as possible to fully integrate project 
activities into the existing structure of the MA, 
especially to link project activities to MA extension 
activities, including farmer trainings with special 
attention to project support that can improve the 
effectiveness of the system for reaching the farmers 
who are the target of the project. 

I. EQUIPMENT, FACILITIES, AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

. 
1. 	 Training for at least two members of the PDO staff in 

the use of the micro-computer. 

2: 	 Planning for the construction of offices for the 
remaining sites based on reduced funds to be made 
available, increased costs for imported materials, and 
on the need to ensure that sites are located in areas 
representative of the agroclimatic zones they are 
supposed to represent. 
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.. ~1x A. 'IflE SIX iSlP-E.V SITES< REPR'ESEN'l:'n«; MAJOR JlGRa.IMlmC 
'~I5 m E~ VISA~. 

. f1lniCipality 

R:>ntoc, So. Leyte 

B:1sey, Saner 

Jaro, Leyte 

Gandara, Samar 

Matalan, .Leyte 

Villaba, Leyte 

Prjmary Crop (s) 

1baca 

Cboonut 

Cbconut 

Upland Rice 

(»rn 

(»rn 

foBjor Q!rplementary Crop (s) 

OXXmut 

Rx>tcrops 

Fruit 'In!e/R:x>t CI:q)s 

COrn 

IO:>tcrops 

'lbbacc:o aOO Mmgo 



APPENDIX B. CROPPING PA~S FOR 'l1E SIX SITES 

1. BISEY 

c. P. No.1. 	 Mungo - Upland Gabi + Upland Rice - Upland Gabi + Corn 

C.P. 	 No. 2. M.lngo - uplan:l Rice - Sweet Potato 


Ipil-ipil based; en sloping land 


c.p. 	No.3. Gabi./Gabi (COlongan Soil ) 


(Relay Cropping) 


2. InJ'lOC 

c.P. 	No. 1. Cbm + Peanut - Mmg.:> + Q:)rn 


(Strip Cropping) 


c.P. 	No. 2. Upland Rice/Sweet Potato - t-1lngo 


(Ipil-ipil-based) 


3. G~DPRA 

C. P. No .. 1 • 	 Com + P~~ut - Upland Rice 

C.P. No. 2. 	 r-tmgo - Corn - Upland Rice 

C.P. !b. 3. 	 Mmge - Upland Rice/Sweet Potato 

4. J NO -	 .~ll Cropping Pattern Tri"lls are Cbconut-based 

C. P. No.1. 

C.P. ~. 2. 

C.P. ~. 3. 

C. P. No.4. 

B:indI'la + M.mgo - I:orn - Upland Rice 

Banana + P:ineapplt~ + Peanut - Sweet Potato 

Corn + Mmgo - Upland Rice 

Banana + Peanut/cassav~ 



~/:~b
<.' :: .. 

5 • ~1.1tI'Ji..OM 

c. p. No.1. (btl) + Peanut - Corn/Sweet Potato 

C. P. No.2. Corn + Peoanut - Upland Rice - t-lmgo 

(s....eet p:>tato between ro~ of rom and rice) . 

C. P. t-D. 3. Upland Rice - Com + Peanut 

6. VILI.,ABA 

C.P. No. 1. . Cbm + Peanut - Peanut + COrn 

C.P. No. 2. Cbm + Peanut - Sweet Potato 

C.P. No. 3. Com + Peanut - Upland Rice - ~ 



"~ld1x c. ~CPPING pJ\T'I'FR<J TRIRS IN THE SIX SIns 

JAW, LEYTE 

J • Corn 	- Mmgbean - Upland Rice 

A. Com 

a.1. Variety 

a.2. Spacing 

a'. 3. ,Fertilizer 

('lhis trial is already 0Il9)~ 

· ~t2· 
75 an between rows 

· 

•• 

SO em between hills 

2-l seeds per hill with thinning· 
to maintain 2 plants per hill 

· .... 	 40-20-0 kg per hectare· .' 	 . .., · 

. Where: 	 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal 

1 b:!g of 46-0-0 per hectare. sidedressed prior to 

secc.nd hilling up 

.
a.4. Weeding 	 · 2 hilling up· 


1st hill ing up = 14 01£ . 
2nd hilling up = 28 DM 

a.5. Insecticide 	 : Its prescribed ~ the entarologist 

B. f4.ulgbean 

b.l. Variety 	 : pag-asa 1 (Green) 

b.2. Spacing 	 50 an between rows, drill met:b:xl·
· 

at the rate of 15-20 seeds per linear 

neter 

b.l. Fertilizer 	 · Iooculant· 

! ," 

..:...... '" , ;.. 	 ~ ..-.chell": i '"i11 •••.{-'IfV~ i '1(": fl ~ 10-' 5 r-:~: 



C. 	 Upiand <Rice 

c.1. variety 

c.2. spacing 

c. 3. Fertil izer 

c.4. Weedinq 

c.5. Insectic.ide 

: tJPL Ri~5 

25 an between rows: drill nethod 

with a density of 1 kg per 100 square 

meters 

: 40-20-0 kg ~ hectare 

: ~ical weeding at 15-20 CAE 

ffi prescribed by the entarologist 

II. 	 Cassava and Corn - cassava and Upland Rice (Ipil-ipil based) 

f\DTE: 1. Same cassava plant for the 2 crowing's. 

2. 	 '!his trial is already o~ing. 

3. 	 '!he area for c:asaava 1& ~ated fJ.'aII com lDJ·up1aftd rice. 

A. 	 Ipll-ipil 

a. , • Variety 

a.2. Spacinq 

a.3. Fertilizer 

a. 4 • PJ:uning 

: Peruvian 

: 50 an between rows 

: 50 an between hills 

: 3 sta99~ed rows of ipll-ipil 

: 

: First prunning will be oone when < 

one-inch trunk dianeter is attained. 

: CUt or prune ~ meter atove the CJl"OUl'l9 

: Interval of pruning is 45 days 

: Herbar;re is nulched or spread at the 

base of the plant 



C. . Upland Rice. 

c.,. Variety 	 : UPL Ri-S 

c. 2. Spacing 2S an between rows; drill methld 

with a density of 1 kg per ·100 square 

meters 

c. 3. Fertilizer 	 : 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

c.4. Weeding 	 : t-Echanical weeding at 15-20 ·DAE 

c.S. Insecticide 	 As prescriJ:ej by the entarologist 

II. 	 Cassava and Corn - Cassava and Upland Rice (Ipil-lpil based) 

00'l'E: 1. Same cassava plant for the 2 crowing's. 

2. 	 '!his trial is already onc;;ping. 

3. 	 '!be area for cassava is separated fran am1 and·uplaftd rice. 

A. 	 Ipil-ipll 

a.1. Variety 

a.2. Spacing 

a.3. Fertilizer 

a.4. Pruning 

: Peruvian 

: SO an between rows 

: SO an between hills 

3 sta99~ed rows of ipil-ipil 

: 

: First pr1Jl'lI"ling will b:! oone when 

one-inch trunk diameter is attained. 

~ cut or prune ~ meter al:ove the groung 

: Interval of pruning is 45 days 

: Herbage is mulched or spread at the 

base of the plant 



,~ 	 , 

il. -,':·.Q)rn 

b.1. 	 Variety . : ~ :Jltp'owd' TirI~~ , 

b.2. 	 Spacinq : 75 an between .rows 

: 	 50 an between hills 

2-3 seeds per hill with tbSnnSI:IIj . 

maintain 2 plants per hill 

b.3. 	 PertJ.11zer : 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

Where: 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal 

1 bag of 46-20-0 per hectare sidedressed prior to 

second hilling up 

b." . Weedin9 2 hilling up 

Ist hilling up z 14 DIE 

200 hilling up \" 28 D11E 

b. 5. 	 Insecticide : Is prescr1be:1 bY the ent:arOl~ 

.' 
C. Cassava 

c. , . 	 Variety : Macan (local) 

~

c.2. 	 Spacing 7S an between rows 
I 	 . 

: 50 an between hills 

: 2 seedpieces per hill 

c. 3. 	 Fertilizer : 30-30-30 kg per hectare 

c .... Weedin9 2 hilling up 

1st hilling up = 14 DllE 

2nd' hilling up =28 ME 

c. 5. 	 Insecticide As prescribe:l by the entatDlog1st 





C.2.a. 

t-tATMDM, LEYTE 

T. Corn + P~'lnltt - Cbrn,lS'vJeet Flt'teto 

A. 	 Q)m 


a.1- Variety Inproved Tiniguib 


a.2. 	 Spacing 1.5 m !::Jet"....een ra,..'S 

50 em between hills 

.. 	2-3 seeds per hill with th.inning 

to maintain 2 plants per hill 

a.3. Fertilizer 	 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

~: 2 bags of 16-20-0 per he::tare applied as basal 

1 bag of 46-20-0 per hectare side.:'b:'esse3 at~ 28-30 DAE 

a.4. 	 Weeding Mechanical \!t'eErling at 15-20 01£ 

and \o.henever necessary 

a.S. 	 Insecticide 1>5 prescribeC by the entaTOlog1st 

B. Peanut 

b.1. 	 Variety M:>ket 

b.2. 	 Spaci..ng 40 an between rows 

20 em between hills 

2 seErls per hill 

b.3. 	 Fertilizer Inoculant 

b.4. 	 WeEding l>Echanical weeding at 15-20 DAB 

b.S. 	 Insecticide As prescribed by the ent:Cl'lOlogist 



C.2.b•. " 

c. U">rn 

c. 1 • Varjct~· 	 Irrproved Tiniguib 

c. 2 • Spaci.ng 75 an between rows 

50 01\ bet"v.'eeJ1 hills 

2-3 seeds per hill with thinning 

to maintain 2 plants per hill 

c.3. 	 Fertilizer : 40-20-0 kg per hectare rate 

2 hilling up 

Ist hilling up = 14 CAE 

2nd hilling up = 28 Dl£ 

c.s. Insecticide : 	 16"~ by the entalDloqist 

'." 

D. Swet..rf.: Potato 

!'-).1TE: 	 Sweet p::>tato will be planted one nonth before" the hal:vest 

of corn. 

d.l • Variety · 	f!lJ16-51· 
d. 2. Spacing 

~ 

75 an bebJeen roWs 

· SO an ~ hills· 
2 cuttings per hill 

d. 3. Fertilizer tbne 


d." • Weeding tbne 


d. s. Insectici.de 	 tbne .' 
II. Cbnl + Peanut - Corn + M.lngbean 

A. COrn 

a.1. Variety 	 Inproved Tiniguib 

• ~. I r " _, ......',0 

http:Insectici.de
http:Swet..rf
http:Spaci.ng


Ct.3. Fertili?er ·· 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

Hhere: 2 tags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal 

1 bag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed at 28-30 CAE 

a.4. Weeding : Mechanical ".eeding at 10-15 ME 

a.S. :!'!3E!Ct.1 :J(le As prescriOOd ~. the entaTologist 

P. PC:'t'U1ut 

b.1. Variety !-oket 

b. 2. Spacing 40 an between rows 

·· 20 en between hills 

·· 2 seeds per, hill 

b.3. Fertilizer ·· Irxx...--ulant 

b.4. Weening · · M=chan1cal weeding at 15-20 CAE 

b.S. Insecticide As prescribed by the entarologist 

( .. C(lm 

c. , • Variety · · 
. 

Irtproved Tiniguib 

c.2. Spacing ·· 1.5 m between rows 

50 em between hills 

2-3 seeds per hill with thiilning 

to maintain 2 pla'1ts per hill 

c.). F'p.rtiU zer 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

\'lhcre: 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare appl ied as basal 

, bag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed at 28-30 ME 

c.4. \oJee:1ing Mechanical weeding at 15-20 CAE and 

~enE'ver "1ecessary 



C.2.d. 

D. MJngbean 

d.l. Variety 	 Pag-asa 1 (Green) 

d.2. Spacing 	 50 on between rows 

: 	 Drilled at 15-20 seeds per 

linear meter 

d. 3. !."ertll izer 	 Inoculant 

r·:echanical "'IE'e(Ung at 15-20 DAE 

. d.S. IllSC'Cticide ,\s prescri~ t¥ the entorrologist 

I 1 i . upland Rice - Corn + Peanut 

A.. :. Upland Ri.ce '. 

a.1. Variety : 	 UPL Ri-S 

a.2. 	 Spacing 25 an between rows at the density of 

1 kg per square rreter 

a. 3. Fertilizer : 2 bags of urea per hectare 

1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE 

a.4. toJeeding 	 ~aniCal \o.'eeding at 15-20 CAE 

a.S. Il1secticide 	 As prescribed by the entaTologist 

B. Corn 

b.1. Var:i.ety 	 !ni>roved Tiniguib, 

b.2. 	 Spacing 1 • 5 rn betvJeen rows 

50 on beooJeen hills 

2-3 seeds per hill with th:in.'1ing 

to maintain 2 plants per hill 

b.3. Fertilizer 	 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

Nhere: .2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare atplied a!; basal 

1 ~'19 of 46-0-0 pel" hectare sideuresser.l 20-30 CAE 



.' .. 
-'C.2.e. 

l.4. \-i(.'cding : M:dlan1cal ~ing at 15-20 IX 

b.S. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entarologist 

I";':U"ut 

MJket 

40 an heo.teen rows 

c. J. 

c. 4 • 

c. 5. 

Fertilizer 

~~eeding 

Insecticide 

: 

: 

20 em betwGc-n hills 

2 seeds per hill 

Inoculant 

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 D~ 

As prescr1.lJe1 by the entalDloqist 

" J 

Best Available Document 




.. C; 3. la•. 

T. 	 Corn + PcaI1Ut - Uplarrl nice (Ipil-ipil baSed) 

A. 	 lpil-ipil 


.a. .1. Variety · Peruvian
· 

~'. :1.· Sf'lI',cing 50 em bet\I1eo-Il ra-.'s 

50 em between hills 

: 3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil 

seedlings 

Cl.3. ["ertilizcr Li.rre (Iblcinite: 2 tons per hectare) 

· Inoculant (CB-81)· 

't. 4. pruning 	 · First pruning will be when trunk· 


dianeter is one inch 

: 	 Cut/prune ~ veter al:o\re the grourn 

Interval of pruning is 45 dayS 

Herbage is mulched or spread at 

the base of the plant 

B. 	 Corn 

b.l. Variety · 	Inproved Tiniguib· 

)).2. Spacin;J 	 1.5 m between reM'S 


50 em between hills 


gl 




· 2-3 seeds per hill with t:hi.nni.IJ3· 
to .maintain ·2pla."lts per hill 

b. :3. pp.rtilize.T. rate ·40-20-0 kg per hectare 

~:he:re: 	 2 bags of. 16-20-0 per ~ applied ~ basal 

1 bag of ~6-O-O per ~~tare sidedressed at 28-30 DAE 

b. 5. ! ns,X'~icide 

c. Peanut 
" 

c.l .. 
. ..;'" ,,'t • . , 

~ .c;; .. 2.. 
~~,~..;.•;.4.t.r: /: ~ 

3 rG1S betWeen"· ~'S of oorn 
.,' 

.'.. ,", :',-,' ". 	 .~ '!'".:~ :.~..• .Ir¥:X:"'Jlant'~' 
J,' •••• ," ••. ........ 

Hechanical \I:(->edi~ at 15-20 oro;: 

D.[rpla.....:i 	Rice 

d.l.. Varie:t-l' 	 UPL Ri-S 

d. 2. Spacing 	 25 an ben.~ rows; drilled at 
i 

1 kg per 100 square m:!ters 
, 

d.3. Fertilizer 	 · 2 bags of urea per hectare· 

'v 

1 bag basal 
.' 

1 bag ~eSSed at SQ-;SO ~ ~ 
'. 	 . . ­

u. 4 • Weeding 	 Nechanical weedirJ3 at 15-20 ME 
. 	 . .... ~~ 



I :r­
r" Mlere: . . 

• I U ;. 

.~. 

50 em ~tween hillls 

2-3 seeds pzr hill \iitli t.\unni~ 


to maintain 2 plan,ts eer tiiJ]:1J 


~. 3. Fertilizer .. 40-20:-0 kg per hectare 

• ~. # 

• " . 
~ \ 1 t 

1 bag of 46:"0-0' per ~are sidedre5Sed at 28-3(H)AE 
. . ' '. . ' """" . ; ..;,.. 

&.4 • \~nJ : MeChanfcal weeding at 15-20 DI\E .. 
£Is prescribed by the entcm:>Icgista. 5. linsecticide 

B. Peanut 

h.l. V\",r.ietY : ~·t>ket 

h.l. S:'13Ciiil'T'. ..~ \. 
25 em bet:\\'eCn hills 

· " ofb.3. E'ertilizer : Inoculant 

: Hechanicall \o,'eE!di~ at 15-2O:DAE 

As prescribed by the entarologisth.S. Insecticide 

lI1. COL" - ~~t Potato Upil-ip.ill-based) 

A. Corn {wH:ll ip.H-ip.i!l) 



Variety 

a.1. 

5f) c~~ retween hills 

· 2-3 sceo.:'is pp.I hill \-/it.h thinning· 
to maintain 2 pla.'1ts per hill 

a. 3. Fertilizer 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

a.4. \~ng 
\. ~. .;" . ft\~ ..:.. 

.. '~. ." ' ­,..:':. .. 
',' '" 

. \i.;" :,' -1 

1 00:': of. 4(,-0-0 ?at" hect~rc sidedrcsse.:J prior to 

secon:i hillin:; uo 
~ ~ 

2 hi).ling up 

. · 1st hillin:J up :. 14 0a\E~ " · 
..-~: - . 2m hill~rg up ==. 28 TJAE .' ..... 

... 

InsoS'Cticide ;
." . 
• ' ~ t • 

D. Swt=_~t Potato ,\olit.'1 ipil-ipil) 
'. 

b.l. Variety : 

b. 2. Spacirrj 

b. J • Fer-til izer ·· 
b.". Weedin) : 

b. 5. Insecticide 

tV. Corn" t·~·- Upland Rice 

. .)'" ......... ',.-: ':".: f· • 

.. • *, .,_1 

As prescribe:i by the entarologist 
:j~}:- .: I. .,.' -, :.. •• '\.', • ~"~;f (:,:', 

M"\S-Sl 

. ;. 
50 an between hills .. ­

....: .. " :.~..~.;:;. 
2 cuttirY:!s per hill 

none 

.Mechanical weeding at 15-29 ME 

i\s prescribed by the entatolCXjist 

.... 1 
. -1'1'hle Documeu

Best Ava.. a 



",

:!- j lS·:-·1-.. ':; t:e~ lu. l~ \1:·: .~'1 t.'1j\nr'.lrv:; 

at ~8-ao-ME 

a.5,. rnsecticidc 

·k.i~ " ;'~':~J ' ... ~. '\" 
: ."" " .i'; . . .. .... .. ..... . '. 


'Pag-asa' l ' ~een)". ' .. .b. il. Variety 

,.. ,::j',drilled ~. ,~i9: , .. ..; ~~ , : .B.2. Spacing 	 : 
..: ~';. 

b.3. 	 Fertilizer Inoculant 

!.\echani~al ~ing at 15-20 MEU.4. "'ec.->d i:n..j I 

As presc.riSed ~ the entdrolm.stb.5. :iI)S~:'C't.i.ci:.de 
\ 

,". , lfplarxl Hice 

UFL Ri-S'..=.1. Variety 

25 em be~ ~~, dri11ed at 	l! kg\~. 2. SPi'lciIXJ 


pet 100 ~e mete=s 


c. 3• Fert.'i:Jtuz[:.!l.' 

i 9c!g tCJPd!;esscd at S(n60 ME 

http:iI)S~:'C't.i.ci:.de
http:entdrolm.st


.:.L.3. 

~ , . ...... ... :4' ~ .~'" • 
• .... .. , e O' .... 

0' ...,:'\ . " 

,. 

" 

, '. 

., .. '. :. . . 
[,'1!fu.c)'ier.l rTii\i~. 

,so '~' ci1\ ' ~~~~S 
• 10 • .. 

2-a ~~'~ltillI 

b . 3. Ferttliter 

'2 bags of 16-20-0 pe't' ~e applied 'as ~ 
~. E-o-O t;e~ hectare sidedressed at: .26-3Q... ME\ 

~:~ 

b. 4\. 

0.5. 
..-1 
,', 

I .~ 
~.,. 
f 

,., 
I .'•I 

I 

l 
I 



0 •. 
r.. 

, ' ".' . 
\,;,4. 
; . 

1";. !:.. 
~' . . 

!, ,I,: ",:,>,", ; I""" ... , _ ... - ~';;f 

tJplaoo Rice 
" <11 ' • ( ­
\l;,.. ' 

q.L
.i • 

V.lr.'iet'V,. .. 
\." .'. " !­ ... . 

d. ~. !ip:icirvJ 

:'I . :3. 

d.4. 

·•! 

·· 

·· 

.... ,; ': . ,.-.. : ~ :-..... 

}'v~hanica.l 

2 bags 0 E urea rx-:.I fieC"u,;re 

1 belg top::resse:1 at 50-60 OAE 

:-~c."k1...'licar tlt lSr20 ME 

. " 



C.4.d. 

·III. ~bean - Rice - SWeet Potato 

A. ~bean 

a.l. Variety Pag-asa 1 (Green) 

a. 2. Spacing 50 an betwe..m rows; seeds drilled at 

15-20 seeds per linear I1Eter 

a.3. Fertilizer Inoculant 

a.4. Wee:tiJl3 Mechanical wee1irg at 10-15 rw: 

a.5. Insecticide As prescribed by the entarologist 

B. Uplarrl Rice 

b.l. Variety : UPL Ri-5 

b.2. Spacirg 25 an be~ roNS; drilled at 

1 kg per 100 square rreters 

b.3. Fertilizer : 2 bags of urea per hectare 

1 bag basal 

1 bag topdresse:l at 50-6- DAE 

b. 4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-20 ME 

b. 5. Insecticide As prescribed by the entcm:>logist 

C. SWeet Potato 

c.l. Variety : ~51 

c. 2. Spaci1'J1 : 75 an between rows 

: 50 an between hills 

2 cuttings per hill 



C.4.e. 

c.3. 

c.4. 

c.S. 

Fertilizer 

Weecli~ 

Insecticide 

30-30-30 kg per hectare 

Hilling up at 2-3 weeks after 

plantil'g 

Spot ~ wheDever necessary 

As prescribed by the entarologist 



C.S.a 

I. 	 Mun;Jbean - Gabi + tJplarrl Rice - Gabi +Corn (0Jrn will be intercrog;ed 

with '1 am after rice-) 

A. MW'lgbean 

a.l. Variety 	 pag-asa I (Green) 

a.2. 	 Spacing : 50 an between rONS: seeds drille.:3 

at 15-20 seeds per linear m:!ter 

a.3. Fertilizer · 	lroculant (Superinp:>sed Fertilizer:· 

30-30-30 kg/ha) 

a.4. Wee:1irg 	 Mechanical weeding at 10-15 ME 

a.5. Insecticide 	 As prescribed by tee entarologist 

B. Gabi 

b.l. Variety : 	 pilit 

b.2. 	 SpacUq : 2 m between raolS 


· 2 m between hills
· 

b.3. 	 Fertilizer 10 '1.14-14-14 per hill applied as 

basal (rate: 30-30-30 kg/ha) 

b.4. 	 Mechanical weedilYJ at 15-20 ME~ 



C.S.h. 

b. 5. Insecticide 	 As prescribed by the entooologist 

C. Uplam Rice 

c.l. ~r-'\riety 	 UPL Ri.~5 

c. 2. Spacing 25 an between rows ~ drilled at 1 kg 

per square ~ter 

c.3. 	 Fertilizer 2 bags of urea per hectare 

1 bag basal 

1 bag topdresseQ at 50-60 ME 

c.4. Weeding 	 Mechanical weedin;J at 15-20 ME 

c.5. Insecticide 	 As prescribed by the entarologist 

D. Corn 

d.l. Variety ~rO\Ted Tiniguib 


d..2. Spacim 75 an between rows 


: 	 50 en between hills 

2-3 seeds per hill with ~ 

whenever necessary 

d.3. Fertilizer 	 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

Where: 	 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal 

1 bag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed at 28-30 IY\E 

d. 4. Weedir¥;J 	 Mechanical weed:irJ; at 15-20 ME 

d.5. Insecticide 	 As prescribed by the entarologist 

C\\. 




II. t-t.1n:3'bean - Uplan:1 Rice - ~eet Potato (Ipil-ipil-based) 

A. Ipil-ipi1 

a.I. Variety 	 1<-28 

a. 2. Spacing 50 an between rows 

15 an between hills 

3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil SlmliB;JS 

planted alorg the oontOU!' i 5p8.C!! 

between heige rCMS of ip!l-lpil is 

3 meters 

a.3. 	 Fertilizer : I.iloo (D:>lanite: 2 tons per hectat"e: 

l~ is only applicable to acidic soils., 
application should be during plant.:in;J 

of ipil-ipil.) 

Inoculant: CB-8l 

a.4. Pruning : 	First pruning will be when trunk 

diarreter is one inch 

: Cut or prune ~ meter above the gI'OUl'Xi. 

: InterVal of pruning is 45 days 

Herbage is mulchEd or spread at the 

base of the plant. 

B. Mungbean 

b.l. Variety 	 Pag-asa 1 

b.2•. Spac~ 50 an between rCMS; seeds drilled at 

15-20 seeds per linear meter 

b.3. Fertilizer : 	Inoculant 



C.s.d. 


1».4. WeediD:l : Mechanical ~ at 10-15 r:w: 

b.s. Insecticide As prescribed by the entarolo;ist 

C. Uplard Rice (Superinp:>sed varieties: UPL Ri-s am calinayaa) 

c.l Variety J<arinon (IDeal) 

c. :l. Spacing 25 an between rCMS; drilled at 

1 kg per 100 square meters 

c. 3. Fertilizers 1 bag urea per hectare 

~ bag basal 

~ bag topdres~ at 50-50 ME 

c.4. ~ : Mechanical wecdin; at 15-20 ME 

c.s. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entarologist 

D. SWeet Potato 

d.!. Variety BNAS-51 

d. 2. Spacing 75 an between I'C7tlS 

50 an ~bo.'eeh hills 

2 cuttings per hill 

d. 3. Fertilizer : None 

<1.4. ~ : Mechanical weedin:J at 15-29 OM; 

D.. Insecticide As prescribed by the .ent:.cm:>logist 

III. Pelay Plant:i.N3 of Gabi (Dolorqan Soil) 



C.S.e. 


4,1. Variety : 	 Maron:ion 

a.2. 	 Spacing 75 an betweenCCMS 


75 an IJebr.1een hills 


a.3. Fertilizer : 	 None 

a.4. 	 Weeding Mechanical weeding at 15-20 ME 

and spot wee1ing whenever necessary 

~a.S. Insecticide 	 · As prescribed tr.i the entCJtOlogist 

B. Gabi (Relay Crop) 

b.l. Variety · HiraxJot· 

b.2. 	 Spacing : 75 an between rows 


· 75 an between hills
· 

b.3. Fertilizer : 	 30-60-60 kg per hectare (Superirtposed) 

b.4. Weeding 	 Mechanical weedirg whenever necessary 

IV. Effects of Vaccination on the Iocidence of Fowl am l10g Cholera 

a.l. Dosage 	 As instI'1.1CtOO by the product label 

0.2. NI.Jrber of Application 	 Once (Start of the trial) 

V. ':o'he Effect of DeWoIllliR; on 	~ Grcwth of Native fbgs 

a.l. Treatrrent · 	6 weanlings· 

a.2. oewormer · 	Pyperix powder· 

8.3. Dosage 	 · As i'OStru:ted by the product label· 
..
a.4. NlJttler of afPlicatiO"l 	 'lWice (Start of trial am one nonth· 


after) 



C.6.a. 

1 0 Corn 	+ Mungbean - Cbm + Pearut (StriPCrclR>in3: 10 rows per strip at 

7.5 	meters) 

A. 	 Corn 

a. ] . Variety 	 [l1R '2 
a.2. 	 Spaci~ 75 an between rows 

50 an between hills 

: 	 2-3 seeds per hill with thinning 

to mai.ntain 2 plants per hill 

a. j. Fertilizer 	 40-20-0 kg per hectare 

Where: 	 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare appli~ as basal 

1 bag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed prior to 

secorrl hilli.n;J up 

a.4. 	 Weed.i.r¥3 :' 2 hillihg up 

1st hilliI¥] up = 14 CAE 

2m hilliI¥] up = 28 ME 

a .5. Insecticide : 	 As prescribed by the entaro1ogist 

B. 	 Mlln3bean 


b.lo Variety Pag-asa I (Green) 




C.6.c. 

c1. 4 • \oJeedl.D3 	 Mechanical weeding: 10-15 ME 

d.S. Insecticide 	 AS prescribed by the "entarologist 

n. 	 Uplarn luce - SWeet Potato (Ipil-ipil-bas4t1; in areas of not nore than 

45% slope whi.C".h is equivalent to 22°, 

A. 	 Ipil-ipil 


ft.l. " Variety : K-28 


a. 2. Spacing 	 50 an between rCMS 

: 	 15 an between hills 

3 stagger~ii rows of ipil-ipil 

seed] in;s planted along the contour 

Space between hedge rCMS of ipil-ipil 

is 3 m 

a. 3. FertilizE-.r Lime (Dolanite: 2 tons per hectare; 

liming is only done in acidic soils; 

a~lication should be dLir~ plantirl9 

of ipil-ipil .. ) 

a. 4 • Pruning First pruning will be done when 

trunk diameter is one inch 

CUt or prune ~ ~ter alxNe the qrouOO 

: 	 Interval of pruning is 45 days 

The herbage is mulched or 

spread at the base of the plant 

http:oJeedl.D3


C.6.d. 

B. Uplard 	Rice 

b.l. Variety 	 UPL Ri-5 

b.2. 	 Spacin3 : 25 an between rows i drilled at 1 kg 

per 100 square ~ters 

b.J. 	 Fertilizer : 2 bags urea per hectare 


1 bag basal 


1 bag topdressed at 50-60 01\E 


h. ... Weeding 	 Mechanical weeding at 15-20 D1\E 

b.5. Insecticide : 	 As prescribed by the entarologist 

OOI'E: 	 1. lb fertilizer awlication on rice after the first 

year. 

2. 	 To maintai.n the arrount of ipil-ipil herbage, 

sumried yield fran one linear meter is taken. 

C. Sweet 	Potato 

c.l. Variety 	 IN\S-51 

c.2. Spacil'¥} : 	 75 em between rOt/s· 

: 	 50 an between hills 

2 cuttin:Js per hill 

c.3. 	 Fertilizer : 30-30-30 kg per hectare (Basal 

application at planting tirrv:!) 

c. 4. Weeding : Hilling up 2-3 weeks after plantiFXJ 

Spot hardweeding as whenever necessary 

c(\
, 




C.6.e. 

c. 5 . Insecticide : AS prescr:ibed by the entanologist 

i n. AI..\&:~ IIp.juvenation St\Xly 

iV. o'L. '!tte Effect of oe...orrninq on 	the GrcMth of Native Hogs (Weanlings) 

il. ] 'l'J:°eaments 	 With vs without dewormi.ng 

B.2 1-.Jl.Vnber of hogs 	 6 weanlings 

a.3 Uewurrner · 	Pyperix pat.Uer· 

a.4 l.X>Sage 	 · As inst:ru:ted by the product label· 

a.5 	 N\.JTWer of application '.l\iice (start of trial and one nonth 

after) 
B. Vaccination for Ibg COOI~:a 

b.l Dosage 	 L'\S instructed by prcx:luc.t label 

b.2 NlJnber of Application 	 C>rlr.t:! (start of trial) 

http:dewormi.ng


~ix D. GUIm..INES FOR SETrING RESEMCH PRlORITIfS 

,. 	 Seriousness of the Problem 

a. 	 Is the prqblem requiring urgent solution? 

b. 	 Is the problem requiring attention frSIUently? 

2. 	 R'>tential for solving the problem 

a. 	 Biological Potential 

1) ke the physical and biological ex>nditions in the sitJ~ provide 

oRX>rtunities to solve the problem? 

2) 	 What information on p:>tential solution is available fran 

e>cpe.riment stations, famers in sites and in other areas, and fran 

technical literature? 

3) 	 D:> the prop:>sed tec:hoologies fit into the famers' existing 

systems? 

b. 	 Resource Availability 

1 ) ke available resources adequate to rreet the resource requirerrents? 

2) [b FOtential solutiOns reduce the atployment of scarce resources? 

3) I):)es atployment of underutil!zed resources increase? 

4) ke farmers able to awly the new techoology? 

c. 	 F.coranic and Financial Feasibility 

') D:> benefits of p:>tential .iJTprovernents in the fa.rnPIs' systans 

offer sufficient incentives to interest family members? 


2) [b p:>tential solutions increase or decrease the stability 0:­


fanners' production and ~ings? 

3) 	 [b fanners have sufficient cash or credit to pey for any 

increase in purchase? 

4) 	 D:> p:>tential solutions change the fanner's percept loll I)f 

risk through changes in the stabil ity of produd.l.nn 81',1 J r Bi lirements 

to obtain credit? 

http:produd.l.nn


D.b. 

d. 	 SOCiocultural 1cceptability 

1) Q) social and cultural values, oonns, and custans of the 

carmmity help or hinder the acceptance of protx>sed solutions? 

2) 	 Il::> farmer's perceptions, beliefs, krx:>wledge and attitudes 

and aspirations facilitate or make difficult the acceptance 

of PIOfOsed solutions? 

3) 	 D:> site staffs have 9Xial or cultural values that hamper their 

\toOrk1ng with certain groups or types of famers? 

4) He faI1ll family goals served or altered if the prQIX>sed solu­

tions are successful? 

3. 	 Inp)!'tance of the problem in the research strategy 

iJ. 	 Is the pIOblan inp:>rtant in relation to the overall research 

strategy? 

\~ 




r.1El'ORPNllJM OF IIGREEMENT 

between 

r.1INIS'IRY OF J!GRICUL'lUffi (Region VIII) 

and 


VISA'DS STM'E COLLIJ3E OF JGRIO.JL'IURE 


for 


HPLFMEl'lTA'ITOO OF PmJK:T 1CTIVITIES OF 

THE FAR-rrNG S~TEM5 I:f.VEIDPMENT PIUJE:'I' ­


E16TERJ VISA'DS 


as provided in 

PIOJEL'T 10m }lND GlW'rT JGI£EMENT BEIWEFN 'mE. 
GOJrnNMB~T Of THE PIULIPPINES (GP)}ND THE 
UNITED STATES OF N1ERICA (AID LDJlN 00. 492-~066; 
l\ID PHCUECT M:>. 492-0356) dated September 30, 1981 

]' • !;COPl: 

'1'li.S ~Brorcnd\.1m of Fgreanent between the Ministry of J:ogriculture (MA 

Heg ion VIII), Tad oha., and the Vi~ayas Stat,e COllege of Jlgriculture (ViSCA), 

Blyl ..."lY, Lcyte relates to the implementation of project activities of 

the Farming Systans Developnent Project-Eastern· Visayas (FSIP-EV) as 

providPd in Project IDan and Grant Jlgreanent bet:v.een the Government of 

the Philippines (GCP) and the USA (AID Loan tb. 492-~066; AID Project 

No. 492-0356). Project activities covered include t:h::>se designed to 

establish a proven mechanism for adopting rainfed, agricultural technologies 

to the resource conditions found in Region VIII and to dissaninate such 

b~lrll")logies as «wropriate. 

http:Brorcnd\.1m


E.b. 

'!he project intends to: 

Increase the capacity of the MA Region VIII staff to plan, 

ooordinate and unaertake farming systems research and (1 is~il!TlinatE' the 

inproved technologies; 

Inprove administrative and research capacity of tnt:! leadulg 

agricultural college in Leyte, V:iSC J1, to sllRXlrt farming !3YStems develop­

ment in Region VIII; and 

Establish six (6) field research/deronstration sites with farrrer 

oooperators partie .ipa.ting in the research in conjunction with an 

interdiscjplinary team located at each site, and cx:>ndu~t research/fanner 

managed trials resulting in inproved fanning systeJlE \tl1ich can be disse­

minated to other famers in Region VIII. 

II. ORGJNI ZATICN;{, RELATIOOS HIPS: 

A Iegional Project f.tmagenent o:mn1ttee (RPt-C) 8hal.l be created, 

~lith the MA Regional Director as Cllairnan and the ViSCA President, NmA 

Regional EXecutive Director, lqricu1tural Research Office (NV) rJ.l~~::tor 

(M.mila), MA Financial M.magenent Service Ollef, Project Dlra:tor an t 

R:g ion VIII fClI'1rer representative as rrembers. 

'nle RPM: fomulates overall pllicies, rules and quideJ ill£:l1 for the 

coordination and lllplem:ntation of fanning systens project actlli I1.Jt:l. 

A Project Director shall be designated by the MA Regic.)l'\al [Iirector, 

as 0laiIn'.=.n of the RPM:: and will have general supervis1cm of P.l()j~'(:t 

activities including trose in Research Developnent at ViseA (J'J(~'c'l11 project 

manager.ent and field operat1als w:4-1 be the re~ibi11ty of the Project 



Director \th:) will be under the supervision of the; RPM.:. All official 

project cormunications will be channeled tilrClllgh thE: Prujtx.'t Director's 

Office for appropriate action. 

']he Technical CoordiJ".ator for lesearch and [Evel~t shall be 

designated by the ViSCA President and will have ill1TeUat.e ctdmin ·Istrat ive 

resp:msibility for all on-canpus farming systans research ct<:ti.... lti(·s 

funded by the project. ~ shall coordinate the activitjes of ~)nsul.t.ants and/or 

oontractors providing agricultural technical assistance. 

MA shall 	provide an interdisciplinary team for ei!(:h of the ;;:ix 

(6) Site ~sea.rch Kmagetent units (SIHJ) \to'hich will undertake the "'~r1-

ficatioo/evaluat1on of re<Xl'lmended farming systems cQtp:ments tht.!loo'-. 

'Iechnica1 suR'Qrt to the SRMJs will be provided ~. arother 

interdisciplinary team in ViSCA either directly or through pro~~=1·t··t Illanced 

on-canp.1s researches in farming systems structured in s\lch a WiloJ ttl :Dn­

trihlte directly to suworting the SRMj. 

ViSCA will make available, through proper arrallgallenbi. th~ 

facil ities of the Regional '!raining Center for Rural D?vel')f.lT~l'I t (uri C'-RD) 

for the purp::>se of oonducting project-relatErl trainings. 

III. 	 MA STAFF lNPU'I'S: 

MA staff inputs to tlle project shall include the followlll'l )Il 

a full-time basis: 

A 	 D:!tailed Staff: 

1) Project Ilirecwr 

2) 3 Senior Staff" 


http:on-canp.1s


E.d. 

3) Research Assistant 

4) 6 lqrononists 

51 6 Extensionists 

B. 	 npw Hi.r.e 


1 ) 6 E:concmi.c Researchers II 


2) 6 Ecol'onists 


3) 4 !.rivers 


4} 1 Clerk 


IV. V1SCA S'fPFF INPU'lB: 

ViSCA staff :inputs to t.'''Ie project shall include the following 

on full tiIre basis: 

A. 	 retailed Staff: 


,) 'Iechnlcal Cbordinator 


2) Asst. Technical Coordinator 


3) Frlmal Scientist 


4) JIgrorarust/SOil Scientist 


5) kJr icultural &Onanist 


6) Plant Protection Scientist 


7) lbrticlllturist 


8) 1qricultural D1gineer 


9) Rlral SOciologist 


Be New Hire: 


1) 2 Clerk typists 


2) 3 D:1vers 


3) 1 Util ityman 


\O~ 




r:•..~. 

All MA and ViSCA Staff detalle:i ()r assigna.l h. tt...~ "'a l JlIlr·q 

SystE!llS Q:!~lotxnent Project - Eastern Visayus are t(l 0.'. f l'.~clf l~ I ..I:: .I.aff 

members of the' project and are therefore prlmarily resp)lls1bJe to f'I,eir 

supervisors in the project. 

V. LOOISTICAL SUPIORT '10 PIOTOCT ICTIVlTIES: 

8.ldget fomulation and planning will be done aJofl(:rtlt Ivel)' lJet\.Jeen 

ViSCA and MA. Disbursanents will be decentralized and lnallolgoo s~f i.:lJ ately 

by MA and ViSCA. 

A. MA SUPfOrt: 

Fran funds provided for this purpose under the project !Dan 

Grant !Jgreenent, AID Project ~. 492-0356, MA will provine loglHtical 

su~rt servi~s for the project in Region VIII espechlly to the 

identified research sites. 'lhese supp:>rt services include c,ffice space, 

corrmunicat ion, transp:>rtation and barrio office facilj ties as well as 

inputs in the research sites, and other logistical sup{:ort. 

B. ViS CA SUfP?rt: 

Fran funds provided for thi'3 p.lrpJse u!"Itler tJle Pro.!ect r.Dan 

and Grant Fqreetent, AID Project No. 492-0356, ViSCA \.,rj 11 provide 

full logistical sUfP)rt to re.c;earchers of the project conducted on 

cartplS as well as supp::>rting services including office space, trans­

p:>rtation and other logistical sURXlrt. 

ViSCA will also provide tatp:)rary staffOOusinq faJ' the 

technical consultants as well as cl>nn1tory am other f acll j ties for 

project-ooordinated trainings. 



!:' • I • 

VI. 	 E<.,lJIPMFNT, 8X)KS, STAFF IDUSES, SITE OFFICES ~D OTHER FA&:..11 (Til;;. 

Illring tHe life of the project, all ~iprent and other f II jJ 1 'les 

procured and/or oonstructed l:7y the project ranains the acCC'lllltabU it y of 

the project. Unit/cntt:Onent heads will be accountable to t}lC pr~)J~d for 

equiprent and other facilities used in their respective unit l<XfttX)nents. 

The cnrp:>nent head will also be resIX>nsible for the pror;er nUlnt<:!oanCt;! of 

these equip1ll='..:I1t and facilities. 

tJtx)n termination of the project, all ~iprent and f dCi.l iti(!s will 

be tu.med ov~.r to MA or ViSCA wherever the equipnent are U~I.>d r'U1 i \Jlece the 

facilities are locatErl or a:mstructed. 

VII. 	 TECaJICJi. ASSIST1t'iCE: 

All technical consultants shall be restxms.1ble to the Project 

Director for overall project coordination and the 'Iechnical Coordinator for 

Research dnd Q:velopnent for aCbptive research on technil".a1.. 'tatters. The 

long-term technical consultants shall be basErl at ViSCA rut their technical 

services shall be made available to MA Region VIII. 'Ihe slvrt-i:eln\ o)nsul­

tants shall be based ~ere their technical services are nee:fed. 

Local sURX'rt to the technical CXinsul tants such as local t.rm,:U 

per dian shall be provided by the MA Region VIII. 

VIII. REPORTING, EVJlWATIrn ~D SPOCIAL S'nJDIES: 

a) ViSC A wj.ll conduct an in-depth socioeoorxmic stl.rly (f f!at I, 

target area to gath£!l" baseline data SO that iJrpact of benefici.u I:!!. 

could be evaluated. 

b) MA will maintain project rerords and rep:>rt.s ill SIJ 1;J iG1t~r. t 

details to sUPFOrt effective evaluation of progress tawa.rdq ~Jal s cui 

to nake records and reports available for review by offi,·1al.B OJ I/jH( A and USMD. 

http:technil".a1


E.g. 

<.:1 ViSC1~ and r·1A shall provide the Project D.irector· 5 Office 

',,,Hh ,-"OI'Plete quarterly f.inancial reFOrts regarding disrurssrents a.rlrl 

·Utd.;; ut 111zation. 

d) Period:: rep:>rts and other information will be sul:Jni.tted by ViSCA 

'(I U 1(' Project Director's Of f ice in the fo~,t. and content re.:JUirC!l for 

I'l'()j~'ct evnluation. 

IX. r.UHA'I'ICll OF' THIS NFJ.ORPNWH: 

'1his l-'E!TOrandum of Igreanent shall renain in force as long as 

ProjC'l.::t Loan and Grant Iqreer..ent, AID Project No. 492-0356 remains in 

force. lbVRver, it is understood that the said meroranc1urn may be revised 

[rem time t.o tL-:!'" in wh:>le or part l::rj nrutual agreanent between parties 

Ilere10. 

'·rJl·n~';·I'{ Y OF JlGRlt.'ULWHE VISAl7\S ST1>!!'E COLLEGF. OF AGUClJT...'IURE 
By:' .By: 

[n witn~ss hereto: 

U.S. 'Pgency for International [eveloptelt./Philippines 
By: 



:,' 1)10':1 	(IF R~:rs \'EM 1 Year 2 
., -.-.--­

$ 	 $-L 	 ..L 
t. All) 	G)-ant 237 1,824.9 252 1,940.4 

l. 	 AI J) u:>an 796 6,144.6 373 2,872.1 

AID'Ibta! 1 ,035 7,969.5 625 4,812.5-
J. rotA 	 324 2,494.8 268 2,063.6 

4. Vi::iCA 	 200 1,540.0 169 1,301.3 

5. 	 NE[i\ 1.37 1,054.9 40 308.0 

GJP 'loW 661 5,089.7 477 3,672.9-
GR/i'lD 	 'IDTAL 1,b96 13[05~.2 ' 1 [102 8,485.4 

!';'Y1'F:: 

1 . In 	tlutlsa'1d S/1 

2. F:XC"'..hange Pi) to: $1:: ,7.70 


."1. SOurce: Project Pap-~ 




---

I 

", P.o. 

,"" \1'. l ..... -.. 

$ 1 
I.. r\J D Gl::lnt LT f, f."J' 'l'echniC:ol 236,555 1,821,473.50 

Assistance 

" 
• 1\.1 0 Lt~m Pro 87,497 673,726.90 

'1t~M 229,043 1,763,631.10 

TC'Chnicnl 'rrainin:J 271,309 2,089,079.30 
SUPP:H:t: 

S~tU 43,332 333,656.40 

Parti.cipant Training .166,980 1,285,746.00 

'f(rt:ctl 1\1D Fund \ .... --- 1,034,716 7,967,313.20 

.' 
" . O:':P. Buo:kjet. POO 642,620.00 

'ICRD 817,696.00 

Teclmica1 Trainirq S\.lRX>rt 614,892.00 

SR-ru 1,301,078.00 

Participant Training Support . 521,180.00 

LT & Technical Assistance 1,190,153.00 

GOp'rotal 5,087,619.00 

GHi,\NO 'IUl'AL 13,054,932.20 
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http:817,696.00
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-----

F.e. 

'lJ:1\fl 2- .._-­
$ , 

l. 	 Am GriUlt. LT & ST Technical 251,767 1,938,605.90 
1\Ssist.:'UlCe 

2. 	 ArD !Jx'1Tl POO 22,074 169,969.8(1 

'IOU> 157,554 1,213,165.80 

Technical Training 909 6,999.30 
SUJ?iX1rt 

~J 17 ,689 136,205.30 

Participant 'l.'raining 174,629 1,344,697.20 

AID Fund 'Iota1 	 624,629 4,809,643.30 

3. GOP Budget POO 412,432.00 

'ICPJ) 727,213.00 

Technical '!'raining Support 212,590.00 

SR·U 966,785.00 

participant Training Support . 1,087,110.00 

LT & ST Technical Assistance 264,120.00 

COP 'J\:)tal 3,670,250.00.----

GlWID 'lOJ1U. 	 8,479,893.30-_._._...._--- ­

http:8,479,893.30
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1\pp"mi:t: G. FSiJP-E.\1 Fm:DS AVAIIMLE FOR 1982. 

A. MINIsrRY CF 1GRIaJL'!URE 

1. GOP Counterpart Furrl ,2,655,000.00 

2. USAID IDan Fund 825,000" 00 

Total 3,480,000.00 

B. VIsrJ\ 

1 • I ~,"P COlJnterpart 11,823,000.00 

2. l1SA.ID Lo.Jn Fund 1,911,000.00 

Total 3,734,000.00 

17,214,000.00
: 

Source: 	 AnTleY. 15, Salient Features of Foreign Ongoing/I.oan-AssisteJ 

Projects of the National Goverment: BOOget of Receipts aOO 

l::xperrlitures Pursuant to the Pro;JI'ams o,f ~eL~t as Approved 

~ the President of ~~ RcpublLc of the Philippines for 1983; 

pp. 53;57 



J.. 	 MINISTRY OF IGaCUL'lUl£ 

P/P/A 

'.l.11 - S\Jptx)I t to the Eastern visayas Farm1.ng 

Systa1Ii Develqment Project (Peso Q)un­

terpaj:t, USAIO Ioan R>. 492-1'-066 and 

AID Project No. 492-0356) 

3.3. , 2 - Supp:lrt to tne Eastern Visayas Farm1.ng 

Systans Develqment Project ([Dan 

PxoceErls, USAlO IDan No. 492-T-066 ap.d 

AI,D Project No. 492-0356) 

5.1.19 	 - (bnstruction of Pennanent Inproverrents 

.under the Eastern Visayas Farm1.ng , 

Systems tevelo~t Project (Peso QJun­

teJ:part, tSl\T.O Loan No. 492-'1'-066 and 
. . 	 :' ..... 

. lJ.,D ~ject No. 492-0356) 
~... 	 . . 

- .. . 
'Ibtal. fo@ 

D. 	 VISro'AS STATE CDI..LEX;E OF lGRICUL'lURE 

1.4.4. 	 - Sup(x:lrt to the Eastenl Visayas FaJ:m1ng 

Systens tevelopnent Project (USAlD!Dan No. 

492-~66 and Grant No. 492-0356) 

1.4.5. 	 - SUp[X)rt to the Eastern Visayas Fanning' 

Systans D:!velopnent Project (USA1D IDan 

No. 492-?-D66 and Grant No. 492-0356)-14 

CiRN J1) 'JO'1'I\1.,-'--- ­
~ :\1l"CE': ("~'\erul ~ropriiltions kt 

• ..lanunry 1-31, 1953 

Hat.C:ls Pw.bansa Blg. 230; pp. 124: 129; 274 

,1,ooo,00d.oo 

306,000.00 

212,000.00 
.~.:: :", '::'~!. ::; ",::'. 
1,518,000.00 

3,062,000.00 

1 ,031,000.00 

4,093,000.00 

p,611,OOO.00 
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H.b. 

j\. 	 t1I1IISTRY OF l{;RraJL'lUP.E 

1. 	 I'ESO axNrERPARr 

o.lrrent Operating ~tures (WE) 

Capital Outlay ((D) 

2 • 	 T f)JlN PRCC:tEtE 

Current Ope.rating ecpenctitures (<DE) 

'rutal for MA 

B. 	 vrSA¥1€ STA'lE OOLLmE OF /GU0lL'lURE 

1. 	 pg;o ~ART 

Current Operating ecperditures ,(CX)E) 

2. 	 rom PICCEEI:s 

Current Operating ~ltures (OOE) 

'Ibtal for ViSCA 

1,000,000 

212,000 

306,000 

1,518,000 

1,031,000 

3,06~,OOO 

4,093,000 

5,611,000 



---

1983 

Appervlix I. RFrOm OF RElEASES <F MA - BASID FSDP-EV FUNDS, CY 1982-83 

PiP/A ·E:l2r::ms:s 1-c:t 7-0::: 1n: 4th 'T'OTAL 
OJde l\BI FtJrl) CLASS (1m '.ern<. om OrR 198~ 

3.3.11 	 14 102 100-10 62,500 62,SnO 62,500 62,500 63,315 250,000 

200 201,000 167,500 167,500 134,000 1,502,735 670,000 

3.3.12 15 102 	 100-10 76,500 76,500 76,500 76,500 77,385 '306,000 

5.1.19 14 102 300-32 159,000 200,000 159,000 

5.2.~ 14 300-33 129,000 

SUB-'lUI'AL . . . . . . . . • .340,000 465,500 306,500 273,000 1,972,435 1,385,000 

NEllA TruSl' FUND • . . . . . . . • . . • 600,000 300,000 1,139,460 900,000 

ClWD TOrAL . . . . . .. . • 340,000 465,500 906,000 573,000 3,111,895 2,285£000 

Pm>ARED BY: 

-
..s:::-. 



A[:perdix J. Rfll)RD CF PELFASES C'F VISCA - BASED FSDP- fJI ~, C'( 1982. 

P/P/A
COde 

EiCPENSE 
Class 

1.4.3 (FOREX) 100-10 Personal Service 208,326.00 

1.4.4 (GOP) 200 A. Technical Coordi.na.tor for Research a.rrl 614,850.00 
Dcvel~t Support catp3relt 

B. Ta::hnical Training Office ~t catponent 137,900.00 

2.3.3 (GOP) 300 79,200.00 

2.2.9 (FORDO 300 Structure 954,~'j0.OO 

-1
0 

"-99'"-J£. ,.,.,. ,_ ",l.,LV. '.J.,; 

===.:-= --­

~te: Reccrde:i urrler 5-29-110 u.-&.ie= f'tc:d 102 

BFAR7I~~ P. MCX.;I:·l-\ 
Chief Accountant I 



J. b. 

P/P/A EKPENSE 1st 2nd 3rd 
COde ruND a..16S CUARTE~ CPAR'IER OJMITffi 'IDTAL-
1.4.4 	 15 102 100-10 485,500.00 485,500.00 485,500.00 485,500.00 1,942.000.( 

200 200 280,000.00 280,000.00 280,000.00 280,000.00 1, 120,000.C~ 

TOTAL 	 765,500.00 765,500.00 765,500.00 765,500.00 3,062,000.(: 


PPEPl·.EI:.: BY: 

E£i.7iU Z P. M:>DINA 
Chief ~u.,tant I 

tDTE: 3rd and 4th 	Q.,tarter Obligational 00 CIX::. 

http:PPEPl�.EI
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