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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
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the recommendations contained in the report will contribute
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

Change the research approach at the SMRU levzl

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

b. Emphasize improvements in the existing systems as opposed to changing

. systems, 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 approprizsteness 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.

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

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.

Better utilize Cornell provided technical essistance by broader, better
defined,’and better communicated roles.

Change focal point for research management and logistics from VISCA to
PDO/MA while retaining a significant technical role for VISCA.

a. Addition to the PDO of personnel with combination of academic
training, farming systems 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 oi SMRU,

Establish a macroeconomic, policy analysis unit at PDO.
Immediately begin preparations for changes in the structure of the project.

a. Request commitment from all parties for two-year extension of project.

b. Begin to integrate nroject into MA structure with special attention to
problems of extension and technology transfer.

c. Reauest increase and change in USAID funding to provide for operating
costs with GRP responsibility for personnel including honoraria.



FOREWORD

For the past many years, the focus of agricultural
development efforts have been the rice fammers cultivating the
irrigated ricefields. This focus has brought the country to
the level of self-sufficiency in the staple food crop - rice.

In recent years, however, the national leadership has realized
that a lot of our develogment potentials also lie with the small
rainfed and upland farmers who camprise the majority of our
farming population, Thus, several projects have been started
to give attention to this rural resource.

The Farming Systems Develcpment Project - Eastern Visa-
yas is addressed t0 the plight of the small rainfed and upland
farmers of the region., Started in 1981, it has suffered the pangs
of a newly started project. There was no money when the core
project staff was organized. Funds for the first year could not be
carried in that year's annual budget of the government, prompting
the Ministry of the Budget to shell out funds from its sources for
foreign-assisted projects. Releases of funds were delayed. 1In fact,
a portion of the 1982 funds was released only in 1983.

In spite of all these constraints, the project today has .
achieved a very commendable level of progress. ViSCA and the Ministry
of Agriculture Region VIII have damnstrated very strongly their
commitment to the project by fielding highly qualified and campetent
technical people. A strong bond of cooperation has emerged between
these two main inplementing agencies. The administrative stxucture for
project inplamentation is alieady in place. The project itself has



generated a high degree of interest and enthusiasm among all the
participaiats = the project staff, the consultants, and most
important, the farmers. Very significantly, the project has hrought
about the beginning of an understanding of the dyaamics ol farming
systems and the practices and concepts of farming systems research.

This exhaustive evaluation of the project did not aim to
measure the success of the project in terms of its goal, purposes,
and impact on the target beneficiaries. Rather, the evaluation sought
to assess the processes by which the project has been implemented. It
desired to look more at how the practices and concepts of farming
systems research are undersiood by all the project participants.

Hopefully, the results of the evaluation wiil contribute in
directing the project towards attainment of its goal and objectives.

The Evaluation Team
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ‘g\

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 appropriste and productive to the intended
beneficiaries. It further seeks to improve the capacity of
both the MA Regional Office .and ViSCA to be involved in
farming systems research and development in the region,

With some 360 small farm households as  target direct
beneficiaries, the project 1is initially set for five (%)
years with a total programmed funding of $5.813 millinn
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, PDO 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 TCRD staffs, the Steering

Committee and finally for submission to the Regional Project
Management Committee. '



C. MAJOR FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS

Research/Program Areas

a. Appropriateness of research areas selected for
the Intended 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 tha
criteria for selection but some did not. This situation
may eventually result in the farmer-cooparators not
getting the full benefits intended for them by the
project, and in difficulty of assessing the benefits
derived from the innovations that have been introduced.

Farms chosen for the cropping pattern trials are
mostly along the road, or at fairly accessible
location. These choices may 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 {t
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.
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c. Integration of crops and livestock in the
research agenda

The role of livestock in the present farming
system of the farmer-cooperators does not seem
to be adequately understood. The present livestock
activities in the project suggest a misconception that’
the purpose of the project 1is 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 io0i¢ of livestock in the family's 1livelihood
should be studied carefully before any modifications
are introduced.

4. 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 tne original plan and the trials being
implemented, here are, some of .the 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 1is 1largely overlooked. Documentation becomes
much more important when the changes are made 1in 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 1is behind schedule. The delay is
largely 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 1inadequacy 1in the wunderstanding 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 ' ne¢d for the project
staff to undergo more on-the-job orientation on the
concepts of farming systems research.

f. Farmer-cooperators' involvement in research
activities

The involvement in, awareness of, and ap-
preciation for the project by the farmer-cooperators
vary with the sites. 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.



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 SRMU or by
hired hands. Some said that they are only
participating for the free inputs. Consequently, wost
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 staff's understanding of the dynamics of
the existing farming systems

Members of the Project Staff ‘seem not to fully
comprehend the dynamics of the existing farming systems
and the full regquirement of the farming systems
approach to research, 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 wused to prove the relative advantage
of improved technology.

(3) Impact on the market if crop yields will
increase tremendously as a result of the
projaect is not being studied.
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(4) Role of the wives in deciding what 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 more training in farming systems
research. ’

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 Committee;

(2) involvement of more ViSCA personnel ¢to the
project;

(3) addition of a Project Monitoring Officer at
the PDO;

(4) addition of economic researcher to the SRMU
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
agsignment of a livestock man to any site should be
considered on a justified need basis.

On the administrative staff, the Evaluation Team
observed that there might be a need for somebody to
take over the administrative 3jobs 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



-7-

everybody articulated the need for more trainings so
that they can learn and acquire more technical
expertise on research and on the concepts of the
farming systems research.

c. Adequacy of salaries and incentives

Almost everybody felt happy with the salaries or
incentives. Site 1leaders, however, asked that their
honorarium should be raised to the original proposal of
P600.00 per month. The Evaluation Team, however, feels
the need to review the entire salary/incentive package
to adjust this to the more realistic levels of the MA
and ViSCA.

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
the 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 without 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.

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




years, efforts should therefore be exerted: to involve
them now in the project, even on an informal basis.

Interagency Linkage

a. Present status of institutional linkages between
MA ard ViSCA

The present relationship between MA and ViSCA is
built on former ad-hoc linkages and is deemed adeqguate
for the implementatiocn 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 PDO.

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 1linkage between MA and ViSCA is not needed
at the present time.

b. Linkage between FSDP-EV activities and those of
other agencics/organizations in Region VIII
including the MA

At present the project does. nat 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 activities,

Some socioceconomic and technical departments of
ViSCA are already involved with the FSDP-EV. However,



there are other departments and centers which could
contribute to the project but are not tapped.

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 1like to see more Cornell involvement.
Consequently, Cornell's role 1in providing technical
expertise should be expanded and should include
providing technical leadership and expertise at all
levels from the PDO 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 them on their needs for such consultants.
Further, a local 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.

Financial Resources and Management

a. Adequacy of Project Funds

In 1982, actual releases of project funds
comprised 71% 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 constitutes a
stumbling block to project implementation.

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

9
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explored to provide for project stability. in the
ensuing years.

b. Fiscal Management Procedures

Project funds are 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 matters. 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 PDO and TCRD office to provide this information.

Organization aad Responsibilitieé

a. Efficiency dfgpresent 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 research 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
PDO 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 PDO technical
expertise on research, 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 PDO 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
Agreement needs to be changed to reflect ViSCA's
increased role and responsibilities in the project.

c. Communication flow among project participants

Communication of administrative or logistical
nature are adequate. Many, however, feel the need for
radio communication link especially between the PDO 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.

Equipment, Facilities, and Support Services

a. Equipment and facilities




~12~

In terms 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 PDO and at
ViSCA seem inadequately trained to fully utilize the
computers, Their skills in microcomputer operation
need to be upgraded.

b. Planned purchases of equipment, and constructions

Equipment and facilities have already been
purchased as planned.

The duplex at ViSCA is already finished while the
duplex 1in 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 the intended agroclimatic
zones to be served. Also, the use of more indigenous
nonpermanent materials for said offices should be
considered. :

C. Adequacy/conduciveness of office facilities/
space

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

da. Support services

The support services staff at the PDO 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.
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D. RECOMMENDATIONS

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 1livestock in the system should be
understood before making any changes.

f£. PDO 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 PDO especially when results of site researches
are turned in.

Je Role of women wvariability in market demand and
prices, and changes in pest occurence should be
considered 1in proposing interventions in the
existing farming system.

k. Strategy should be evolved to understand
completely the dynamics of the existing farming
gsystems,

Staffing

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

b. PDO'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 PDO. Hiring of
additional staff should be done only when
justified. '

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.

FarmeryCommunity Organizations

a, Farmers and community organizations should be
informed about the project.

Interagency Linkages

a. PDO should oversee research.

b. ViSCA-MA Memorandum of Agreement should 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.

Technical Assistance

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

b. Each short-term consalcants «howlid bave a 1local
counterpart,

c. Cornell University representatives should be more
active in their role, and provide expertise and
leadership in SRMU level activities.

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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The PDO and the TCRD should be provided
regularly at short intervals with information on
fund status of the project.

Organization and Responsibilities

Overall responsibility for research should rest
with the PDO.

ViSCA should at the mwinimum (1) participate in
SRMUs; (2) review and advise on research; (3)
conduct on-campus bhack-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.

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

A monitoring program at PDO should be developed.

A macroeconomic unit at PDO should be established.
Staff responsibilities should be clearly and
completely defined.

Feasibility of minimum radio 1link requirements
between MA and ViSCA should be studied.

Integration of FSDP-EV project activities to the
MA structure should also be studied and planned.

Equipment Facilities and Support Services

Additional PDO and ViSCA staffers should  be
trained on microcomputer operations.

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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II. PROJECT DATA

¢ FARMING SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

¢ EASTERN VISAYAS

PROPONENT :  GOVERNMENT OF THE PHILTPPINES (GOP)

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY: Ministry of Agriculture

COAL

PURPOSES

1.

2-

EXPECIED

TARGET B8E

Region VIII
‘Tacloban City

Visayas State College of Agriculture
Baybay, Leyte

: To improve the livelihood of the small farmers
in selected rainfed areas in Region VIII.

To establish a proven mechanism for adapting
rainfed agricultural technologies ' to. the resource
conditions in Region VIII.

To disseminate such technologies found appropriate.

OUTPUTS :

Six field research/demonstration sites established
and functioning. : i

Increased capacity of the MA Regional Staff to
plan, coordinate, and undertake farming systems
research and disseminate improved technologies.
Improved administrative and research capacity of
ViSCA to support farming systems development in
Region VIII.

NEFICIARIES ¢

Estimceted dirsct benficiaries are some 360 small

farm hous2>holds in Region VIII.

DURAT.ION

COST

: Five (5) Years

AID Grant
ATD I'o3n

7238723
= (=
. L]
N H
i 4




S0 METHODOLOGY O3 THE NUALUAT [ON

A COMMISSTIONINGORGANIZING THE EVALUATION TEAM

0N Soatanbar 1, 2, a team wan cowmmissioned by the
degional Ueoject Managenent Jonm:btae telreview and evaluate
lhn Farmiog Systems Deave topr ent Praiect = mastern Visayas,
As sninicned by the Stearing Committee, the team would b
Componead 05 tevrasensat 'vvs ‘ror tha TISAID, NuDA, ViISCA, MA
Ragion VIS, and  She geaional favmecs Sederation. In the
Sraan Zational meating of thoe team on the  same dabe,  Jose
Mz oF CNEDA Hegilen WIIL was elected chairman, The the
foam wan compased Gf the Soliowing:

"D'G'J

Chavsman e JOSE V. MAZO
“Uhief, Program Cnordination Div.
NEDA, Region VIII

Mombers - MRS, DRERBUCA V., BARRISA
Represcntative, Fao Lmer's
Fedeoricinn of Bastern Visayas
J

02, JAMES AaSkAap

[SAARMY Y P R MY

(ISAID Repuersentative

. SMILIANA N, BERNARDC
iractor of wnsca ch & Extensian

NEDEC AGAPITO C. TAURD
Agst Reg'l Directer for Crops
MA Ragion VIIT

Be BDEEUNING Pt BCOPE GF 048 SEVALUAT LON

Phe vocope of wozk for the =taluaticn was  prepared by
Pl Stearing Committes and walk reviewed and approved by the

RN Tt wa3  enpnasizad that the evaluation should
oncoant Tale  mazi: on o the process Dy which the project was
‘ezing implemented cather than on the project impact. The
araas to he  covered inciuded the following: (1) Staffing;
12) raining; (3) RKescarch /Prograin Areas; (4) Farmers
Azommuntly Organizations Participation/Involv=ament; (5)

Best Available Document
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Passng—nos o lanhages; {a) “achnical Assistance; (7)
Cinasoual o vaaearges atd o Management;  (8B) Organizaticons and
pesponsibilicios;  and, VA Equipaent, Facilities, and
D sEL Sadvicas.,

The Staering Conmibtec  preparcd  som2  questions under
pach  arsa  which thay felt should guide the team in the
wvaluation viork. These guestions were adopted by the team.
lHowevaer, it was agracd  that  the evaluation should not be
cionaciy beund by the quisstions; i.e. if there was a need for
HOML ooz ltems  or issues, such would be included to make
the wavaluation moune compre=hensive,

C. REVIEW O EXISTING PROJECT DOCUMENTS

Befcore visiting the sites and interviewing concerned
individuals, each. team nmember was furnished a copy of the
Project Paper, somico report for some sites, and the reports
wE short-term zoapcultants., In the course of the site visits
andl interviews, Jadditiona!) documents were furnished to @ the
Faam, All of vaess documents were reviewed and were used as
bases  for  they conduct of the interviews and in the
ppraeparation of tha evaluation report.

. FIELD VISITS/INTERVIEWS

(} .

The team visited all SRMUs and some research sites.
""hegy wisits were2 scheduled with the PDO so that the SRMU
pwrsonnel weuld be arcund tce gather the farmer-ccoperators
available for interviews and possible visits to their
Linlds.

[n Villaba, which was the first area visited, the
llvaluation Team started by interviewing the SRMU staff
following the areas of focus. After the interview, the
vagsaarch site was visited. For Bontoc, Matalom, Basey and
Jaro, the team followed the pattern of arriving at the field
nffice, examining the different cropping patterns for that
area, than going out to the field research areas or
barangavs whare intervisws with the farmers were conducted
ancl thoen interviewing SRMU personnel at the Team Office. In
Gandara, however, the farmers were assembled at the SRMU
Nifice whan the Evaluatinon T2am arrived. So, the Evaluation

Best Avallable Document
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g st G s IR i s Il I R s lria e S s el hasin e v s tliing
P iyt o sites, s onnen baterviawed the SRMU perscnnel
1§ AR

R EIIOR G RTAL wliEi SR & ) DAY o ey NI their
PNy in o debtsongeena the orohi=ns baing aztended to by
eho e et cheic andarstanding of Lhe soncant Of  farming
Sysineantvesoarch, their anderctancing of bhe srojact itself,
Ao b wanid reach ehon e prajont IS tarminAabad, and @ how
LRt obaier farmens i the svea roach Lo the oroject.

Incereiewsowerd also conpdnated wish the Pechnical  Staff
pasind 2t VISTA, the staff at the Droject Directovr's Office,
Lhe pProject Directoc himself, and iwembers of the Stesring
cormi ttea, The  MA-basecd and  VisSJA-bBasead  administrativa
Lalits were also interviewed.

BE. TeaAM MEETINGS
Toam meetings ware held to undertake the following:

Weforae the field visits/interviows
1. Organize the initial schedule for the evaluation
work.
ol Discuss the areas identified by the Steering
Cocmmittee Lo b covered by the evaluation.
e Clarify other issuss/items which could be included
in the evaluation.

Iraring field visits/interviews
L Discuss individual findings and observations after
wach field visitc and interview.
2% Syathesize and  consolidate cthese findings and
ohsereat ions into team output.

‘ttar tne field visits/interviews

15 Decide nHn the report fcormat.

2. Agres on th2 approach in preparing the team
report. :

3. Agree to  present report  draft to the SRM4U
repcesentatives, PDU and TCRD office staffs, and
Steering Committee before being finalized and
submitted to the RPMC.

4. Discuss, review the draft, and finalize the team
report.

Best Avallable Document
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In the pre-finalization session, it was agreed that the
Research/Program Areas will 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
s2t by the Steering Committee,
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IV. MAJOR FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS

A. RESEARCH/PROGRAMS AREAS

Assessment of the status of the FSDP-EV in the aapscts
specified for evaluation necessitates recapitulation of the
project's main concept, goal, purpose and partinent
guidelines formulated for 1its implementation, These are |
clearly reflected in one of the documents provided to the
Evaluation Team, the "Implementation Plan: Farming Syatems
Development ProjectEastern Visayas"™ (henceforth referred to
as the Document).

The Document states that the long term goal of FSDP-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 technologies as
appropriate. Conditions indicating that the project purpose
has been achieved are that improved farming systems 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 systematic
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
within the region is specified in the Document 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 agroclimatic
zones where such modified farming systems would be adopted
and finally, to the criteria for the identification of
farmer-participants in those barangays"™. These background
information will be used as reference points in evaluating
the various aspects of FSDP-EV implementation.

l. 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 guuged 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 predominaﬁfagroclimatic zones of Region
VIII. As stated in the Document also, variations in
the agroclimatic 2zones may be indicated by the
variations 1in 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 2zones of
the region. In fact there are two sites with coconut
as 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);

da. ability to provide suitable land; and

e, willingness to provide additional labor and
management time.

It 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 «criteria 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 implemented 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 selectinn 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 possible
that most of the benefits from increased crop
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 experience in
raising the crop. It can be presumed, therefore, {hat
he is still not adeguately exposed to the problems in
his farm to be able to assess objectively the relevance
of the modifications being introduced by the site team
to his system of farming and, if successful to
appreciate fully the improvements attained. tiome
cooperators have rather minimal involvement in the
experiment and hired labor had to be proviied,
suggesting insufficient interest of the farmers 1In the
conduct of the trial or his inability to channel family
labor to farm production activities to the fullest
extent possible.

One farmer cooperator has a teacher wife) another
one is a retired mine worker. The income of these two
cooperators from outside sources may make analysls of
the benefits derived from the introduced innovations
difficult. The Evaluation Team does not feel certain
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 mostlyalong the road or at fairly accessible
locations despite the fact that lack of access b roads
has been identified as one of the characteristics of
the farms in the region. It should be pointed out that
the varying accessibilities of the farmer's production
area may make it logical for him to decide to plant
different crops or employ different systems of farming
even if the areas are of similar soil types, topography
and agqroclimatic zone because accessibility influences
also case and cost of marketing farm products and
procuring farm supplies, as well as the amount of labor
that he and his family can possibly devote to a farm,
In fact some of the farmers interviewed said that since
theg do not have motorcy¢les that the saite trams
have, they will find difficulty in procuring production
inputs from town when the project terminates even if
they may have money for buying the materials.

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 farmer interviews
and visits to the farm sites by the Evaluation Team, it
may be said with confidence that the most important
problems faced by farmers are inadequate food and
income. Since theyaralmost entirely dependent on crop
produce for their livelihood, the most pressing problem
then 1in all the six sites is low crop yvield resulting
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 needed
inputs like good seeds, organic fertilizers 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 being t ied
in the six sites. As shown, a legume crop is plaited
as a rotation or intercrop with the main crop, both for
additional income and for soil enrichment purposes. In
two sites, ipil-ipil is planted as a hedge crop for
erosion control. These introduced modifications,
undoubtedly, are addressed to the felt needs of the
farmer-cooperators.

Appendix C shows the details of the cropping
pattern trials. The introduced modifications, aside
from growing legume crop or ipil-ipil, include change
of the main crop, introduction of new variety of main
crop, change in planting distance, growing of an
additional crop (when legume is used as an intercrop or
relay crop), change in planting pattern, application of
fertilizers and pesticides, and some animal raising
activities. There are at least three modificatlons
introduced in any one farm.

The Evaluation Team feels the need to reconsider
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 gquideline to observe is
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 dne site is
changed. This mayleviewed 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 1in 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-managed verification trials is



to demonstrate to farmers the superiority of said new

system.
o the
Integration of Cropsand Livestock Research Agenda

4

The role of livestock in the farming systems of
the farmer - cooperators seems to be not understood
adequately. In Basey and Jaro, studies on Mallard
ducks are being conducted but apparently not linked
with the crop production activities. In both sites, the
farmer ~ cooperators were not engaged in duck raising
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 wusing expensive drug is introduced even if this
technology may not be within the reach of the farmer
when . the project terminates. 1In Jaro, a goat experiment
was initiated also but the farmer-— cooperator 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 1little premium for high
quality meat.

c. HardlyeMappreciation 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 suggests 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
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further displays a serious misunderstanding of what |is
meant by integration of crops and livestock under a far-
ming systems approach to research.

Implementation of Research According to Plan.

The previous discussions mentioned already some
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 modificationa of
the existing farming systems of the farmer cooperators
to be introduced. It was learned from the SRMU tceams
also that a number of completed field trials were
conducted without approved plans. They were initiited
upon suggestions of some consultants or officials from
the PDO. 1In this connection, mention was made also 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 example, the application of
fertilizers was not included in the original plan for
some farms. Whether said modifications were dicussed
critically by the appropriate planning groups was not
made clear. '

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

For the complementary crops, tobacco was
identified for Villaba but excluded again 1in the
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 a typlcal
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representative of fruits identified as complementary
crop because it is grown all over the region.

Basey was selected to represent a coconut-based
cropping system, 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 ifor the choice of two sites
for corn-based system was to repreent both rolling
(vilaba) and flat farm terrains (Matalom) which appears
justified.

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 of ficers/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 conditions 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 aprears that implementation of research actlviiies
is a bit behind schedule. Delay in the implementalion
field trials was caused largely by the past droujht,
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 detail in
the later part of this report.

Considering the two constraints mentioned, the
organizational difficulties normally encountecred during
the initial phase of implementation of the project with

of the
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‘multiagency involvemant (ViSCA, MA, NEDA, USAID, Phil.

Gov't., Cornell University) particularly in asp:cts
related to fund release and personnel selection/
recruitment, the fact that the MA personnel in the
sites have had no or only minimal research experi:nce
to start with, and the more experienced project staff
have other special assignments, it may be viewed still
that the project has been able to attain fairly
substantial accomplishments during the past two vyears.
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 strong
driving force behind the decision to introduce drastic
changes in the existing systems of the farmer
cooperators in most sites, as mentioned earlier.

Site staff's understanding of the rationale underlying

conduct of the varin»us 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 membérs 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 fertilizers
had to be applied because, due to drought, they
were not able to plant a legume crop prilor to —orn
cropping as planned. He said that after s0il
fertility shall have been improved next Jear
through legume cropping, fertilizer application

- shall be discontinued. This implies the belief of
both the technical staff member and slte team
member concerned that field trials are b .ing
conducted for demonstration purposes., - This is
suggested further by the choice of experimeatal
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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
technology demonstration activity rather than an
experimental undertakino. When a technical
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 supposedly *proven™ or "ghaLf"
technology claimed to be ready for widespread
introduction to upland rainfed farmers, These
are:

(1) In some farms it appears that the 1.cal
traditional varieties will outyield the
varieties introduced by the project despite
the use of fertilizers, pesticides and
additional labor input for weeding and other
farm operations.

(2) In many cases where the introduced varieties
may outyield the local traditional varietles,
it appears that the expected Increase in
yield will be not be enough to covar the
costs of the inputs.

(3) Even where increase in yield of the
introduced varieties will pay for the
increase costs of inputs, 1increased return
will not be sufficient to compensata the
farmer for the increased task exposure.

(4) Even if the new technology works, purchised
inputs are either not available locally 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 1implies that some Project staff
members feel that formalized research is
necessary before information can be factored into
project activities when in fact one of the
rationals for beginning FSR with surveys of
existing literatures and indigenous technologies
of farmers is to be able to 'build upon what is
already common knowlegde and to identify areas
where additional data and information are
necessary for making decisions, Thus, the
decision to disregard some farmers' apprehension
on the problems likely to be encountered (such as
severe pest damage) when Site Team decided to
plant crops off season after the drought wmay be a
significant oversight, There . has been pa formal

stud conducted on the seasonal abundance of
pests in the sites but the farmers claim that they
already know this through experience. True

enough, some crops were severely damaged in spite
of the pesticides applied.

The site team agreed to the observation that
in the Philippines the wife of the farmer is a
major player in making decisions concerning
investment of resources and often,even according
to the case studies collected by the project, 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 Efor 1identifying 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 planting of
individual crops, are being made based on
agronomic considerations but without referenc: to
seasonal variability in market demands and pri:cs.
The response tofﬂquery from the Evaluation leam
whether this was being done was that the data on
the market prices being collected for the project
are not yet complete. At the same time any of the
farmers and Robably most of the research 1eam
members couldfdwhen certain crops traditionally
demand the highest price in the market. Wnile
data being collected by the project may be usaful
in refining decisions, there may not be valid
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reasons for hesitancy to make use of the 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.

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 vear, as compared to dividing the area
into two only, planting one to corn and the other
to mungo, then swapping crop assignments next year
also.

A site team was not able to explain the reason for
determining soil pH of the experimental farms.
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 kinl of
food served to the family, etc.) to the FSDP-EV,

6. Farmer-~cooperators' involvement in research activities

a.

*

Participation in problem identification_ _ and
planning field trials.

The Evaluation Team found that the degr2e of
involvement, awareness and appreciation of farmer-
cooperators varies with sites, These in  Villaba
in general seem very interested in the field
experiments and enthusiastic about the outiome of
the studies presumably as a result of adequate
participation in planning the trials. Compared
with farmers in other sites, they seem introduced
into the system (like planting of ipll-ipil and
legume) to soil conservation and fertility
improvement, most likely because of their frequent
dialogues with the site staff and their
educational trip to Barili, Cebu where they saw
hillside farms terraced with ipil-ipil. In
practically all other sites, however, tacmer
participation appears limited to their b:ing
asked of their problems and their giving of
consent to the conduct of experiments in their
tields.

Tnserts .. f’t' cvwxde'rstcfv-.d ,.?CT#C'\" Hhe releiance
¢t the mudificotion ...
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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
seeking 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 verification trials thereby
suggesting that farmers have had little say 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 bring
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.

(3) Rice was planted on a farmer's field even
after tle farmer had informed the team that
he preferred to eat corn and would bhave 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 given by the farmer that the
variety commands a price almost twice that of
the variety the project is trying to
introduce. _

Participation in the conduct of field trials.

Having disregarded farmers' opinions 1in 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 ca&ss, all
other labor was either provided by SHMI or by
hired hands. Some farmers said that they are
participating in the experiment because of the
free inputs which include fertilizerd, planting
materials, animals and labor.

It may be possible also that another teason
why the farmers were unable to render yreater
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 'advantage of the
situation. Payment of farmers for labor likely
complicates evaluation of their participation in
the research trials and makes it difficult to
determine why they participated in the project.

Understanding of the rationale underlying the

conduct of various field trials.

With the minimal participation of the 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 1is being 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'2 demonstrations of new technology
that 1is already proven and that they are expected
to adopt them. Theres®almost no appreciation of
farmers for the notion that the trials represented
experiments to test and to compare different
approaches under farm conditions and that they
are the very targets of the system being tried.

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

(1) Like what the project staff members mentioned
before, farmers could not explain the reason
for strip cropping.
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(2) Very few of the farmers could provide the

ra

tionale

for rotating lequminous crops with

the grain crops. One farmer said he would
rotate mungbean with peanut and will plant
corn where it is planted now as part of the

rotation scheme,

(3) Some farmers know neither what varieties of
crops4™lanted ir their areas nor where they would

be

able

to  purchase similar planting

materials on their own.
(4) Farmers have not becn kept posted on the ‘cost

of

inputs

applied to their fields and thus

would have a difficult time evaluating the

e

advantaqes, if any, of the propos.d qyatep‘1*
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. The Bvaluation Team was inforned that ptdﬁiratiéh
of - thé ' back-up’

finalized.

Draft of

research program is still ‘' being
the proposal was shown by the

ViSCA Technical Team and upon scrutiny it was found
that the individual studies proposed were not tied up

with the

ongoing

trials being supported or with

specifi¢c problems in each site. The Evaluation ‘feam
suggested verbally that this reseatch rolatlonchlp be

considered.

The MA site personnel informed the EBvaluation Leam

that they

have no

t made any suggestions to the V{SCA

Pechnical Team on the specific back-up research to be
and they seem not to feel comfortable to do
so. This may be an indication that, aside from leeting
in research background, they mlght atll
under the usually inhibiting influence of a pto?elcord
student relationship® which they might have expello\ced
during their college days in ViSCA. As wentioned in,
another section
personnel are ViSCA graduates and had beep students  of.
the ViSCA Technical staff. Efforts should be axar| ed,
therefore, to make the site researchers realize hat.
such inhibited feelings are not conducivea to the
development of an effective partnership with the ViS§ CA
Technical group in

conducted,

inadequate

On the other

hand ’

of this report, moat of the MA

accomplishing project actlyit
since the site researchercs rl.gF
hanloca

limited experience, expectations of the ViSCA Tec


http:relatioll8'b.lp

-35-

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 adjusted to a
realistic level,.

Project staff's understanding of the dynamics of
existing farming systems.

Basing on the kind of socioceconomic 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 oultural
reasons why the farmers do not, or will not, accept new
technology. For proving superiority of the technology
introduced, a good amount of data are being gatherad
from the “economic cooperators® who are using the
technology that the farmer cooperators were adopting
before. Data related to culture  include superstition
(Ex.: NCN content of cassava tubers is influenced by
the method of planting used) as reason why farmers
stick to their farming practices.

The Evaluation Team feels that information that
will help explain the dynamics of the existing farmin
systems, particularly the scientific or more IogIca1
reasons behind the farmer's decision to stick to a
system or belief through the years, is equilly
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 ignorance of
scientific farming. The situation is hardly lookel at
from the farmer's side, giving the consideration to
opportunity cost for his labor or that of his family

‘members, or to his perceptions on returns to labor. A

guestion that should be answered first is whether the
additional income that he will be getting from the
expected increase in crop yield as consequancy of
reduced competition between the crop plants and weeds
will be higher than what he will get if insteail of
weeding he used his time gathering tuba, fishing, or
working with an employer for a daily wage.

The Evaluation Team got the impregsion also that
the role of wives in decison making in the farm is not:
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being looked into adequately. As the "budget oaftficars”
in most Filipino homes, it is not uncommon for wives to
have a greater say than their husbands as to how much
of the 1limited farm produce will be sold and how to
apportion the resulting meager income among the
numerous household needs, including purchase of farm
production inputs. A wife may also help decidu which
alternative to take concerning investment of family
labor on income -generating activities. This points to
the need of involving housewives also in planning fleld
trials. :

The Evaluation Team learned that prices of
commodities in local markets are bYeing monitored.
However, it appears that no one in the proz;ot staff is
looking into the possible impact on o marksk if
tremendous increases in yield of crops 1ntrodugagh {like
peanuts and mungo) into the cropping patterns,athieved,
and if more farmers will . pick up the . technology.
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, etc. There
appears to be no mechanism for identifying needed
policy ‘reforms or for communicating these reforms to
policymakers. :

B. STAFFING

Adequacy of Staffing Pattern

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

Notably, the Steering Committee was created to
serve as a clearing house to review important proposals
and technical matters before the RPMC actse on thenm.
The committee is composed of ViSCA- 'and MA-hased
technical personnel, a USAID representative,: and: the
consultants from Cornell University. 1t was obasetrved
that this set-up lacks the macroeconomic policy input
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as there is no representative from the senior s«taff of
the NEDA regional office which is also a member >t the
RPMC.

At -the.PDO, a Project Monitoring Officer ani a
"livestock expert have been hired. The PDO is seemingly
overloaded with technical personnel on livestock as the
Monitoring Officer is a veterinarian,

Also at the PDO, two technical personnel are
long~term study at Cornell University. There have ﬁeen
no replacements to their slots at the PDO. 1f their
slots are filled, the project will be faced with the
problem of where to put the replacements. whan the
former will return from their studies. Cit. :

At ViSCA, more technical 'personnel than’--ueré
envisiored by the Project Paper have been assigned to'
the project. This is an indication of the wenthusiasm
and commitment of the college to the project and to the
concept of farming systems research.

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 in 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 raised the question of whether

"there 1is 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 economists feel the need for an economic
researcher in view of the many economic data being
gathered in addition to case studies and surveys;

c. In some sites, the economic rese@archer and site
economist go together when thsy visit the farmers
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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;

a. 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 macro=conomic and
policy studies which could be more meaningful in terms
of project impact in the region.

On the issue of a livestockman for each site, the
Evaluation Tscam observed that while there may be a need
to further 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 livestock 1is 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.

Adninistratively however, the Evaluation Team
observed that the PDO and the TCRD office need to be
augmented with someone who could handle rout {inary
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 will also
provide more time for the project Director and the
Technical Coordinator to attend to the more substantive
technical matters of the project.

on the whole, however, the proposed staffing
pattern, which has been modified as the need arlses, is
deemed adequate. It identifies the basic [pwrsoinel
requirements of the project. In its flexibility, it
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allows the addition of personnel to the structute as
the project demands.

Appropriateness of Staff Training and Experience

At the PDO and at the technical group 1level, the
project staff have appropriate training and experience
for their respective assignments. However, at the
SRMU, considering that the project is a rascarch
undertaking, all Site Team Leadews and Site Rescarchers
are MA personnel whose trainings amd major experience
are on extension. This, however, has been justified by
the fact that the project also calls for dissemination
of such technologies .that may - be found appropriate,
productive and acceptable: to. the farmers.

. Vevertheless, many of :the project staff- at the
SRMU -feel. the: need to- be _exposed to more trainiangs
related to their assiguaments in the project. - The . Site
Leaders and researchers feel they need more trainings
on field. plot:. techaiques, experimental design;
statistical analysis, and  manuscripht writing. Site
economists and economic researchers, who are mostly
fresh «college graduates, articulated on their need for
more training on case studies, surveys, and conduct of
socioeconomic researches. Even the administrative
staff at the PDO and the SRMU feel that they could use
trainings to update their knowledge on administrative
matters.

Adequacy of salaries/incentives

Except. for the site leaders, everybody felt
contented with their salaries and/or incentives, The
Site Leaders feel that since their salaries cannot be
increased, their honorarium should be raised ta P600.00
per month, which was the proposed rate considering
their role and responsibility at the site.

1t was obcerved that research aides paid from the
ViSCA project funds receive P700.00 per month, waiile
those paid from the PDO/MA funds are paid only F14.00
per day. Site clerks are paid a low dalily rat: of
P15.00. wWhile the PDO/MA paid researchers and ‘ite
clerks did not complain about this, <¢he Evaluation
Team observed the salary gap between that of the
PDO/MA-paid researcher and of the . Visia paid
researcher, and the low rate being paid to  tne2  site



-40-

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

Those on detail to the project are receiving
honoraria which those outside the project consider to
be high. In some instances at ViSCA and MA, this has
generated some unfavorable attitude ‘among the
non-project personnel.

In view of this situation, there might be a naeed
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 compensations .of .staff. .on,
- special hire and personnel detailed to the project
'should %e placed within the levels of . the  regular,
MA and ViSCA budget so that absorption of such
personnel into the regular agency budget 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 regular budgets.

C. TRAINING

It was observed that focus cn the needs of the project
greatly improved after a series of trainings. Tachn:cal
personnel who were trained at UPLB considered such traiaing
as broad. When this was followed by another training at
ViSCA, those who had attended the UPLE training considered
the ViSCA experience as a vreview, For the pacsonnel who
attended both UPLB and ViSCA trainings, and were later sent
to Cornell University, they considered their US expecience
as focused more on the needs of the project.

The Evaluation Team, however, noted that this
assessment could have come about bhecause of a build-up of .
knowledge on farming systems research from the series of
experiences undergone through the three training s2ssions,
It was also suspected that the exposure of the staff to the
research site after their first two trainings, together with
the exposure to the same research sites of some consultants
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who handled trainings at Cornell University, enabled them to
appreciate more the training at Cornell University as more
focused to the needs of the project.

It was articulated by some, however,. that the personnel
who visited Guatemala were more agpreciative of how the
concept of farming systems resea.ch 1is being implemented
there than those who visited Costa Rica.

AL

Majority of the trained. feel that they are more
prepared to perform their jobs. According to them, their
training clarified the concepts of the farming systems
research. However, the Evaluation Team observed that the
internalization and assimilation of the concepts as
implemented in the different sites show that there may be
need for more trainings for the staff to fully comprehend
and intetnalize " the concepts of a farming systems research
and . apply ' thése concepts into their implementation
activities. This can. be disgcerned from the following
findingsg _) . (RN o . SN T LT W

L

"One farmer-cooperator suggested that
they should not plant corn in July because he
knows that severe borer infestation will
occur. This was ignored by the site staff;
corn was planted in July, and true enough,’
there were plenty of corn borers in the field
when the Evaluation Team visited the area.,”

4 +haC :

In this case, the staff forgot,.the concept of farnming
systems researchis to start where the farmer is and qradvally
build up his capabilities depending on his resocurces and
shortcomings. )

In view of the above situation, the project miqght need
to identify and evaluate in more detail the relative vaslies
and impact of the different trainings attended by the
project participants both here in tha Philippines and iwu t?e
Us. . s

It was also noted by the Evaluation Team that among
others, the farmer-cooperators at Villaba seem to understand
most the rational of what they are doing in the field. The
Evaluation Team felt that this could be the oftshoot of
their training/field'trip to Barili, Cebu where thay were
able to observe hillside farming in a situation similar to
their own areas ia Villaba.


http:f~rmer-cooperat.or

The project therefore could make the farmer-~cooperators
more knowledgeable and would consider the concepts of
farming systems vesearch ascfMtmost importance to them.
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 similar
related projects before exposing them to the farming
systems research project.

D. FARMER/COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVEMENT

1. Involvement of othor 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. a

2. Tnvolvement of non-cooperator farmers
revenlect

Interviews , that reactions of farmers who are not
cooperators in the project are 1limited to plain
inquiries about the activities that are being done in
the field. In Villaba, however, it was observed that
there dre 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 garea will most 1likely be the
target of future effort§~for the best of the project
that at this early point in time they should already
know the purposes and goals of the project.

* Tnsert ¢« Yo fissemipale such 7&&%m¢3ﬂé§.-13'ib
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E. INTERAGENCY LINKAGE

The present status of institutional linkage between MA

and ViSCA

For the implementation of the project, Llinkage
between MA and ViSCA appears adequate, The present
relationship is built on former ad hoc linkages, such
as ViSCA's commitment to provide planting materials 70 the
MA and to conduct specific research in response to
request from MA, and the fact that many of the
personnel of the Ministry are graduates of ViSCA.
There 1is a high personal commitment on the part of both
MA and 'ViSCA personnel to make the cpoparative
arrangement for the FSDP- EV. ,

_The Hinxstty of - Agriculture has manifested its
commitment - to the pro:ect by assigning'highly'uualified
personnel to the project 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-RV 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 is highly
appreciated. Furthermore, the college has recognized
the relevance of a farming systems approach to research
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 ma jor
responsibility for almost = all technical regsearch
decisions as well as playing a much greater role in the
SRMU than was originally envisioned. The Project Paper
identifies the role of the Project Director aa covering
general supervision of the project {ncluding
supervision of research development at ‘ViSCA, The
Project Paper indicates that the ViSCA-based Technical
Coordinator for Research and Development will assune a
leadership role in formulating the total rasearch
program for the project to include on-campus as well as
project site researches. But a leadership role in
formulating research design is far short of the full
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rési"”f;“?”’.}y Lor - .{cn'nuiﬂﬁorl and  atmviesr 'FUU
responsibility for the supervision of research
implementation that is now acknowledged as the
responsibility of ViSCA. Bothi{MA Regional Director and
the Project Director acknowledge the presence in ViSCA
of technical experts in the 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 erpertise 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 Steering
Committee, responsibility appears to remain with ViSCA
for almost everything relating to research.

The ,present. - -administrative set-up which
facilitates allocation of both financial and human
resources is based on:  overall '.planning, c¢oordination
and control resting with the - PDO and fielad
implementation resting 'with the SRMO. The PDO is
expected to - provide limited ‘administrative  ard
technical support to the ViSCA technical team as well
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 VISCA
Technical Team has not met and given the existing
administrative set-up probably could not meet the
project needs 1in this area. This situation is
reflected in the comments the Evaluation Team got from
the SRMU personnel about confusion over whether (Lhey
were to follow suggestions from the PDO or from the
ViSCA Technical Team. The team also heard comments of
members c¢f the Technical Team on their frustracion
resulting from the hesitancy of some site refearchers
to follow their suggestions and their failure to
acknowledge involvement of ViSCA personnel in the
conduct of field trials in some areas. " : -

The decisions made by ViSCA to bias the Technical
Team in favor of economists and social scientists, as
response to the often voiced complaint that  research
too often ignores these comcerns, has also contributed
to the 1limited ability of ViSCA under the prasent
arrangement to assume greater responsibility for the
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, however, limited the
effectiveness of the team in this area 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 the PDO, and thus the MA, to meet its
responsibility% Tound under the section on “Efficiency
of Present Organization Structure®,

Even with a stronger PDO taking more raespon-
sibilitymresearch, the role of ViSCA will, and, 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 assignnent
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 responsibility for
blame on credit with the PDO and the SRMUs. The
Memorandum of Agreement between ViSCA and MA should be
revised to reflect both the expanded role and the more
limited responsibility of ViscCa in thegse areas.
Attention should also be given to changes in the
composition of the ViSCA Technical Team necessary to
implement the different roles,

The need for a more formalized linkage between MA and
ViSCA

The present structure with continwed participation
of senior MA and ViSCA personnel would appear adequate
for project implementation and at present there does
not appear a need for a more formallized linkage.
Without the funding and administrative problems
resulting from the project there may be little need for
a formal interagency arrangement  beyond project
termination,
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Dicussion on the possibility ot part-time
appointments to ViSCA faculty for senior MA parsonnel
positions may provide a more formalized linkiayge between
the MA and ViSCA that could facilitate the continued
communication between the two agencies even aftec the
project is completed. The extent to which pcoject
resources could facilitate this arrangement should be
used,

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

The project document makes numerous reference to
the integration of a farming systems approach to
research into existing adminstrative structure and into
the functions of 'other agenclies. ‘Effective project
implementation as ‘well as building institutional
capability that will - outline project funding demands
(1) better integration of project activities into the
MA, (2) better access to and cooperation with ViSCA,
and (3) improved informal linkages with othar agencies
such as MAR, PCA and FiDA that ar= directly r=levant to
the project and 1in a position tc provide secvices
critical for the project.

The Evaluation Team found that the "Special
Project"™ status of the FSDP-EV had isolated the project
from the rest of the MA. Middle and lower level MA
staff who are not part of the project indicated a
pervasive feeling that the project is not part of MA,
The Evaluatiorn Team discovered that there has been
little thoughfgiven 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 implcations
of staffing patterns, qualification, salaries, etc. for
eventual integration, nor has there been any
consideration of a possible RIARS role 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 for
using project resources to strengthen these reseirch
activities. Of more concern to the Evaluation Tzam is
the lack of reference in project implementation to
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either the MA extension delivery system or the Regional
Agricultural Devalopment Progzammniay activities.

Some MA personnel who are not in any way connected
with the FSDP-EV commented that the project staff are
overcompensated and that activities are provided with
All  the resours:es needed tor implementation while other
MA act:ivizies t2ceive alaosc  aothing, Several  othercs
commEnted on the high honoracium,  the va2cy  high
salaries of the research aides of tha2 SBMU  with some
receiving less than @ half of what others are c2ceiving
depending upon how they were nired.

At ViSCA, other departments and units that
could make a significant contribution to the project
are not ‘tapped. While part of the problem has be=en the
failure on the part of the project to identlfy and use
appropriate administrative channels for mal:ing
requests, a potentially more serious problem has heen
the preparation on the part of . the non-pro ject
personnel that ° those directly connected with the
project receive extra compensation for projecﬂyeluted
work while others are asked to do work forv the proijaect
without  additional compensation. Several ViSCA
individuals commented that ViSCA staff working with the
FSDP-EV receive very high honoraria supposedly tor the
pactt-time work, while in fact their work with the
FSDP-EV is minimal and their reqular work, espoecially
teaching, must be done by non-project staffl who coec tve
nothing extra.

Most project pRrionnsl tntervicwil o1l the
ralaticnshin of the project with other agénch 5 (HAR,
BCA, FiDA, =2tc.i argued that the project ts alrewly  so
complax that it would not be productive to eitaly ish
formal linkages with these agencies. instead Lhay

admitted that nonformal linkage should be celicd upon.
Wwhile the Evaluation Teawm found several sites, and  some
1ndividuals 1in the PDO make use of informal LlLinkage,
generally there is hardly any linkage at all.
idr :'.'_-'-fir-n./ S

One problem that wag,\lack of knowledye about. what
services are available and how and who toc coantact for
them.
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F. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Technical Assistance from Corpell University

Cornell University is expccted to provide
technical assistance by:

a. providing long-term consultants in the area of
agricultural economics and farm management;

b. providing short-term consultants for the project;
and

c. administering the degree and non-degree training
programs, '

So. far, the - technical assistance provided by
Cornell - University has fairly met what is outlined in
the project document. c ' :

There was, however, considerable confusioh afong
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 prograwms, as well
as in the arrangement for "short—term congultants.
However, they feel that the FPield Representative, ' being
an agricultural economnics specialist, could have
spearheaded the socioeconomi researches in the
different sites to reinforce the technical services of
the site economists. Also, the site 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.

Appropriate Function of Cornell Univers}tyl

More than just providing short-— term consultants
and administering the degree and non-deyree training
programs, MA and ViSCA perceive Cornell University as
an active partner in the farming systems research
preject. Therefore, the Field Representatives of
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Cornell University are expected to be active in the
research sites, providing the technical leadership and
expertise where the project needs their assistance.
The project staff feels that Cornell University can
best serve the project by working very closely with
them in the project to provide the expertise on the
practice and concepts of farming systems rascarch.

Toward this end, one of the immnediate needs would
be to provide for continuity in the work and
recommendations of short—term consultants. Two things
could be done on this aspect, which are:

a. The site st. ffs and other project staffs should be
consultedneéds for short-terw consultants; and

b, The Field Representative, in consultation with the

: PDd, should identify a local counterpart 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 1involvement 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

Adequacy of Project Funds

The following data will provide salient
information on the funds made available for the
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 Releases 5,106,721.00

Funds for the first year were not <carried in the
GOP budget for 1982 but the amounts were made available
by the Ministry of the Budget from other sources iuly
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allocated in the annual budget. The  anouant made
available was only 55% of the programned tunds. Aclual
releasas reached only 71% of che available funds which
turned out to be only 39% of the progremmed tunds.

b. Year 2 (Appendices F, H, I, I

(1) Programmed Funds P 8,485,000.00
(2) Available from Budget 5,611,000.00
(3) Actual Releases 5,347,000.00

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 programmed funds.

While the percentage between the programmed funds
and the budgetary allocation increased between 1982 and
1983, the absolute amount actually decreased by some
Pl1.6 million. Actual releases, however, increasel in
absolute amount by P240,792,00.

Up to evaluation time, releases to ViSCA for 1983
came only from the foreign assistance funds. No GOP
funds have been released yet even up to the f[first week
of November 1983. This is an indication of the tight
budgetary situaation being experienced by the government
at this peint in time. National leadership has nade
several public pronouncements to effect savinygs and
minimize  budgetary deficit through budgetary cuts., It
is very iikely that the present econumic sihtua ion
arising out of the deraluation of the peso-will trijger
off a decreasing trend in releases of GOP funds for the
project in the ensuing years.

In view ,'this 1likely situation, it minht be
beneficial for the project management to examine the
present expenditure patterns of the project. Graater

project stability might be attained in the ensuing
years if the more recurcent costs tor project
operations, such as vehicular maintenance, gasoline,
and other operating expendttures, can be channeled to
the loan/grant funds, while the GOP funds are allocated
tor salaries and other compensation packages of the
project staff,

Wwhile project operations were started in 19382,
release of funds was delayed by the Ministry ofiﬁudget.

Best Avallable Document
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It was revealed during the inteviews that supplies and
materials had to be borrowed from other projects and
funds to provide a start for the project. At the time
of the evaluation, the Technical Coordinator for
Research ard Development revealed that they were
operatingenfunds for 1982 which were only released in
1983, Thus, one problem arising out of the GOP
procedures is the delayed releases of funds which
constrain the project operations.

But at time of the evaluation, available funds
seemed to be adeguate. Even with the delayed 1982
funds ®* however, was due to the inabiiity of the project
staff to come up with the back-up researches duly
approved for funding. A tentatively drawn-up research
agenda indicated that the research. funds may not be
enough. . . IR o

Considering, therefore, that the total..cesearch.
agenda have not b ompleted, forthcoming Funds may not
really be enough Ghen all requirements of “he different
sites shall have been provided. .

Considering further the aforementioned budgetary
pinch that may 1likely 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.

" Fiscal Management Procedures

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

- MA funds are managed by the Project Director wuiing
the existing procedures of the MA regional office for
accounting, auditing, and disbursements, Thus,
disbursements are approved by the MA Regional Direc.or,
or in his absence, by the Officer-in-charge, *hisg
arrangement does not delay the transactions involved,

VisSCA funds are managed by the Tachnlcal
Coordinator for Research and Development utilizing the
existing College machinery for accounting, auditing,
and disbursements. All transactions are approved by .

¥ Thsert: ... there gere  ohil &oe unspeal amownty o
ViSCA, Thie bulanc e,
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the College President or his officer~in-charge when he
ia absent or out. Thus, delays in the transactions for
the execution of the project activities are preveated.,

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 subuwission of the
required documents for payment from the sites to the
PDO and ViSCA, rather than to the financial managewment
procedures.

At both vVviscCa and MA regional office, the
procedures. for fiscal management are adegua“ely
understood by those who are responsible for the funds,
Thus, &t can be concluded that as soon as project Eunds
are released to the MA regional office and VIiSCA, there
are no GOP procedures which constrain the
implementation of project activities.

However, the research team leaders at ViSCA and
the SRMUs are not aware of how much funds are set aiide
for their particular resecarches and areas. This lack
of information hinders the team leaders from planaing
and programming for particular research activitlies in
their areas of responsibility. This could very well be
a vital factor in success or failure of the f[arming
systems reserch project.

The Evaluation Team observed that both the Project
Director and the Technical Coordinator for Research and
Development have to attend to the research and field
aspects of the project, while at the same time paying
attention to the administrative aspects of the projact.
Thus, it appears that both areas are not getting the
degree of attention from the Project Director and the
TCRD which would make the project run more smoothly,
Consequently, the PDO has to relinquish his
participation in making decsions regarding technical
matters of research to the TCRD and the Technical
Committee, admitting that they are more preparel to
handle this end. This has subsequently burdened the
TCRD with more technical matters to make decisions oa.

?hus, the team feels that there is a need for an
adminstrative assistant, both at the PDO 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 PD and T@RPto provide more
substantive participation and leadership 1in the
technical aspects of the project.

Accounting Procedures

The present accounting procedures provide
sufficient information on the current status of project
funds, including expenditures, to facilitate financial
management. However, accounting reports come in a
regular ' quarterly basis. On ai.y day before they
receive the regular report, if they desire to look into
the status of funds, they have to call the concerued
accounting personnel by telephone or through the
intercom. Both the Project Director and the Technical
Coordinator for Research and Development do not have a
monitoring system which will provide them the
information on project fund status at a more fr=gaent
period, say on a weekly basis.

But there is adequate staffing at both the PDO and
the TCRD office to provide such timely information for
better financial management. When asked LIf suca a
weekly status report on funds could be made, both the
MA and the ViISCA staffs readily answered that this
could be done.

H. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Efficiency of present organizational structure

The present organizational structure appears to be
efficient in carrying out the administrative actlivities
and managing the logistical needs of the project.
However, it has not been effective in the substantive
areas as it has been in the administrative areas. The
Evaluation Team found problems with regard to

T *stw?’; .. the alernahive  of ae-g{gm:"-'ﬂq o of Hhe progect ...
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responsibility for technical research ducisions and
supervision at the SRMU.

As outlined in the section on the prasent status
of institutional 1linkage betwe2en MA and ViSCA, the
direct role of the PDO, and thus the MA, in the
formulation and implementation of the actual tesearch

both at sites and at ViSCA must be strengthened, The
PDO must be given access co technical expertise while
plans are carried out for providing additinnal

expertise, possibly through long - term participant
training. The PDO must be in a position to rteview
recommendations coming from the sites, the Techunical
Team, and/or the consultants, formulate policies, and
then see to it that the policies and instructions are
implemented. This will require one or more people in
the office’ of the Project Director with a combiration
of academic training, understanding in farming syst-ms,
and experience in carrying out research. The proposed
administrative structure would have many of the present
duties of the Technical Coordinator for Research and
Development, and possibly the title of the pogsition
shifted from ViSCA to MA. There would however still be
a need for a ViSCA provided research leadec with
general advisory responsibility and specific
implementation responsibilities. Ideally such
personnel should come from the existing staff of the MA
and should be detailed on a full-time bLasis to the
project. If this arrangement proves impossible,
employment by the FSDP-EV of personnel from outside the
MA should be considered. If neither of the above
proves possible the project should consider the
addition of a long-term consultant. Regardless of
which arrangement is chosen, plans should be
implemented immediately to identify one or more
candidates for long-term training to be funded by the
project. Once expertise is available at the PDO, this
office must be expectwed to tale responuibility for
approval of plans and then provide sufficient
supervision to ensure that plans ar2 beinyg 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 Avallable Document
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1) ViSCA, through its participation on the <staftf of
the SRMU, would continue to make taechnical
expertise available to the sites, but the role
would 53$ advisory, with responsibilities for
decisio ,Jaith the "PDO  and the SRMU. Direct
participation ¢f VISCA w the SRMU also pruvid $an
important communicgtion channel hetween the
farmers and the ollege and will serve to
enrich the information~ peccled by VisSCA  in
carrying out its other research and instructional
activities.

2) ViSCA, through its Research Leader (possibly nth
a change in title from "Technical Coordinator for
Research and Development™ to "Research Advisar")
as well as through its participation in the
Steering Committee will still be responsible €for
providing advice on the entire rang of
project-related research.

3) ViSCA will still maintain responsibility for
carrying out, based on the request of the PDO,
on-campus back-up research.

4) Because of its expartise in the research
management, ViSCA will assume responsibility for
advising the project on the integrat ion of
socioeconomics into the farming systems research

for:

a) understanding the existing farming systoma;g
b) designing trials;

c) interpreting the results of these trials

5) With PDO assistance,ViSCA should be given prime
responsibility of documanting and evaluating the
result of all field trials;

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

With six sites and an average of 12 farms per site
for the field trials, there are approximately 72
separate locations where trials are being conducted.
There 1is a general observation that there are too many
sites to begin with too many locations. Given the
geographic distribution of the six sites and the
proolems with transportation including travel time, the
six sites are more than can be adequately supervised
and visited regularly by the ©Project Director, the
ViSCA Technical Team and the Cornell consultants, Even
with the arragement of assigning each ViISCA ‘l'echaical
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Team membhers to not more than two sites, staff and
partidpants in the sites still claim that the technical
people cannot visit the sites as often as necessary.

With the lack of experience of the F5D '-EV
components (PDO, Technical Team and SRMU) in
implementing and managing a farming systems rescarch, a
more practical approach would have been to concanirte
initially in fewer sites and then include the ctliers
later. With the experiehce gained in the pioieer
sites, the project staff would be able to axpaud to
addtional sites. Even at this point in time Jjt may; be
useful to consider reducing the number of sites for the
next two years., If this is impossible, priority should
be given to two or three sites and the role of the
other site$ should be limited possibly to understanlding
the microeconomic environment of the farm and local
marketing systems, and farmers' problems,

As pointed out in the section on research, the
existing farming systems of the farmers are neither
understood nor appreciated by the majority of the staff
involved in the project. The generally 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. 1t is
possible that the maximum number of research locations
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 & second
economic coopnrrator with a similar farm but not using
the innovation. The SRMU can then devote sufficient
time taking to the farmers and his family and observe
their mode of action. In this way, the project staff
cannot only predict the belwior or the farmer with a
high degree of accuracy but also provide explanations
such action.

An apparent lack of knowledge on what actually
transpires Dbetween the SRMU staff and the farmers
indicates the absence at the 0O of an effective
internal monitoring system . Such system should
document any development when a PDO personnel visits
the SRMU rather than how often sites are visited.
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To deal effectively with the macroeconomic issues
relevant to farming systems research, including
providing a focus for policy analysis and the identific-
ation of policy area requiring reform, there is 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 fermed from the
transfer to the PDO of two or three of the best site
economists. NEDA, ViSCA and the long-Term consultants
will also play major roles in organizié% and providing
back up to this unit.

Definition/Adjustment of Roles

Problems regardingiland 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 th@se 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.

Communication Flow Among the Prgject 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 1logistical nature appears adequate.
There were however numerous reference to the need for
improved radio communication to link all sites and the
PDO and ViSCA. It was noted that it is possible to
link the MA with ViSCA by modifying the existing radio
a%§§tgm . Other systems, such as the "hand carry"
A €G@%§"’research sites may make it easier to integrate
the project into existing MA programs after termination
of the project. Oon 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 PSR methodology of
requests for data collection and preparation of
research proposals,
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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. 1In fact, there 1is bhardly
any consideration as to how _existing MA research
activities relate to the projectﬁhow the project in the
SRMU might stregthen these activities. Even with the
participation of MA staff from its extension service,
there 1is 1little or negligible degree of relationship
between the project and the existing extension service
despite the presence in all sites of an MA extension
unit. The. Evaluation Team observed that4Meconomics of
project ., implementation, 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

Equipment and Facilities

There are adequate equipment and farcilities to
meet the present demands of the project at the PDO,
TCRD, and the SRMUs, in terms of transportation, office
requirements, and other physical needs. However, the
adequacy of and the needs for facilities 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 and “&@ﬁ PDO feel that they are inadequately
trained to e equipment. While there are some
materials that 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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Planned Purchases_of Egquipment and Construction

The required equipment facilities for the project
have been purchased as planned.

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

In Taclobhan 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
gites, in the cases of Bontoc and Matalom, and the site
in Gandara where building is already finished, may nct
be wvery 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
brtter if non-permanent but more indigenous materials
are used for the construction of such offices. It has
beren said that such buildings will be turned over to
the RIARS of the Ministry of Agriculture when the
precject terminates. Up to ncw, however, there is no
linkages of the project to the RIARS.

Adeguacy/Conduciveness of Office Facilities/ Space

The PDO and the TCRD occupy adequate office space
which are conducive for working well., At SRMU level,
all units have well-established office spaces. Except
for Gandara, and Villaba, team offices are in
residential houses rented and spruced up for the
purpose. Gandara team 1is 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 c¢ould have 1lights
when they do overtime work in the evenings.

Support Services

The support services staff at the PDO and the TCRD
are adequate, including those who are detail on
part-time basis to the project from the regular MA and
ViSCcA administrative staffs. All are happy and
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contended with the financial renumeration from the
proiject. They, however, felt that in view of the
present financial pinch, there might be a need to
considei raising their wages or incentives.

Communication, however, 1is one area where the
present facilities or system are inadequate,.
Communicacinn between ViSCA and the PDO or MA regional
office in Tacloban has tco bhe done through personal
couriers, ovr through *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
VisSCA and the PDO/MA regional office in Tacloban City.

Communication to the SRMUs 1is done by hand-
carried messages through personnel couriers. This is
referred 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

Al

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. RESEARCH/PROGRAM AREAS

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

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

b. the direction of the project is changed Erom
trying to replace totally the existing systems
with a new system to trying to find incremental
ways of improving the existing system.

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 ensure that all
ma jor agroclimatic zones, such as abam aragS, 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.

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

All plans for intervention in an existing system should
be reviewed 1in terms of whether the farmer or the
landlord is likely to be the beneficiary.

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

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

. An explicit program should be developed for fully

understanding the role of 1livestock 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.

Proposed changes relating to 1livestock should modify
rather than replace the existing system.

Final decisions on approval for site research plans
should + rest "with the PDO. Only the PDO should
have the authority to approve and/or make major changes
within the parameters set by the Regional Project
Management Committee.

The extent of flexibility of the SRMU in implementing
PDO approved plans should be made explicit.

A plan for using seminars, short trainings, printed
media, discussion groups, and/or on-the- job trairiings
should be formulated and implemented for ensuring that
all project participants fully understand the nature of
the project with special attention +v:

a. increased farmer participation;

b. use of trials as experimental undertakings as
opposed to technology demonstration;

c. the rational for proposed changes;

a. 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,

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.

All project actions and pgposed system interventions
should be reviewed in terms of what is already 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.

A specific strategy that identifies methodologies for
data collection, analysis, reporting, and factoring
results into decisions concerning nroposed 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

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.

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

Changes in the staffing pattern of the SRMU from that
proposed in the Project Paper need to be justifled 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.



C. TRA!N(N.G 4~

The training program to be formulated as per Recommen-~
dation No. 12 under Research/Program Areas should be
implemented as soon as possible.

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

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

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

D. FARMERY/COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

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

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

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

If the project is extended, plans shouldk‘lncluded

+o swpert Persmnel Shari):g between MA and ViSCA.

As part of the planning for a project extenslon,
immediate planning should begin by reviewing the entire
compensation package for project staff with particular
attention to restructuring the honorarium scale.
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a. Special hired staff shouldLabsorbed by MA ocr ViSCA
and seconded to the project, or other positions
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

The role of the foreign consultants need to be better
defined with specific work plans covering at least a
six-month period; and this should be communicated to
all  project participants. Specific responsibilities
for the long-term consultants in areas
supporting project activities relating to the sorial
sciences, economics, and policy analysis should be
identified.

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

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

The Cornell University representatives should be
encouraged to take an active role in coordinating the
planning for short-term consultants, and act? etxng
with the consultant counterpart on follow up“ﬁ the
project and continued involvement of the conaultant,
and providing expertise and leadership at SRMU level
activities,

G. FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT

Funding for the project should be restructured with AaID
funding to cover greater share of the recurring
operating costs and not covering salaries and/or
honorarium.
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Individuals in the PDO and at ViSCA who can assume
greater responsibility for handling the administrative
aspects of the project particularly in financial
management to relieve the Project Director and the
Technical Coordinator for Research and Development of
the routinary administrative responsibilities Sheuld
be identified.

Both the Project Director and Technical Coordinator for
Research and Development should establish a monitoring
system which will provide them with information on
project fund status on a shorter Peﬁod burr?qumr'baas.

H. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Shift from ViSCA to PDO 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 systems
understanding, and experience in carrying out research.
Clear and. explicit overall responsibility for research
should rest with the PDO.

Clear, explicit overall responsibility for research to
rest with the PDO.

ViSCA responsibilities 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-up rgeearch;

d. role of integrating sociquconomic unit in the

PDO;

e. responsibilitf&or documenting results of field
trials ; and

£. helping establish the macro-economic unit in the
PDO,

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.

Limiting the number of research locations per site to

not more than four for the next year.



10.

-67-

Development by the PDO of a monitoring program
including specific monitoring activities to be carried
out during site visits.

Establishing a macroeconomic unit at the PDO.

Immediate completion of definition of staff
responsibilities.

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

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

Training for at least two members of the PDO staff in
the use of the micro-computer.

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.



Hp@dix A. THE SIX FSIP-EV SITES REPR“SEN'I‘DB MAJOR zsm.mmc
- WIB IN EASTERN VISAYIS. :

-Mmiéipality Primary Crop (s) | Major 1eamen

Rontoc, So. Leyte Mbaca o Coconut

Basey, Samar Coconut Rootcrops

Jaro, Leyte Ooconut Fruit Tree/Root Crops
Gandara, Samar Upland Rice Corn

Matalam, Leyte Oorn Rootcrops

Villaba, Leyte Qorn Tobacco and Mmgo



APPENDIX B. CROPPING PATTERNS FOR THE SIX SITES

1.

BASEY
C.P. No. 1. Mungo - Upland Gabi + Upland Rice - Upland Gabi + Corn
C.P. No. 2. Mungo - Upland Rice - Sweet Potato
Ipil-ipil based; cn sloping land
C.P. No. 3. Gabi/Gabi {Inlongan So0il)

(Relay Cropping)

BONTOC

C.P. No. 1. Qorn + Peanut - Mingo + Corn
(strip cropping)

C.P. No. 2. Upland Rice/Sweet Potato - Mingo

(Ipil-ipil-based)

GARVDARA
C.P. No. 1. Com + P=anut - Upland Rice
C.P. No, 2. Mingo - Corn - Upland Rice

C.P. No. 3. Mungo - Upland Rice/Sweet Potato

JARD - All Cropping Pattern Triials are (oconut-based
C.P. No. 1. BEanana + Mungo - Jorn - Upland Rice

C.P. No. 2. Banana + Pineapple + Peanut - Sweet Potato
C.P. No. 3. Oorn + Mungo - Upland Rice

C.P. No. 4. Banana + Peanut/Cassava
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MM ALOM
C.P. No.

C.P. Mo.

C.P. No.

VILLABA
C.P. No.
C.P. No.
C.P. No.

Com + Peanut - Corn/Sweet Potato

Corn + Peanut - Upland Rice - Mungo

(Sveet potato between rows of corn and rice)

‘Upland Rice - Corn + Peanut

"Cormn + Peanut - Peanut + Corn

m + Peanut ~ Sweet Pctato

Cormn + Peanut - Upland Rice - Mungo

‘b



CMppendix C. CROPPING PATTERN TRIAS IN THE SIX SITES

JARD,

I. Corn - Mingbean - Upland Rice (This trial is already ongoing)

A. Corn
a.1. Variety : DMR #2
a.2. Spacing : 75 cm between rows
50 cm between hills
¢ 2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
to maintain 2 plants per hill
a.3. Fertilizer e : 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 prior to
seccnd hiliing up
a.4. Weeding : 2 hilling up’

, ' Ist hilling up = 14 DAE
2nd hilling up = 28 DAE

a.5. Insecticide As prescribed by the entomologist

B. Mingbean
b.1. Variety : Pag-asa 1 (Green)
b.2. Spacing ¢ 50 an between rows, drill method
at the rate of 15~20 seeds per linear
meter
b.3. Fertilizer : Inoculant
CLA e : Mechariral woedlina at 10-15 ner

A



c.1. Variety . -
- ¢.2. Spacing

c.3. Fertilizer
c.4. Weeding

c.5. Insecticide

UPL Ri=S

25 cm between rows; drill method
with a density of 1 kg per 100 square
meters

40-20~0 kg per hectare

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

As prescribed by the entomologist

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

NOTE: 1. Same cassava plant for the 2 croppings.

2. ‘This trial is already ongoing.

3. The area for cassava is separated fram corn and upland rice,

A. Ipil-ipil
a.1. Variety

a.2. Spacing

a.3. Fertilizer

a.4. Pruning

Peruvian
S0 cm between rows
50 cm between hills

3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil

First prunning will be done when
one-inch trunk diameter is attained.
Cut or prune % meter above the groung
Interval of pruning is 45 days
Herbaje is mulched or spread at the

.base of the plant



. €. Upland Rice -

c.2. Spacing

c.3. Fertilizer
c.4. Weeding

c.5. Insecticide

UPL Ri=S

25 cm between rows; drill method

- with a density of 1 kg per 100 square
-meters

. 40~20-0 kg per hectare

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
As prescribed by the entomologist

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

NOTE: 1. Same cassava plant for the 2 croppings.

2. This trial is already ongoinge.

3. The area for cassava is separated fram corn and upland rice.

A, Ipil-ipil
a.1. Variety

a.2. Spacing

a.d. Fertilizer

a.4. Pruning

Peruvian
S0 am between rows
S0 cm between hills

3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil

First prunning will be done when
one—inch trunk diameter is attained.
Cut or prune % meter above the groung
Interval of pruning is 45 days
Herbage is mulched or spread at the
base of the plant

AT



8.4 worn

b.1. Variety

b.2. Spacing . 75 .am ‘ o m
: 50 cm between hills
2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
| maintain 2 plants per hill
b.3. Fertilizer o : 40-20-0 kg per b

Where: 2 bags of 16-20~0 per hectare applied as basal
1 bag of 46-20-0 per hectare sidedressed prior to
seocond hilling up
b.4. Weeding : 2 hilling up
Ist hilling up = 14 DAE
2nd hilling up = 28 DAE

b.5. Insecticide Ps prescribed by the emtam‘logis_'t{

C. Cassava
c.1. Variety : Macan (local)
c.2. Spacing : 75 cm between rows
" ¢ 50 om between hills
‘ : 2 seedpleces per hill
c.3. PFertilizer ¢ 30-30-30 kg per hectare
c.4. Weeding : 2 hilling up

Ist hilling up = 14 DiE
2nd hilling up = 28 DAE
c.5. Insecticide : Bs prescribed by the entomologist
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D. Upland Rice

d.1. Variety =

¢ UPL Ri=5 : :
d.2. Spacing : 25 cm between rows; drilled aﬁ.a
‘ density of 1 kg per 100 square meters

d.3. Fertilizef : 2 bags of urea per hectare

1 basal

1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE
d.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
d.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamologist

\ ?




C.2.a.

MATALOM, LEYTE

I. Com + Peanut - Corn/Swveet Potestd

A. Corn
. a.l. Variety : Improved Tiniguib
a.2. Spacing : 1.5 m between rows
50 cm between hills
¢ 2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
to maintain 2 plants per hill
a.3. PFertilizer : 40-20-0 kg per hectare
" hexe: 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal
1 bag of 46-20-0 per hectare Sidedressed at’ 28-30 DAE
a.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-20 D2E
and whenever necessary
a.5. Insecticide : Ms prescribec by the entomologist
B. Peanut '
b.1. Variety : .kaet
b.2. Spacing | : 40 am between rows
' : 20 cm between hills
2 seeds per hill
b.3. Fertilizer : Inoculant
 b.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
b.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entomologist

2\



C.2.b.

C. Gorn
c.1. Variety : Improved Tiniquib
c.2. Spacing - | : 75 cm between rows
| 50 am between hills
2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
t0 maintain 2 plants per hill
c.3. Fertilizer : 40-20-0 kg per hectare rate
c.4. Weeding : 2 hilling up

Ist hilling up = 14 DAE
2nd hilling up = 28 DAE

c.5. Insecticide As prescribed by the entomologist

D. Sweel bPotato L e ey e
NOTE: Sweet potato will be planted one month before the harvest
of corn. ’

d.1. Variety N2S-51

d.2. Spacing

75 cm between rows

: 50 cm between hills
2 cuttings per hill

é

d.3. PFertilizer

d.4. Weeding : None
d.5. Insecticide

g
®

II. Com + Peanut - Corn + Mungbean
A. Corn
Improved Tinigquib

a.1. Varlety

L P L N
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i,

.

a.4.

a.s.

Peanutt

Com

b1,

b.2.

b.3.
b".
b.5.

c.‘.

c.3.

c.4.

c.z;c;"

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 DAE

Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 10~15 DAE
insectizide : BAs orescribed bv the entomplogist
Variety :  Mket

Spacing : 40 cm between rows

20 cm between hills

2 seeds per hill

Fertilizer : Inoculant |
Weeding ¢ Mechanical v;eeding at 15-20 DAE
Insecticide ¢ As prescribed by the entamologist
Variety : Inproved Tiniguib
Spacing : 1.5m between rows

50 an between hills

2-3 seeds per hill with thinning

t0 maintain 2 plants per hill
Fertilizer : 40-20-0 kg per hectare

khere: 2 bags of 16-20-0 per hectare applied as basal
1 bag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed at 28-30 DAE
Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE and

whenever necessary

Ab



). Mungbean

d.1.
doZo

d.3.
d.4.

- d. 5.

Variety

Spacing

Yertilizer
veedding

Insecticide

itl. upland Rice - Corn + Peanut

A. £ Upland Rice .

a.tl.

a.2.

a.3.

a.4.

a.5.

B. Com
b.1.
b.2.

b.3.

Variety

Spacing

Fertilizer

Weeding

Insecticide

Variety

Spacing

Fertilizer

_C.z.d.

Pag-asa 1 (Green)

50 cm between rows

Drilled at 15~20 seeds per
linear meter

Inoculant

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

a&s prescribed by the entomologist

- B . 1’ : - :
. . St A s
)
1

UPL Ri-5

25 cam between rows at the density of
1 kg per square meter )

2 bags of urea per hectare

1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE
Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

As prescribed by the entamologist

Improved Tinigquib

1.5 m between rows

50 am between hills

2-3 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 a& basal

1 Lag of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedresser) 20-30 CAE

A\



1.4, Veeding :
b.5. Insecticide :
Mearut

o0 . Variety

Cems  Gpacing

¢.3. Tertilizer

c.4. Weeding

c.5. Insecticide :

ez,

. Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

As prescribed by the entomologist

Moket
40 on betveen rows

20 cm between hills

2 seeds per hill

ppaﬂmt

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
As prescribed by the entomologist

1
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VILLABA, 1EYTE

I. Corn ¢ Peanut - Upland Rice (Ipil-ipil based)

A.

Bl

Ipil-ipil

a.l. Variety

a.2. Spacing

a.2. Pertilizer

a.4, Pruning
Corn

b.l. Variety

1L.2. Spacing

L 4

Peruvian

S50 o between rows

50 cm between hills

3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil
seedlings ,
Lime (Doldmite: 2 tons per hectare)
Inoculant (CB-8l)

First pruning will be when trunk
diameter is one inch

Cut/prune k% meter above the ground
Interval of pruning is 45 days
Herbage is malched or spread at

the base of the plant

Inproved Tiniguib
1.5 m between rcuws

50 cm between hills



€3b

2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
' o to maintain 2 plants per hill
. b.3. Fertilizer rate t .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 DAE
.4, Veoding : Mochanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
p.5. Insecticide : As proscriped o the entamologist

C. Peanut

c.l. Variety . 3 -
AL SR e TRIEL: - AR S A g 3
- . €.2. Spacing Lol '25 cm bef!:ween hlll e
e 5 b i e MR iTedt SR R8RS
’ '}Bm:stpﬂveenrcwsof_comﬂ
- '.‘- o ' A /k, K
. €.3, Fertilizer .~ - 3 'Inoculant

c.4. Veeding : 11echam.cal waedmc at 15-20 mr.
.p1land Rice '
... Variéi.y - © -+ UPL Ri-5
d.2. Spacifg‘g | LT 25 cm betwean rows; drilled at
1 kg per ll(_)O square meters

.3, Fertilizer

2 bags of urea per hectare>
: 1 bag basal
o ¢ 1 bag topdressed at 50-50 ms 8

d.4., Weeding

Mechanical w_eeding at 15-‘2}(3 DAE



‘-llSo

ST a5 1

Trsoactician

V1. corn + Veawit - Chon 4 Peanut

e

sp:

AS prescribod by the entomlogist: T =

~cifications for ipil-ipil are the

Inocovex] Tiniguib

1.5 m betwean YOS

A0 cm hetween hills

2-3 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 apphed as basal

1 bag of 46-0—0 per hectare 51dedressed at 128-30-DAE

, (BUSEI
a, 1. Vaviot,
AR ‘}n Sy (&]
a.3. Fertilizer
)
a.4, Wecding
a.5. Insecticide
B. Peanut
h.l. Veoriety
h.2. Spacli q"
h.3. Fertilizer
h.4. Vecding
1.5. Insecticide

A. Corn (with ipil-ipil)

ee

‘-v -

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 mg

As prescribed tw the entamologist

Moket

25 Tm between rows'

25 cm betwecn hills

3 rows between rows of corn
Inoculan

Mechanical weeding at 15-20-DAE

As prescribed by the entamologist

(f1. Commn - Sweet Potato (Ipil-ipil-based)

Best Avallable Document

i



a.). Variety : Irproved Tiniguib

a.2. Spacang ¢ 75 on hotweon xowvs
50 o between hills
: i-3 séeds per hill with thinning
to maintain 2 plants per hill
a.3. Fertilizer : ‘40—20-0 kg per hectare
Fhere: 2 bags of 16=-20-0 cer hectare acplied as basal
1 bay of 46-0-0 per hectare sidedressed prior to
secomd hilling ue
5..4. Weed.mg : 2 hilling up

: 1st hilling up = 14 DAE

i N ,
T g 2ndt mu-n; wp = za DAE s
. ‘-,‘}‘_. v REEJEERE T . ) - Lo - .
3.4, Insxtl\ ice : As prescnbed by Lhe entmo]ng:.st

B. Sweet Pot‘,to (with 1011—11311)

t':). 1. Va_riety : BI\DSS.—Sl‘
b2 Spaciry : : 75 om between rows
. 50 cm betwesn hills .
) " : 2 cuttinus per hilli
b.3. Fertilizer : none
b.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 15-2 DAE
b5 Insccticide . : As prescribed by the entdmlogist

V. Corn ¢ dMungbean - Upland Rice

Best Avalldble' Document




N Corn

Aol IR : Improved Tiniquik

A2, Snasiy : 1.3 m batween T
50 <z brotveen hills
o-5 gne s per hill wzh thinning to
pnaintain 2 plants oar hill

Casse N e i)

FOVRUto T8 P 4 T P . .
17~-20=-0 Kg pey hectaro

e e o ne rel cERbied 2s basal
) 3 g T RN = elliles syt =1 3 A3
on gt leece o ey pograve sidedressad at 28-30-DAE

a.4. Weadling : Mechanical weedin zt 15-20-DAE

a.5. [Insecticide : As'prescribed by the entomologist

B. Hungbean | i n e
bl Var ety : ‘Pagasa T (Green)in i i
b.2. Spacing : 50 cm between rows; drilled at 15-20

seeds per linear meter
b.3. Fertilizer : Inoculant
b.4. Veading : Mecnanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
h,%. insecticide . As prescribed by the entamologist
o, Upland Kice .
.l Varicty : UPL Ri-5
c.2. Spacing : 25 cm between rows, drilled at 1 kg

per 100 square meters

c.3. Fertilizea 2 bags of urea per hectare

: 1 bag basal

: 1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE

34 N erer 2503 ST A

PR
B
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C.4.D

wanhesn’ = Corn & reaput - Upland Rice o i
A, b ‘ !
ALl, varziow s Pac-asa (Green) , !
Il DRk G ) S esterlEc) baa el seads dril]zd' : S l
at 15-20 seeds per linear meter
2.3, Earsidasst . Incenltant (Superim'_:osed fertil.izefz
A0-20-31 kS/hA)
PR NS oA hanh AL veecing ~t 10-15 DAE ‘

Ynescticides . a5 precriba’ by the cntimologist :

: b. Py Vanew : . Imoroved Tiniguib

Vot ot . A
-La ,y" <3 CHF 55

S?‘#A-nv

v

U"

8!
2

;
i

maintain to 2 plants per hill j

b.3, Pertiiiser ° : 40-20-0 kg per hectare

here: 2 hags of 16-2C-0 pet hectare applied as basal o :

1 bag of 4€-0-0 per hectare sidedressed at ._-28;-36_'!)\!'3 :

b.4. Yeedin] . Mechanical weedind at 15«20 DAE
b.5. 'Ipset.:ticide ‘ . As prescribed by the entcmologist 1 »




feih o

DEFORE

cody o Weadlng
©eohy o Inenchiclde
5t »

D. Upland Rice

Gy (G

Jd.l. Variety

.2, Hpacing

B« Pl e

o hWeeding

J.5. Insecticicde

. - 50,08 Gyl ey

1) NG S R L B QTR
o e R i =

lien e LA S -

25 Y.nt s SN

PRSI OA P & el oS TR 0 BT a)

Moket)

3 wams bethanan Yovia off oarm

inecuiant

Mechanical weeding

As presccibed by the entomologist -

\

UPL Ri-5 (Superimposed varieties:

Calinayan and Makarato).: ..

25 ci between rows; crilled at 1 kg

per 100 suarc meters .

2 bags of urea rcr hectare

1 bag basal

3%

1 bag topiresscd at 50-60 DAE

NMechanical weesing at 15-2C DAE

As prescribed by the entamlogist

Best Avallable Document
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A,

B.

C.

Mungbean - Rice - Sweet Potato

Mungbean
a.l. Variety

a.2. Spacing

a.3. Fertilizer
a.4. Weeding
a.5. Insecticide
Upland Rice

b.1, Variety
b.2. Spacing

b.3. PFertilizer

b.4. Weeding |
b.5. Insecticide
Sweet Potato

c.l., Variety

c.2. Spacing

C.4.4.

Pag-asa 1 (Green)

50 am betwecn rows; seeds drilled at
15-20 seeds per linear meter
Inoculant

Mechanical weeding at 10-15 DAE

As prescribed by the entomologist

UPL Ri-5

25 om between rows; drilled at
1 kg per 100 square meters

2 bags of urea per hectare

1 bag basal

1 bag topdressed at 50-6- DAE

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
As prescribed by the entamlogist

RNAS-51
75 om between rows

50 cm between hills

2 cuttings per hili



C.4.e.

c.3. Fertilizer + 30-30-30 kg per hectare
c.4. Weeding ¢ Hilling up at 2-3 weeks after
planting
: Spot weeding whenever necessary
c.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entomlogist

4\



c.5.a
BASEY, SAMAR

I. Mungbean - Gabi + Upland Rice ~ Gabi 4 Corn (Corn will be intercroped
with abi after rice.)
A. Mungbean -

Pag-asa 1 (Green)

a.l. Variety

a,2. Spacing 50 cm between rows; seeds drilled

at 15-20 seeds per linear meter

a.3. Fertilizer Inoculant (Superimposed Fertilizer:

30-30-30 kg/ha)
a.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 10-15 DAE
a.5. Insecticide

As prescribed by the entanologist

B. Gabi
b.l. Variety ¢ Pilit
b.2. Spacing : 2 m between rows

2 m between hills

b.3. Fertilizer 10 g. 14-14-14 per hill applied as

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

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



b. S.

Insecticide

Upland Rice

c.l.

c.2.

c.3.

a.l.

da.2.

d.3.

d.4.
d.5.

Yariety

Spacing

Fertilizer

Weeding

Insecticide

Variety

Spacing

Fertilizer

(13

C.5.h.
As prescribed by the entamologist

UPL Ri-5

25 am between rows; drilled at 1 kg
per square meter

2 bags of urea per hectare

1 bag basal

1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE
Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

As prescribed by the entamologist

Tproved Tiniguib

75 cm between rows

50 cm between hills

2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
whenever necessary

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 DAE

Weeding

Insecticide

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

As prescribed by the entamologist



1I. Mungbean - Upland Rice - Sweet Potato (Ipil-ipil-based)

A. Ipil-ipil
a.l. Variety

2.2. Spacing

a.3., Fertilizer

a.4. Pruning

B. Mungbean
b.l. Variety

b.2. ' Spacing

b.3. Fertilizer

e

K-28
50 an between rows

15 om between hills

3 staggered rows of ipii-ipil ssedlings

planted along the contour; space
between hedge rows of ipll-ipil is
3 meters

Lime (Dolamite: 2 tons per hectare;

liming is only applicable to acidic sol ’5;

application should be during planting
of ipil-ipil.)

Inoculant: CB-81

First pruning will be when trunk
diameter is one inch

Cut or prune % meter above the ground.
Interval of pruning is 45 days
Herbage is mulched or spread at the

base of the plant.

Pag-asa 1

50 am between rows; seeds drilled at
15-20 seeds per linear meter
Inoculant

| Q\W/



c.s.d.

b.4. Weeding : Mechanical weeding at 10-15 DAE
b.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamwlogist
C. Upland Rice (Superimposed varieties: UPL Ri~5 and Calinayaa)
c.l Variety : Karimon (Local)
c.2. Spacing : 25 cm between rows; drilled at
1 kg per 100 square meters

c.3. Fertilizers

1 bag urea per hectare
¥ bag basal
} bag topdressed at 50-50 DAE

c.4. Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

E

c.5. Insecticide As prescribed by the entamologist

D. Bweet Potato
d.l. Variety : BNAS-51
d.2. Spacing : 75 cm between rows

50 cm betweeh hills

2 cuttings per hill
d.3. Fertilizer

d.4. Weeding
D. . Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamologist

None

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

IIl. Relay Planting of Gabi (Dolongan Soil)



a,l.

a.2.

a.3.

a.‘.

a.5.

b.1.
b.2.

b.3.
b.4.
IV, Effects
a.,l.

a.2.

Variety

Spacing

Fertilizer

Weeding

Insecticide
(Relay Crop)
Variety
Spacing

Fertilizer

Weeding

a%e

C.5.e.

Marondon

75 om between cows

75 cm between hills

None

Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE
and spot weeding whenever necessary
As prescribed by the entamologist

Hinongot

75 am beﬁaaaen rows

75 om between hills

30-60-60 kg per hectare (Superimposed)

Mechanical weeding whenever necessary

of Vaccination on the Incidence of Fowl and Hog Cholera

Dosage

Nunber of Application

As instructed by the product label

Once (Start of the trial)

V. 7he Effect of Deworming on the Growth of Native Hogs

a.l.
a.2.
a.l.

a.4.

Treatment
Deswormer
Dosage

Nurber of applicaticon

6 weanlings

Pyperix powder

As instructed by the product label
Twice (Start of trial and one month

after)



C.6.a_.

BONTOC, SOUTHERN LEYTE

1. Comn + Mungbean - Corn + Peamut (Stripcropping: 10 rows per strip at

7.5 meters)
A. Corn
a.l. Variety : DMR #2
&.2. Spacing : 75 cm between rows
: 50 cm between hills
: 2-3 seeds per hill with thinning
to maintain 2 plants per hill
a.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 prior to

second hilling up

a.4. Weeding + 2 hilling up
lst hilling up = 14 DAE
2nd hilling up = 28 DAE
a.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entomologist
B. Mungbean

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



C.6.c.

d.4. Weeding Mechanical weeding: 10-15 DAE
d.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamologist
J1. Upland Rice - Sweet Potato (Ipil-ipil-basai; in areas c'af not more than
45% slope which is equivalent to 22°)
A, Ipil-ipil
a.l. Variety

a.2. Spacing

K-28

S0 cm between rows

15 am between hills

: 3 staggered rows of ipil-ipil
seedlings planted along the contour

Space bpetween hedge rows of ipil-ipil

is 3 m

a.3. rlertilizer : Lime (Dolamite: 2 tons per hectare;
liming is only done in acidic soils:;
applicat:.ion ;s,hould be during planting
of ipil-ipil,)

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

trunk diameter is one inch

Cut or prune % meter above the ground

: Interval of pruning is 45 days
: The herbage is mulched or

spread at the base of the plant


http:oJeedl.D3

B.

Upland Rice
b.l. Variety

b.2. Spacing

b.3. Fertilizer

b.4. Weeding

C.6.d.

: UPL Ri-5

25 om between rows; drilled at 1 kg

per 100 square meters

2 bags urea per hectare

1 bag basal

1 bag topdressed at 50-60 DAE
Mechanical weeding at 15-20 DAE

b.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamologist

NOTE: 1.

2.

Swveet Potato

c.l. Variety

c¢.2. Spacing

c.3. Fertilizer

No fertilizer application on rice after the first
year,
To maintain the amount of ipil-ipil herbage,

sundried yield fram one linear meter is taken.

: EBNAS-51

75 cm between rows:

50 cm between hills

¢ 2 cuttings per hill

30-30-30 kg per hectare (Basal
application at planting time)

: Hilling up 2-3 weeks after planting
Spot handweeding as whenever necessary

o\



C.6.e.

c.5. Insecticide : As prescribed by the entamologist

i1}, Abaca Rejuvenation Study

iV. 5. 1he Effect of Deworming on the Growth of Native Hogs (Weanlings)

i.] ‘lreatments : With vs without deworming

A.2 humber of hogs : 6 weanlings

a.3 errﬁer : Pyperix powder

a.4 Dosage : As instructed by the product label

Twice (start of trial and one month

a.5 Number of application
after) :

B. Vaccination for Hog Choleva

b.l Dosage As instructed by product label

One (start of trial)

b.2 Number of Application


http:dewormi.ng

Pppendix D. GUIDELINES FOR SETTING RESEARCH PRIORITIES

1. Seriousness of the Problem
a. Is the problem requiring urgent solution?
b. 1Is the problem requiring attention frequently?
2. Potential for solving the problem
a. Biological Potential
1) Are the physical and biological conditions in the sites provide
opportunities to solve the problem?
2) What information on potential solution is available fram
exper iment stations, farmers in sites and in other areas, and from
technical literature?
3) Do the proposed technologies fit into the farmers' existing
systems?
b. Resource Availability
1) Are available resources adequate tO meet the resource requirements?
2) Db potential solutions reduce the employment of scarce resources?
3) Does employment of underutilized resources increase?
4) Are farmers able to apply the new technology?
c. FEconomic and Financial Feasibility
1) Do benefits of potential improvements in the farmers' systems
offer sufficient incentives to interest family members?
2) Do potential solutions increase or decrease the stability of
farmers' production and carnings?
3) Do farmers have sufficient cash or credit to pay for any
increase in purchase?
4) Do potential solutions change the farmer's perception of
risk through changes in the stability of production ar«1 reyiirements

to obtain credit?

B\
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Dl b.

. Sociocultural Acceptability

1)

2)

3)

4)

Do social and cultural values, norms, and customs of the
camunity help or hinder the acceptance of proposed solutions?
Do farmer's perceptions, beliefs, knowledge and attitudes

and aspirations facilitate or make difficult the acceptance
of proposed solutions?

Do site staffs have social or cultural values that hamper their
working with certain groups or types of farmers?

Are farm family goals served or altered if the proposed solu-

tions are successful?

3. Impurtance of the problem in the research strategy

ia, Is the problem important in relation to the overall research

strategy?



exndix £, MMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN MA ahd ViSCA for the FSIP-EV.

]'.

MEMDRANIDUM OF AGREEMENT
between
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE (Region VIII)
and
VISAYAS STXIE COLLEGE OF AGRIQULTURE
for
IMPLEMEMNTATION OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES OF
THE FARMING SYSTEMS [EVELOPMENT PROJECT-
EASTERN VISAYAS
as provided in
PROJECT LOMN AND GRANT AGFEEMENT BEIWEEN THE
GOVERNMBNT OI' THE PHILTPPINES (GOP) AND THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (AID LOAN NO., 492-T-066;
AID PROJECT MO, 492-0356) dated September 30, 1981
SAORE
This Memorandum of Pgreement between the Ministry of Agriculture (MA
Region VIII), Tacloban and the Visayas State College of Agriculture (ViSCA},
Bawylay, Leyte relates to the implementation of project activities of
the Farming Systems Development Project~Eastern Visayas (FSDP-EV) as
provided in Project Loan and Grant Agreement between the Government of
the Philippines (GOP) and the USA (AID Loan No. 492-T-066; AID Project
No. 492-0356). Pruject activities covered include those designed to
establish a proven mechanism for adopting rainfed, agricultural technologies

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

tedinologles as  appropriate.
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II.

E.b,
The project intends to:
Increase the capacity of the MA Region VIII staff to plan,
coordinate and undertake farming systems research and dissaminate the

improved technologies;

Improve administrative and research capacity of the leading
agricultural college in Leyte, ViSCA, to support farming systems develop~

ment in Region VIII; and

Establish six (6) field research/demonstration sites with farmer
cooperators participating in the research in conjunction with an
interdisciplinary team located at each site, and conduct research/iarmer
managed trials resulting in improved farming systems which can be disse~
minated to other farmers in Region VIII.

i

ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS HIPS:

A Regional Project Management Committee (RPMC) shall be created,
with the MA Regional Director as Chairman and the ViSCA President, N7DA
Regional Executive Director, Agricultural Research Office (ARD) Uirector
(Manila), MA Financial Management Service Chief, Project NDirector ani

Region VIII farmer representative as members.

The RPMC formulates overall policies, rules and quidel iesi for the

coordinat ion and implementation of farming systems project activitljc.

A Project Director shall be designated by the MA Regional ['irector,
as Ghairman of the RPMC and will have general supervision of project
activities including those in Research Development at VISCA, Overall project
management and field operations will be the responsibility of the Project



L,
Director who will be under the supervision of the RPMC. Al official
proiect communications will be channeled through the Project Director's

Office for appropriate acticn.

The Technical Coordinator for Research and Development shall be
designated by the ViSCA President and will have immediate administrative
responsibility for all on-campus farming systems research activities

 funded by the project. He shall coordinate the activities of cunsultants and/or

oontractors providing agricultural technical assistance.

MA shall provide an interdisciplinary team for each of the :;ix
(6) Site Research Management Units (SRMJ) which will undertake the wri-
fication/evaluation of recormended farming systems components thereor.

Technical support to the SRMJs will be provided by another
interdisciplinary team in ViSCA either directly or through pror=ct-tinanced
on-campus researches in farming systems structured in such a way te. >on=

tribute directly to supporting the SRMJ.

ViS{A will make available, through proper arrangawents, the
facilities of the Regional Training Center for Rural Develogmerit (1¥1C-RD)

for the purpose of conducting project-related trainings.

IIT. MA STAFF INPUTS:
MA staff inputs to the project shall include the followlivi an
a full-time basis:
A. Detailed Staff:
1) Project Director

2) 3 Senior Staff


http:on-canp.1s

Iv,

3.

3)
4)
5)
Mow Hire
1)
2)
3)

4)

Research Assistant
6 Agronamists

6 Extensionists

6 Foonomic Rgsearchers II
6 Economists
4 ILrivers

1 Clerk

ViSCA STAFF INPUTS:

ViSCA staff inputs to the project shall include the following

on full time basis:

A. Detailed Staff:

B.

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Hew Hire:
1)
2)
3)

Technical Coordinator

Asst. Technical Coordinator
Mimal Scientist
Agronomist/Soil Scientist
Agricultural Economist
Plant Protection Scientist
Borticulturist

Mricultural Engineer

Rural Sociclogist

2 Clerk typists

3 Ixivers

1 Utilityman

E.d.

o



ni .
e,

All MA and ViSCA Staff detailed or assigner! tu: the Faintey

Systems Development Project = Eastern Visayas are to Ix freate! as .laff

members of the project and are therefore primarily respmsilile to their

supervisors in the project.

V. LOGISTICAL SUPFORT TO PROJECT ACTIVITIES:

Budget formalation and planning will be done cuvopviratively between

ViSCA and MA. Disbursements will be decentralized and man.ged s2:i ately

by MA and ViSCA.

A.

MA Support:

Fraom funds provided for this purpose under the project Loan
Grant Agreement, AID Project No. 492-0356, MA will provide logistical
support serviges for the project in Region VIII especially to the
identified research sites. These support services include office space,
communication, transportation and barrio office facilities as well as

inputs in the research sites, and other logistical supjort.

ViSCA Suprort:

From funds provided for this purpose undaxr the Proiect Loan
and CGrant Agreement, AID Project No. 492-0356, ViSCA will provide
full logistical support to researchers of the project conducted on
campus as well as supporting services including office space, trans-—

portation and other logistical support.

ViSCA will also provide temporary staffhousing for the
technical consultants as well as dormitory and other facilities for
project-coordinated trainings.

\W
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

LA
EQUIPMENT, BOOKS, STAFF HOUSES, SITE OFFICES AND OTHER FACT! LTIE:.

During tHe life of the project, all equipment and other fu ili ies
procured and/or constructed by the project remains the acocuntabtlity of
the project. Unit/component heads will be acocountable to the project for
equipment and other facilities used in their respective unit/ocomponents.,
The component head will also be responsible for the proper naintenance of

these equipment and facilities.

Upon termination of the project, all equipment and facilitics will
be turned over to MA or ViSCA wherever the equipment are used ani whece the

facilities are located or constructed.

TECHNICAL ASSISTMNCE:

All technical consultants shall be responsible to the Project
Director for overall project coordination and the Technical Coordinator for
Research and Development for adoptive research on technical iatters. The
lona-term technical consultants shall be based at ViSCA hut thelr technical
services shall be made available to MA Region VIII. The short-tem oajnsul-

tants shall be hased where their technical services are neailed.

Local support to the technical consultants such as local traval
per diem shall be provided by the MR Region VIII,

REPORTING, EVALUATION AND SPECIAL STUDIES:

a) ViSCA will conduct an in-depth socioeconomic study ¢f exdch
target area to gather baseline data so that impact of beneficio i
oould be evaluated.

b) MA will maintain project records and reports in suflicient
details to support effective evaluation of progress towards goals

to make records and reports available for review by offic-ials of Vit A and USAID.

[
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Ix.

¢) ViSCh and MA shall provide the Project Director's Office
with canplete quarterly financial reports regarding dishursements and
‘undlis ut flization.

) Period! > reports and other information will be submitted by ViSCA
10 the oject Director's Of fice in the format and content required for

project. evaluation,

TURATION OF THIS MEMORANDUM:

This Memorandum of Agreement shall remain in force as long as
Project Loan and Grant Agreement, AID Project No. 492-0356 remains in
force. Bowever, it is understood that the said memorandum may be revised

from time to tinw in whole or part by mutual agreement between parties

heveto,
OIS RY OF AGRICULTURE VISAYAS STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE
By': . By: )

In withess hereto:

J.S. Kgency for International Development/Philippines
By:

o



Aoendix b FUNIS PHOGRAMMED FOR FSDP-EV

4 YICHE OF FINB

. AID Grant

2. ALD Loan
All) Total
3. MA
4., ViLCA
5. NEDA
GUF Total
GR/ND TOTAL
WOYTE:

YEAR 1
- P $
237 1,824.9 252
798 6,144.6 373
1,035 7,969.5 625
324 2,494.8 268
200 1,540.0 169
137 1,054.9 40
661 5,089.7 477
1,696 13,059.2 1,102

1. In thousand $/P

2. Exchange Rate: $1 = P7.70

J. Source:

Project Papwr

Year 2

E_
1,940.4

2,872.1
4,812.5
2,063.6
1,301.3

308.0

3,672.9
8,485.4



“.

*
LR

3

RN L

AID Grant

MAD Loan

10tal AD Pund

CoP Buclget.

Gop Total

GRAND TOTAL

Exchange Hate:

F.b.

$ F
LT & & Technical 236,555 1,821,473.50
Assistance
PDO 87,497 673,726.90
TCRD 229,043 1,763‘,631.10
Technical Training 271,309 2,089,079.30
Support:
SRy 43,332 333,656.40
Participant Training . 166,980 1,285,746.00
1,034,716 ' 7,967,313.20
PDO ~ 642,620.00
TCRD 817,696.00
Technical Training Support 614,892.00
SRMU 1,301,078.00
Participant Training Support - . 521,180.900
LT & Technical Assistance 1,190,153.00
5,087,619.00
13,054,932.20
$1 =p7.70

o\


http:13,054,932.20
http:5,087,619.00
http:1,190,153.00
http:521,180.00
http:1,301,078.00
http:614,892.00
http:817,696.00
http:642,620.00
http:7,967,313.20
http:1,285,746.00
http:333,656.40
http:2,089,079.30
http:1,763,631.10
http:673,726.90
http:1,821,473.50

5

{

ll

20

3.

10

AlD Orant

AID Loan

LT & ST Technical
Assistance

PDO
TCRD

Technical Training
Suppert

SRMD

Participant Training

AID Fund Total

GOP Ruidge

t PDO
TCRD
Technical 'fraining Support
SRU
Participant Training Support '

IT & ST Technical Assistance

GOP_Total

GRAND TOIAL

. —— ¢ —————

omecs:

Project Paper

$

251,767

22,074
157,554

909

17,689
174,629

624,629

4

1,938,605.90

169,969. 80
1,213,165.80

6,999.30

136,205.30
1,344,697.20
4,809,643.30

412,432.00
727,213.90
212,590.00
966,785.00
1,087,110.00
264,120.00
3,670,250.00

8,479,893.30



http:8,479,893.30
http:3,670,250.00
http:264,120.00
http:1,087,110.00
http:966,785.00
http:212,590.00
http:727,213.00
http:412,432.00
http:4,809,643.30
http:1,344,697.20
http:136,205.30
http:6,999.30
http:1,213,165.80
http:1,938,605.90

Apperdiv G,  FSUP-EV FUNDS AVAIIABLE FOR 1982.

A. MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE

1. GOP Counterpart Fund ¥2,655,000.00
2. USAID Loan Fund 825,000.00
Total 3,480,000.00

B. VISCA
1. o0 Counterpart: 71,823,000.00
2. USAID Loan Fund 1,911,000.00
Total 3,7\34,000.00
GRAND TOTAL P7,2}4,000.00

Source: Annex 15, Salient Features of Foreign Ongoing/Loan-Assisted
Projects of the National Goverrmént: Budget of Receipts and
Ixpenditures Pursuant to the Programs of Govesnment as Approved
by the President of the Republic of the Philippines for 1983;
pPp. 53;57



R. MINIGTRY OF AGRICULTUFE

Apendix H, FSIP-EV FUNTS AVAILARLE FOR 1983,

P/P/A

3.3.11 - Support to the Eastern Visayas Farming
Systems Development Project (Peso Coun-
terpart, USAID Loan No. 492~T-066 and

AID Project No. 492~0356)

Support to the Eastern Visayas Farming
Systems Development Project (Loan
Proceeds, USAID Loan No. 492-T-066 and

.32 -

AID Project No. 492-0356)
5.1.19 = Oonstruction of Permanent Improvements
under the Eastern Visayas Farming
Systems Development Project (Peso Coun-
" terpart, USAID Loan No. 492-T-066 and
_ KID Project Mo, 492-0356)
Total fo@g B
VISAYAS STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE

1.4.4. - Support to the LEastern Visayas Farming
Systems Development Project (USAID Loan No,
492-T-066 and Grant No. 492-0356) |

1.4.5, - Support to the Eastern Visayas Farming

Systems Development Project (USAID Loan
No. 492-T-066 and Grant No. 492-0356)-14
Total for ViSCA
UREID TOTAL

faarce:

Ganeral ppropriations Act
January 1-31, 1983

Batas Parbansa Blg. 230; pp. 124; 128; 274

$1,000,00d.00

306,000.00

212,000.00

1,518,000.00

3,062,000.00

1.031,000.00
4,093,000.00

5,611,000.00



http:p,611,OOO.00
http:4,093,000.00
http:031,000.00
http:3,062,000.00
http:518,000.00
http:212,000.00
http:306,000.00
http:1,ooo,00d.oo
http:Farm1.ng
http:Farm1.ng
http:Farm1.ng

BUDGETARY PROVISIONS, 1983

N MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE

1'

PESO OXINTERPART
Qurrent Operating BExpenditures (COE)
(’apital Outlay (M)

1DAY PROCTELE

Current Cperating Expenditures (COE)

Total for MA

B, VISAYAS STATE OOLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE

1,

2.

PESO COUNTERPART

Current Operating EXpenditufeSIQGDE)
LOAN PROCEELS i
Current Operating Expenditures (COE)
Total for ViSCA

GRAND TOTAL

H.b.

1,000,000
212,000

306,000

1,518,000

1,031,000

3,062,000

4,093,000

5,611,000




Appendix I.

P/P/A
Code

3.3.11

3.3.12
5.L1.19

5.2.F

RECORD OF RELEASES (F MA - BASED FSDP-EV FUNDS, CY 1982-83

NEDA TRUST FUMD . . . .

EXoemess 1= nd et 1th TOTAL
KBL 3000} axss g TR TR gTR 1982 1083
14 m 100-10 62,500 62,500 62,500 62,500 63,315 250,000
200 201,000 167,500 167,500 134,000 1,502,735 670,000
15 102 100-10 76,500 76,500 76,500 76,500 77,385 306,000
14 102 300-32 - " 159,000 - - 200,000 159,000
14 300-33 - - - - 129,000 -
SUBTOTAL . - . . . . . . . .340,000 465,500 306,500 273,000 1,972,435 1,385,000
e e e e .= - 600,000 300,000 1,139,460 900,000
GRAND TOTAL . . . . . .. . . 340,000 465,500 906,000 573,000 3,111,895 2,285,000
PREPARED BY:

ANTONTIA O. SANTIAGO
Budget Examiner 11



Appendix J. REOORD OF RELEASES OF VISCA - BASED FSDP- EV FUNDS, CYy 1982.

P/P/A EXPENSE
Code Class AMOUNT
1.4,3 (FOREX) 100-10 Personal Service 208,326.00
l.4.4 (GOP) 200 A, Technical Coordinator for Research amd 614,850.00
Development Support Campenent

B. Technical Training Office Support Camponent 137,900.00
2.3.3 (GOP) 300 Equirment 79,200.00
2.2.9 (FOREX) 300 Structure 954,550.00

1,994 ,826.63

Nota: Recorded under §-2%-110 usder Fund 192

PRECARED EBY:

BEARTIZ P, MG INA
Chief Accountant I



P/P/A
Code KB FUND
1.4.4 15 102

200
TOTAL

EXPENSE
Q.ASS

ist 2rd 3rd
QUARTER (UARTER QUARTER

100-10

200

485,500.00 485,500.00 485,500.00

280,000.00 280,000.00 280,000.00

765,500.00 765,500.00 765,500.00

ath
QUARTER TOTAL
435,500.00 1,942.000.C
280,000.00 1,120,000.C
765,500.00 3,062,000.C

PREPAREL: EY:

NOTE: 3rd and 4th Quarter Obligational no CIC.

TE/TRIZ P, MODINA
Cnief Acocuntant I


http:PPEPl�.EI
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http:765,500.00
http:280,000.00
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