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.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Background of the study

The Department of Agriculture (DA) is the lead agency of the agriculture sector that is
mandated to find alternative ways and means in creating the modpmadd&rmer and fisher
folk (IES of DFIMDP Terms of Referente2016).

The Diversified Farm Income and Market Development Project (DFIMDP) was implemented
by DA in four (4) focus areas in the Philippines from October 1, 2004 to June 30, 2009. This
was inline with the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act (AFMA) of 1997 which has
two objectives:

a) transform the DA into a more service and maiéénted agency, and

b) arrest and reverse the declining competitiveness of the agriculture and fisheoes sect
by creating better conditions for agribusiness diversification and produetivity
enhancing investments through the private sector (World Bank, 2010).

The DFIMDP has five (5) components:

Support for market development services;

Market development invasients;

Strengthening of safety and quality assurance systems for market development;
Marketlinked technology development and dissemination; and

Enhancing budget resource allocation and planning.

a sk

To determine whether the interventions implemented by tbgg proponent were able to
deliver the inteded socieeconomic changes target communities in Region VI, the National
Economic Development Authoriigegion VI (NEDA VI) commissioned The AMsian
Centre for Enterprise Development (ASCEND) Inc. to eartdan Impact Evaluation Study
(IES) of the DFIMDP.

The impact evaluation study (IES) focuses on the implementation of the five Components of
the DFIMDP in Aklan, Antique, Capiz, and lloilo.

B. Research process

The IES process started with a) desk researaathering of relevant secondary data related
to the DFIMDP, b) conduct of 16 key informant interviews (KIIs) with DA officials, officers
from the local government unit (LGU), and community leaders who were involved during the
project implementation, a@hc) conduct of surveys (450 respondents) and focus group
discussions (4 groups, 6 participants each) among beneficiaries aibemeficiaries of the

1 The Terms of Referencerf DFIMDP is attached in Annex & this report
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project(see Table 1 for the total number of households surveyed, key informants interviewed,
and focus pup discussions conducted per component)

Tablel. Households surveyed, key informants interviewed, and focus group discussions
conducted per component

Focus
Component Survey Key Informants Groups
Component 1Support for | O beneficiary* 1 DA official No FGD was
MarketDevelopment 22 nonbeneficiaries | 2 LGU officials done for this
Services component*
Component 2Market 82 beneficiaries 2 DA officials 1 group
Development Investmentg 113 nonbeneficiaries| 1 LGU official
1 Community Lader

Component 3: 23 beneficiaries 1 DA official 1 group
Strengthening Safety and| 53 nonbeneficiaries | 1 LGU official
Quality Assurance 1 Community Leader
Systems for Market
Development
Component 4Market 42 beneficiaries 1 DA official 1 group
linked Technology 40 nonbeneficiaries | 1 LGU official
Development and 1 Community leader
Dissemination
Component 5Enhancing | 45 beneficiaries 1 DA official 1 group
Budget Resource 30 nonbeneficiaries | 1 LGU official
Allocation and Planning 1 Community lader
Total 450 farmers/ 16 key informants | 4 groups with

households 6 participants

each

* |ES field team confirmed esite and through the key informants that there was no list of

Component 1 beneficiaries

All research data were encoded, codelidated and measured through statistical tests in

order to craft a comprehensive analysis and
output is a final report composed of dbefore
For Awithoanhad eoompari sons, tests on proport.i

Specifically, the characteristics of the beneficiaries and-bemeficiaries were tested if
statistically significant differences exist.



The All-Asian Centre for
Enterprise Development
- (ASCEND) Inc.

Although baseline data was the most crucibormation needed for the conduct of the study,
it was not made avail abl e Hdnea WondBank3WHE ND O s
recommended to reconstruct the baseline data.

Reconstruction of the basel i ne ngparkoas. Simees U S e (
no baseline information on DFIMDP was available, results from Family Income and
Expenditure Survey (FIES) and Crop Statistics of the Philippines, which were accessed via the
Philippine Statistics Authority (PSA) and Bureau of AgricultutatiStics (BAS) websites,

were used as the main data.

Finally, regression analysis was done on the IES survey data to know which variables
contribute to the increase and decrease of t
the Klls, FGDs, and esk research were used to support the IES survey data analysis and
interpretation.

C. Findings andanalysis Beneficiaries versus NorBeneficiaries
Component 1: Support for Market Development Services

Objective: To strengthen the capacity of the AgricuiiMarketing Assistance (AMAS) of the
DA in orderby providing more effective market promotion, trade fairs, etc., in conjunction
with the private sectoiTo establish an Agriculture and Fisheries Market Information System
(AFMIS).

Main finding: DA was abé to achieve the objective of this component since they were able to
operationalize th&FMIS. Howeveronly one respondent mentiontis as one of his sources
of market information.

Unfortunately, he design oAFMIS was not achieved due two factors:a) farmers had easier
access to spot market trading practices at trade cameis)farmers werainfamiliar with the
technologyAccording to the LGUSs, the farmers who used the AFMIS would access it with the
assistance of their staftonsequentlytiwasthe LGU staffwho developed the skill on the use

of theweb-based system.

Component 2: Market Development Investments

Objective: To ensure a more demaddven and markesdriented investment through LGUs
and producer groups; To enable investment @stsharing among LGUs and associations
that will lead to expansion of markets and increase of employment opportunities.

Main finding: According to the2010 project completion reporthe objectives of this
component was achievedCompared to the neheneficiaries of the IES survey, more
beneficiaries stated that they were involved innirgs and seminars, and bemedi from
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farming inputs, equipment and machineries. However, there were moteeneficiaries than
beneficiares who stated that they ledited from rural infrastructures.

In addition,the i mpact of the irrigation canals on
compared to the road infrastructures built under this component.

Component 3: Strengthening Safety and Quality Assurance Systéor Market
Development

Objective:To i mprove the i mplementation capacity
to meet international .standards through DAOGS

Main finding: According to the Completion Report publishecdMdgrld Bank this @mponent

was able to revise some regulatory procedures of DA. Hoykngicomponent was unable to
reach its full potential since an executive order was released to remove charges in the
accreditation process of agriculture products for export.

It was dso observed thatwt to lack of awarenesd the regulationsthe quality assurance
processes implemented were deerasda restriction rather than a tool for better trade and
market pricesThe survey datalsoreveakd that neither samples beneditfromthe established
guality assurance process.

Component 4: Markedinked Technology Development and Dissemination

Objective: Toimprovet he DAds R&D and training outreach
Bureau ofAgricultural Research (BAR) and BureauRdstHarvest Research and Extension
(BPRE)using a Competiti ve G@Graamnisg,lnstitute ATI. he DAOGS

Main finding: Farmers were satisfied with how they were trained on crop management through
the Farmers Field SchoolFES. They aso commended the FFS on how it helped them
understand and improve some of their marketing procedures.

Component 5: Enhancing Budget Resource Allocation and Planning

Objective: To support the governmentide initiative that aims to improve public expetude
management through strategic allocation of [
emphasis on the funding of DAGO6s core functio

Main finding: Survey data shows that beneficiaries have less cash income comapiuacbf
the nonbeneficiaries. Furthermorghere are significantly more ndreneficiarieswho own
businesses compared to beneficiavi#® usually work in family farms.



The All-Asian Centre for
Enterprise Development
- (ASCEND) Inc.

D. Findings and Analysis Before and after

Comparison of Household income from PG through 2015: Family Income and
Expenditure Survey

Looking at the income classes from 2003 to 2015 from FIES, there was a decreasing trend in
the number of families belonging to the two lowest income classes (under Php40,000.00 and
Php40,000.00 to Pi9,999.00) but an increasing trend in the number of families belonging to
the two highest income classes (Php100,000.00 to 249,999.00 and Php250,000.00 and over)
from 2003 through 2015.

Comparison of Crop Production from 2003 through 2014: Crop Statistics

At all levels of significance, there was no notable difference between the proportions of crops
produced in 200&s compared to those B014. On the other hand, sugarcane production
decreased while rice production increased in 2006 and 2009.

Looking & the status of crop production in Region VI before, during and after the
implementation of DFIMDP (2003 to 2014), the distribution of the production of different
crops (in proportions) did not differ significantly over the years. Sugarcane and ricegdmain
as the major crops planted in tlegjion.

According to PSA, Region VI is considered as the top sugarcane producer. With this, it can be
assumed that the largest agricultural area in the region is allocated for sugkrtheevent

of a natural disster or weather disturbance, sugarcane production will be greatly affected. In
the same manner, agricultural projects being implemented in the region may impact the same
production.

Analysis of Agricultural Employment in Region VI from 2003 to 2015

There was a decreasing trend in Hgiculturalemployment from 2003 to 2015 in Region VI.
Moreover, when a test on proportions was conducted to compare the agricultural employment
for years 2003 and 2015, there is a significant difference between the tyortmos.
Agricultural employment for 2003 was significantly higher than the employment in 2015.

On the other handzross Value Added (GVA) for Agriculture sector from 2009 to 2016 was
evidently higher than the GVA from 2003 to 20eginning year 2011the GVA for
agriculturestartedto decline. The sudden shift of the distribution of GVA (2008 to 2009)
cannot be directly evaluated.
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E. Conclusions

Regression analysis were done to determine which factors contributed to the increase or
decrease of incoemamong the farmer beneficiaries and-bemneficiaries.

General Findings

1 Non-beneficiaries were observed to be near the market, bank, hospital, central, and
reservoir or pond compared with the beneficiaties

1 Non-beneficiaries get to the market, bankspital, central, and reservoir or pond
for a shorter time and they use paved roads

1 Beneficiaries have higher consumption of food and other basic necessities

1 Beneficiaries usually get farming information fronhet government and
acquaintances, whilée non-beneficiaries from the private compantes

1 Both analysis for the beneficiary and roeneficiary groups resulted to the
conclusion that if they haveenefitedfrom irrigation and farming inputs, most
likely, they had higher monthly income. It was atdiserved that havingenefited
from information system had a significant effect on the beneficiarie ahig
resulted to an increase in income of households.

1 At all levels of significance, there is no significant difference on the income of
beneficiarieand norbeneficiaries who haveenefitedrom irrigation and farming
inputs.

Component 1 findings:
1 Regression results reveal that out of 318 variables, none of the variables have a
significant and logical effect to income for the Component 1 survey mespds.

Component 2 findings:

1 After analyzing the data for the Component 2 respondents, four out of 318 variables
resulted to have significant effects on income. These variables were: number of
crops and/or fish species sold, total amount (in kilogravh&garvested crops and
fish species sold, number of types of crops and/or fish species, and number of
harvested crops.

Component 3 findings:
1 Out of 318 variables, only two had significant effects to income. Specifically, the
two variables were the totamount (in kilograms) of: 1) harvested crops and fish
species sold and 2) number of types of crops and/or fish species

2 This is not applicable to Component 1.
3 This is not applicable to Component 1.
4This is not applicable to Component 1.
5 This is not applicable t&omponent 1.

10
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Component 4 findings:
1 Among the variables, only types of crops and fish species sold had an effect on
income. Specifically, if the nubrer of types of crops and fish sold increased, it is
likely that the income will also increase.

Component 5 findings:
1 The significant variables were as follows: total amount (in kilograms) of harvested

crops and fish species sold and number of harvestgrs.

F. Recommendations

Component Recommendations

U CapacitateLGUs and staffoy providing hand®n experienceon
operaing a webbased information system

U Setup more realistidbeginningdor farm technologyFor instance
farmers can register online ngi their cellphong to receive

1 information coming from an AFMIS centen a set schedul&ince

children nowadays anmore technology savvyarmers may opt t

register their ,andinturh,rthe ochiddswil pas

on the data to his or hearent.

U To aid decisiormaking on how to allocate infrastructure funds
longitudinal case study among selected DFIMDP irrigation prg
beneficiaries may be conducted.

U In planning, a similar codienefit analysis at the farmer level m

2 be donefor a complete value chain (from water source to farr
market).

U After the natural calamities that affected lloilo, it is essentig
determine the status of the 34 sub projects through mapping.

U The content of the webased systenespecially on ugdates on
regulationcould be sent via-mail to cooperatives or farmers wi
e-mail accounts.

3 U Sincemany farmers aneven their childrehave Facebook accoun

the use of social media in popularizing regulations and QAP mu

explored.

U With the inceasing number ofemale household hegdaomen
should explore agricultural resource management.

U Livelihood programs for both male and female farmers shoul

4 promoted to conserve quality labor and shared manageme
farming

U Both men and women shoudd encouraged to participate in farmi
organizations or seminars and trainings.

11
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U Increasd budget allocation foinfrastructure would generate a
inclusive effect at the community levalthoughdifferentiation of
impact at the household level woudd difficultto assesm the long
run.

U Promote crop insuranckaving been identifiecas a significan
indicator of marketlriven agricultural programs.

12
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.  INTRODUCTION

A. The Role of Agriculture in the Philippines

Poverty incidencds high in rural aremwhere most farmers and fishermen live. They are solely
dependent on agriculture as their main source of income. Hmtpercent (36%) of the
countrybdés tot al wor kforce belong to the agr.i
sectors (ADB, 20Q). Given this figure, the role of agriculture in poverty reduction through
improving livelihoods and market access, establishing efficient value chains, and developing
skills among employees is essential (Briones & Felipe, 2013).

The World Bank (2011)Iso acknowledged that promoting the increase of farm income and
productivity is a key factor in achieving sustainable development among developing countries
like the Philippines. On this account, interventions are focused on assisting and improving
livelihoods among the poorest sectors, which are the farmers and fishermen (PSA, 2014).

B. State of the Philippine Agriculture Industry

Agriculture is important to Filipinos becsa it provides them with foodand vital raw

materials, and acts as a market for picid such as fertilizers, tractors, etc. (Habito & Briones,

2005). Despite its role and potential in the Philippine economy, the agriculture sector has been
declining over theyears. Three major constraintsh a t hi nder the secto
identified. These are: (a) low productivity from land degradation and natural phenomena, (b)
limited connectivity due to lack of rural transport or fatwrmarket roads, and (c) weak
resilience because oficlate change risks (ADB, 2010).

The challenge is to shiftdm the traditional public sectded focus on production and supply
driven incentives, to a more private and madeéntd approach (World Bank, 2011)o
assist this shift, the DAalong with private organizations and other government agencies, have
initiated policies and programs to modernize agriculture and fisheriecpmacti

C. The Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act of 1997

Enacted on December 22, 1997, the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act of 1997
(AFMA 1997; Republic Act 8435)ia policy created to refine the lives of farmers and fisher
folks, and improve their productivity by introducing and campaigning modernized agriculture.

filn general, it aims to transform the agriculture and fisheries sectors to techriobsgd,
advancel and competitive industry; ensure that the small farmers and fisher folk have equal
access to assets, resources and services; guarantee food security; encourage farmer and fisher
folk groups to bond together for more bargaining poveet; r e n g t h enganipagoosp | e 6 s

6 Povertyincidence is the proportion of population whose annual per capita income falls below annual per capita poverty
threshold to the total number of population (NCSB, n.d.)

13
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cooperatives and negovernment organizations by enhancing their participation in decision
making; pursue an aggressive markieiven approach to make the products more competitive

in the market; stimulate further processing of agricultupgbducts and make it more
marketable; and implement policies that will invite more investors to establish business in the
country(Republic Act 8435, 19978

The AFMA 1997 acknowledges that improved access to assets, income, basic and support
services,an i nfrastructure must be made avail abl e
their sector to flourish. It is in this aspect that the DFIMDP was implemented with two major
objectives (1) transform the DA into a more service and madtegnted agencynd (2) arrest

and reverse the declining competitiveness of the agriculture and fisheries sector by creating
better conditions for agribusiness diversification and productentyancing investments

through the private sector (World Bank, 2010).

D. The Diwrsified Farm Income and Market Development Project (DFIMDP)

The DFIMDP is implemented by DA in four (4) focus areas in the Philippines from October 1,
2004 to June 30, 2009.World Bank provided project funding through a loan which amounted
to US$60 millicn. The DFIMDP hafive (5) components:

Support for market development services

Market development investments

Strengthening of safety and quality assurance systems for market development
Marketlinked technology development and dissemination

Enhancing buget resource allocation and planning

abrownpeE

All five components were geared towards providing an avenue for DA to initiate the process
of change, which in turn is expected to increase the competitiveness of the agriculture sector
(World Bank, 2004). Consequentlyt is essential to conduct monitoring and evaluation
activities to identify best practices and areas for improvement during project implementation,
and to assess its shoerm and/or longerm impacts.

The Philippine Development Plan (PDP) 262016 sed Managing for Development Results
(MfDR) as a strategy to focus on the documentation of the development performance and
improvements of the country based on specified indicators of development interventions
(PDPRM, 2011). Government agencies are inwblvethis processpecifically, the National
Economic and Development Authority (NEDA) which is in charge of assessing societal and
sector outcomes in the planning, monitoring, and evaluation stages.

14
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E. Context of the Project

This section serves as ookthe starting points of this impact evaluation study. The presence
of other projects and occurrence of crises in the area after the implementation of DFIMDP
show that attribution of effects to the DFIMDP cannot be done accurately.

Several projects aridterventions designed for the agriculture industry have been implemented
in the region. To date, almost all agencies of the government, as well as private firms, have
projects that focus on different concerns of the said indusaiyof which are geacktowards
reducing poverty, increasing agricultural productivity and improving sustainability, among
others.

Unforeseen events such as calamities and crises also significantly affect not just the agricultural
livelihood of Filipino farmers, butthedadg-d ay acti vities of the cour

Figure lillustrates some of the projects implemented in Region VI, as well as calamities and
crises that directly and indirectly affected the regioravigs the DFIMD project timeline.

It is notable lhat several other projects were implemented in Region 6 before, during, and after
the implementation of the DFIMDP. Fasto-market roads (FMRs), which is under rural roads
and infrastructures, is one of the quinjects under the Market Development Investitrof the
DFIMDP in 2004 to 2009. Meanwhile, DA had its own version of infrastructure projects
implemented from 2004 to 2008, and FMR interventions in collaboration with DPWH in 2009.

The presence of several similar projects at a particular time @ $pecific period poses a
difficulty in impact attribution especially if an intervention has been superseded by newer
versions of a similar project. Discussions in the following component sections were written
given this context that there have been sgal interventions conducted in the project area.

The overlaps are also observable within-#plemented projects. The SEPO Policy Brief, a
publication of the Senate Economic Planning Office, authored a report entitled Financing
Agriculture Modernizatia: Risks & Opportunities in 2009. The said report focused on the DA
and its interventions under the AFMA.

Prior to the start of DFIMDP implementation, calamities such as typhoons, flooding, tsunamis,
etc. have been terrorizing the agriculture industrpjng out incomegenerating farm lands in

an instant. Global and domestic economic, financial, or fiscal crises, among others, also wildly
affect the country as a whole, limiting citizens of their daily transactions. These phenomena
are mentioned in this pert because of the indirect effects they might have caused the target

communities during the project implementation. Touching on these points in the IES makes
the analysis m@& comprehensive and fasased.

15
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qo—“. g o Irrigation, Post-harvest / Other Infrastructure by DA Philippine Rice Information Systemn
e (PriSM) by DA, PhilRICE, IRRI and
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- -u" - Regulatory Services by DA Irrigation in Capiz SARMAP
§ 3 2 Extension Support, Education and Training, Production by NI4 Agricultural Market Information
§ 5 b Support by DA 142 farm-to-market roads by System (AMIS) by FAO and Japan
v (1] RN
£ 2 Credit Facilitation by DA DA and DPWH Sugar-cane block farming by SRA and DA
25
g' Philippine Good Agricultural Practices Program (PhilGAP) Certification by DA
- Integrated Agricultural Marketing Information System/Agricultural Marketing News Service (AGMARIS-AMNEWSS) by Bureau of Agriculture Statistics (BAS), then Bureau
of Agricultural Economics by BAS — DA

Sub-projects under
the DFIMDP funded

by World Bank

Before 2004 2010 2011 2012
Agriculture and Fisheries Market Information System (AFMIS)

Rural roads (farm to market, wheel paths) and other infrastructure
projects (bagsakan centers, irrigation)

Laboratory services or certified seeds
Agricultural Training Institute (ATI)

Financial assistance

>

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Sources: Senate of the Philippines, Departinent of Agriculture, Department of Public Works and Highways, Agricultural Training Institute, National Irrigation Administration, Rappler, PIDS, CNN

Figure 1. List of Projects implemented, calamities and crises that affection Region VI from 2004 to 2017
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. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

This impact evaluation study (IES) focuses on the DFIMDP implemented in Aklan, Antique,
Capiz, and lloilo. DFIMDP prodwed different projects and activities under the Major Final
Outputs of DA: (1) Marketing and Development Services, (2) Irrigation Development Services,
(3) Postharvest Development Services and Other Infrastructure, (4) Extension Support,
Education and Traing Services, (5) Information Support Services, and (6) Policy
Formulation, Planning, and Advocacy Services.

As indicated in the TOR between NEDA Region VI and ASCEND, the objective of this IES is
to examine DFIMDP in relation to the following expectedocomes:

1
1

Affected rural household income;

Improved marketing of agriculture and fisheries products through various market
oriented products;

Supported market development and competitiveness of farmers and fishermen; and

Capacitated DARFU VI in the delery of marketoriented and productivity
enhancing services.

Specifically, this study will measure the following conditions to form part of the impact
evaluation:

The attainment of project development objectives, result components, and major
final outpus;

Economic, social, and development impact on the focus areas or project sites;
Production and market development of the agriculture and fisheries sector in the
project sites;

Status of adoption and/or modification of service delivery and implementétion o
the DFIMDP by the DARFU VI; and

Effectiveness of DARFU VI in undertaking joint investments, maratented
infrastructure, and upgraded farm and fishery technology projects with LGUs and
private companies.
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.  FRAMEWORK AND DETAILED METHODOLOGY

A. Impact Evaluation Theory

Impact Evaluation (IE) is essential in the decismaking process and in good pubdiector
management (Blomquist, 2003). Itisfara s s es sment of changes in ou
be attributed to &EG2011). ltalsal loadrk si ratt et \nen thic@md@ |
and the operations of the program both to the intended and unintended audience (Blomquist,
2003).

The distinction of an IE from any other assessments is that it focuses on the latter stages in the
Monitoring and Ewluation Framework (see Figurg & measureshe outcomes and impacts
of an intervention.

Allocaton W)  Inputs W) Outputs M| Outcomes W)  Impact

Figure 2. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.
Adapted from Khandker et al. (2010), World Bank Publication

OECD (2002)kxplains the difference betweentcomesndimpacts.Outcomesrefer to

Athe | ikely -termammédiuvdeee d €ehdects of an interyv
whileimpactreferstoiposi ti ve or negati vetermeffecismary and
producedby a devel opment intervention, directly

B. Rationale for Conducting an IES

WB emphasized the major reasons for conducting an IES: (1) Help policy makers gauge if a
program is reaching its target goals, (2) Promot®antability in resource allocation, and (3)

Fill gaps in understanding what works, what does not, and how measured changes in well
being are attributable to a particular project or policy intervention (Khandker et al., 2010). The
single most critical qustion in any IES is whether the programuly helped its target
beneficiaries (Blomquist, 2003).

There are two major methods in conducting a reliable and accurate IE: causal inference and
counterfactuals (Gertler, et al., 2011). Causal inference is ttteothef examining the cause
andeffect relationships of the intervention towards its target recipients. Meanwhile, most IE
studies use counterfactual analysis wherein a treatment group is compared to a control group.
The treatment group refers to those whkoeived the intervention, while the control group
refers to those who have the same characteristics as that of the treatment group but did not
receive the intervention (OECD, n.d.).
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Consequently, the conduct of an IE might be purely quantitative ditajive, or both.
Bamberger (2012) strongly suggests the use of MMethods Approach (MM) because of
the following reasons:

1 Results from different sources can be triangulated

1T Results from one source can assist the d

1 Results from different sources can provide a more comprehensive data that can deepen
understanding about the topic

9 Different and new insights could emerge from different sources of data

1 Results from different sources can widen scope to cover for diversigiods

C. The Three Technical Ingredients

Components needed for an | E plan are summar
selection of impact method, (2) sampling and data collection plan, and (3) the choice of
indicators (Winters et al., 2010).

Planning for an IE method is a critical part in the development of project design and policies.
IE study planners should choose a combination of methods and designs that are appropriate for
the situation (Rogers et al., 2Q1%hereare three consideratis that must be made: available
resources and constraints, the nature of what is being evaluated, and the intended use of the
evaluation.

Determining sample sizes and planning the data collection method come after the selection of
an impact evaluation medd as respondent selection bias is an issue with IES (Winters et al.,
2010). Furthermore, sample sizes and data collection should ensure that the effects studied are
attributable to the intervention.

Finally, the choice of indicators to assess the eaffesess of the program must be done.
Indicators are specific, observable, and measurable evidences that show if certain outcomes are
achieved or not (Horsch, 1997). These will guide evaluators on what to look for to arrive at
specific conclusions and recamendations.

D. Evaluation Design
Given these objectives, ASCEND used the following Logical Framework in conducting this

Al mpact Evaluation Study of the Diversified
( DF 1 MD(Refeoto Figure B
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Review of work plans and documents

Develop Impact Evaluation Tools

Gather data via Key Informant
Interviews, FGDs, and Surveys

Impact-based indicators for DFIMDP

Recommendations

Figure 3. ASCEND Research's Logical Framework for the Project

components

IMPLEMENTER

Operationalization
of the AFMIS

Use of operating
manuals for market
development
investments

Implementation of
regulatory services,
web-based systems,
and accredited
operations

Implementation of
technologies to
support or solve
marketrelated

issues

Budget allocation
for planning

ANALYSIS OF DATA
Impact Evaluations

FARMER/
HOUSEHOLDS

Improved access to
market information
via AFMIS portal

Effect of
infrastructures
developed to their
farming, livelihood,
and daily living

Effect of
procedures to their
farming, livelihood,

and daily living

Effect of market
linked technology
dissemination to
farming and
livelihood practices

Received market related
financial support and
trainings that improve
competitiveness of
farmers/fishermen and
consequently, household
income

Good Practices
Challenges
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COMMUNITY

Improved access to
market information

via AFMIS portal

Funding and

support to LGUs for

infrastructure

projects and effect
on private sectors

Experienced
simplified

procedures, and

consistency in
services

Availability of

technologies for

marketrelated
issues

Received market
related financial
support and

trainings
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Review of Work Plans and DocumentsASCEND gathered related information on the IES

and the DFIMDP through desk research and conduct efvietvs with DA. Interview
guestions covered i mplementers6 experiences,
baseline survey results, details of sub projects per component, coordinators, per sub project,
other activities implemented, and expectedpatd.Pertinent project related documents were

also requested from the respondents. They were asked to provide details about their respective
subprojects per component, list of the beneficiaries under the saigrejdrts, and most
importantly, the basile survey of the DFIMDP.

Extensive desk review of existing data on the subject matter was conducted to lay down all
available information, which was later used as reference in conducting the impact evaluation.
This phase involved coordination with NEDAhich firmed up the methodology to be
implemented.

Summary of Secondary Data Gathered:

Secondary data gathering period: January to April 2017

Agencies contacted:

Department of Agriculture (DA) Main Office and Region 6
National Economic and Develommt Authority (NEDA) Main office and Region 6
The World Bank in the Philippines

Information needed as stated in the Actual information acquired
Inception Report of this IES
Documents, data or studies that the NEDA 9 List of stakeholders
currently has on the DFIMDP { List of subprojects implemented
1 Memorandum, DFIMDP Action Plaj
and Milestones, 2002007
1 Memorandum and Project
Evaluation Report, 2003

List of names of NEDA staff who will be List of municipal agriculturists
part of the study, and the corresponding [ Directory of local chief executives
regional and pramcial counterparts with and agricultural officials
complete, and updated contact details to
ensure quick and efficient data gathering
the duration of the study. Ideally, the DA
counterparts should be directly involved ir
the conduct of the DFIMDP in Region VI ¢
one who can realg provide ASCEND with
projectrelated documents.

= =1
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Assistance in taking other documentary

Endorsement letters addressed to:

requirements like government permits, 1 DA main

endorsement letters, and pessions to 1 DA-RFU-VI

gather documents, reports, or information ¢ NEDA Main

related to the DFIMDP for smooth

implementation of this study.

Other documents or existing studies 1 Project Completion Report by the

necessary for ASCEND to understand the World Bank
soope of work and to form part of the 1 Project Appraisal Document by the
studyds secondary i World Bank
1 Project Approved by the ICC and
NEDA Board, 2004
1 ICR Review by the Independent
Evaluation Group
Other documents/information that might b 9 List of names to be interviewed for
needed as the study progresses the KllIs
1 List of names for potential

participants in the FGDs

List of subprojects per component, update
contact details of people involved faaah
subproject, activities, and outputs

List of subprojects for Component 2. List ¢
subprojects for other components was nol
made available by DA

Baseline information, if any, of the
beneficiaries of the DFIMDP. The baseline
information pertains to thetatus of the

beneficiariedbeforethe DFIMDP started.

No data was gathered from D#aiting for
access to DFIMDP documents of WB.

Monitoring and evaluation forms or tools
used, if any or whenever possible, by DA
assess the progress of DFIMDP fromith
end

Monitoring and evaluation manual for
AFMIS (obtained document from DA on
August 14, 201} ASCEND is currently
waiting for access to DFIMDP documents
WB.

Other information and/or documents abou
DFIMDP that DA currently has

1 Project Completion Bport by the

Department of Agriculture
Inception Report of the DFIMDP,
2003

Sample Project Contract, BAFPS
Competitive Research Grants
Manual

Final Report on Streamlining of
Quarantine Services of the
Department of Agriculture
Institutional and Physical
Strengthening of the Bureau of
Agriculture and Fisheries Product

T

= =4
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Standards (BAFPS) by Dr. Cecil H.

Murray
1 Physical and financial
accomplishment report, 2008
Highlights of accomplishments
Project feasibility study and project
proposals for FMRs
Procurement aatract
Subproject profile for component 2
Performance update for componen
2008 DFIMDP annual report
Environmental and social safeguar;
Draft midterm review
DFIMDP midterm report for
component 2 only
Environmental management plan
Performance monitoringlan
Project brief of FMR
2007 highlights of accomplishment
DFIMDP NEDA presentation
Pictures of project implementation
Terminal report presentation notes
AFMIS Operations Manual
(obtained document from DA on
August 14, 2017)

= =4

=4 =4 =4 =444

=4 =4 =8 =8 -4 -4-9=9

Note: Inception Report of IES was submétl to NEDA6 on January 23, 2017

Pending Secondary Data from DA, WB and the LGU:

DocumentData Needed Status® (as of September 19, 2017)

Baseline Information from the WB

No feedback yet from the archives division
WB

DA Budget Alloation from
20042017

No feedback yet from the finance departm
of DA-Main

List of AFMIS beneficiaries

No feedback yet from the contact person

Tubungan, lloilo LGU

*Full report on the additional data gathering of secondary informatisnfound in he 4"
Quarter Progress Report of this IES

According to World Bank, Abaseline data is

impossible to measure changes without reliable data on the situation before an intervention
began. 06 For tihoins sitnupdayc t( leEvSa)l,u adtasel i ne i nf orr
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andnombenefi ciariesod i ncome, l i veli hood, housel
that were affected by the peats implemented under DFIMDP.

The needed baseline informatioras requested by ASCEND from the main and region 6

offices of the DA and NEDA as part of the methodology contained in the IR. While documents

were provided by the agencies, the information was limited to financial and budgetary matters
during the projectmplementation. It was also mentioned by key people from the DA who
handled the project that they have no copy of any baseline data or report for DAMDP.
addition, the CR Review document published by the Independent Review Group (page 5, item

No. 107 M&E Desi gn, |l mpl ementati on and Utiliza
i nformation was established. 0

Development of Impact Evaluation Tools.Information gathered from this stage was
supposed to be used for the development of impact evaluation toolstuatety, the absence
of the baseline data caused a significant change in the said development.

The MixedMethod approach (both qualitative and quantitative methods) of gathering
information was used to ensure extensive and comprehensive results. Eoe evgluation

tools included a structured questionnaire for the survey, interview guides for the conduct of
key informant interviews (KII), and discussion guides for the focus group discussions (FGD).

For the structured questionnaire, it is ideal toehtne same type and format of questions in the
baseline evaluation and the impact evaluation. Since baseline data was not available, ASCEND
created the IES survey tool independently. The absence of the baseline data also affected the
proposed analysis ohis IES, which will be discussed further in a separate section of this
document (see Measuring the Impact).

The interview and discussion guide contained questions on topics to be answered by the key
informants and the group respondents, respectivelysél'gaide questions or topics varied in
order and depth depending on the actual discussion.

Gathering data through Kils, Surveys, and FGDs.Following the Logical Framework to

effectively evaluate the impact of the study, triangulation methods in gatheatagwere

empl oyed [e. g. data gathering through KIIs
(from the beneficiaries and dme nef i ci ari es or the far mer h c
FGDs (from the communityodés perspectives)].

The project compomas were used as stratification variables to ensure that all components were
well represented during the conduct of the IES. However, due to the limited budget of the IES,
only selected suprojects per component were covered during the conductafghihering.

(Refer to Table
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Table2. DFIMDP components by number of spifoject, survey respondents, key informants,
and group discussions to be conducted for this IES

Methodology

As indicated in the
Inception Report

As indicatedin the IE
Method Report

Actual data gathering

Support for Market Development Services

Key informants

1 DA official
1LGU

1 DA official
1 LGU official
1 Community leader

1 DA official
2 LGU officials

1 Community leade

Survey 50 beneficiaries 40 beneficiaries 0 beneficiary
respondents 50 nonbenefciaries 40 nonbeneficiaries 22 nonbeneficiaries
FGD 1 group 1 group No FGD was donéor
this componerit
Market Development Investments
Key informants | 1 DA official 1 DA official 2 DA officials
1LGU 1 LGU official 1 LGU official

1 Community Leader

1 Private company

Survey 50 beneficiaries 50 beneficiaries 82 beneficiaries
respondents 50 nonbeneficiaries 50 nonbeneficiaries 113 nonbeneficiaries
FGD 1 group 1 group 1 group
Strengthening Safety and Quality Asarance Systems for Market Development
Key informants | 1 DA official 1 DA official 1 DA official

1LGU 1 LGU official 1 LGU official

1 CommunityLeader

1 Community leader

Survey 50 beneficiaries 40 beneficiaries 23 beneficiaries
respondents 50 nonbeneficiaries 40 nonbeneficiaries 53 nonbeneficiaries
FGD 1 group 1 group 1 group
Market -linked Technology Development and Dissemination
Key informants | 1 DA official 1 DA official 1 DA official

1LGU 1 LGU official 1 LGU official

1 Canmunity leader

1 Community leader

Survey 50 beneficiaries 40 beneficiaries 42 beneficiaries
respondents 50 nonbeneficiaries 40 nonbeneficiaries 40 nonbeneficiaries
FGD 1 group 1 group 1 group
Enhancing Budget Resource Allocation and Planning
Key informants | 1 DA official 1 DA official 1 DA official

1LGU 1 LGU official 1 LGU official

1 Community leader

Survey
respondents

50 beneficiaries
50 nonbeneficiaries

30 beneficiaries
30 nonbeneficiaries

45 beneficiaries
30 nonbeneficiaries

25



The All-Asian Centre for
Enterprise Development
(ASCEND) Inc.

FGD |

1 group

| 1 group

| 1 group

The DFIMFP IES

Key informants | 10 key informants 16 key informants 16 key informants

Survey 500 farmers/ 340 farmers/ 450 farmers/

respondents households households households

FGD 5 groups or 30 5 groups or 30 4 groups with 6
participants participants participants each

Note: The IE Method Report was submitted to NEDA 6 on April 21, 2017, while the Final
Inception Report of the DFIMDP was submitted on January 23, 2017. Interviews with the DA
key informants started in March 2017. Bubk the data gathering for the nddA key
informants, farmers, and communities happened between April to May 2017.

*There were ndisted beneficiariesunder Component 1 according to the IES field team and
key informants

DA staff or LGU officers, regionahnd provincial, were interviewed on specific project
components to know how the interventions af
planning, budgeting, and implementation.

Farmer households were surveyed to assess the impact of the inteiwvemtitheir farming

and on their respective households. The general objectives of this survey were to measure
whet her the interventions affected the rur al
marketing of their agriculture and fishery livelihood.

During the bidding stage of the IES project, ASCEND suggested that the farmer survey of this
study follows an equal stratification across the five components (n=100 per component) that
would yield at most + 10% margin of error per component. In the absanihe listing of

farmer beneficiaries even prior to data gathering of the IES (April 2017), the sample sizes were
adjusted (see Table 1) to be more conservative and to give way to the other stakeholders of the
DFIMDP such as the LGUs, private sectonsd @A as recipients of some benefits of the
project. Adjustments to the numbers of interviews ensured that the IES budget for data
gathering was maximized.

During data gathering, ASCEND attempted to gather the lists of respondents from local
government aits, but the logs available did not attribute the farmer to any specifigrejdct.
Specifically, the list only stated that a farmer was a beneficiary of the DFIMDP. NEDA 6
managed to provide a list of stakeholders (government and private offici#ig) la¢ginning

of the I ES i mplementation, however, only a

inquiriesnotwithstandngNEDA6 6 s di |l i gent endor sement. Fur
list of farmers during the lattepart of the data gathering in responde the difficulty
experienced in tracking down beneficiaries of the project conducted some 13 years ago.

The details of how the beneficiaries and #@meficiaries were selected are discussed in the
respective componentds section in this docun
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Focus group discussions (FGDs) among farmers and additional Klls were conducted to
understand the impact of the interventions at the community level. The Klls under this section
were done to understand how the interventions affected the-sommmmic situatiof their
community in terms of farming, marketing, sales, tourism, and other changes due to the
interventions, whether the effect is direct or indirect. The FGDs were set hgroiums of six

(6) participants each and was used as an avenue to assessmimeinity effect of the
interventions, and of DA. The FGDs were the
the main beneficiaries of the DFIMDP, satisfaction on the performance of DA.

Other IES data gathering protocols.Quality control measures weeremployed during the
conduct of the evaluation study, especially during the data gathering stage. For the survey, pilot
runs were conducted due to the structured nature of its data. In additiongdaytwgtensive
training session was conducted amorggghumerators prior to data gathering. These sessions
included lectures discussing the background of the evaluation and how to administer the
instrument. ASCEND also conducted at least two runs of pilot testing among the interviewers,
which involved interal test interviews with farmers to allow the interviewers to fully
understand the evaluation tool and make clarifications before they conduct the actual field
interviews. Enumerators who were able to satisfactorily conduct the test interviews, after the
training, proceeded to conduct the fieldwork, but those who did not pass the standards were
removed from the list of enumerators for this project.

The general flow of how the data was ga#d is summarized in Figure 4
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KIl DA/DA
RFU VI

1st Phase
Data
Gathering

Kl FROM DA-RFU
\Y|

- Preferably an officer
involved in
implementing one of
the DFIMDP
components

- Identify subprojects
for each component

- Provide access and
copies of documents
related to teh
DFIMDP

REQUISITES

- Identify DA-RFU-VI
officers

- Interview guide or
Kll questionnaire
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KlI
Community/
Private Secto

2nd Phase Data Gathering

SURVEY AMONG
DFIMDP

- Total respondents for
all DFIMDP
components

- Farmer respondents
for each component to
be divided equally
between beneficiaries
and norbeneficiaries

- Ideally, n=30 would
be the smallest
readabe data for each
group.

REQUISITES

- Identify subprojects,
areas or locations,
beneficiaries and nen
beneficiaries

- Survey questionnaire

KIIWITH
COMMUNITY OR
PRIVATE SECTOR

- Involved or
participated in
implementing at least
one of the DFIMDP
components and/or
subprojects

- Ideally one
respondent per
component

REQUISITES

- ldentify key
informants

- Interview guide or
KIl questionnaire

FOCUS GROUP
DISCUSSION

- One FGD per
component

Composition of the
FGD participants
included beneficiaries,
andnonbeneficiaries
of the area or project
location.

REQUISITES

- Identify FGD
participants and
location/area

- Discussion guide or
FGD questionnaire

Figure 4. Phases of Data Gathering for this Impact Evaluation Study (IES)
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E. Measuring the Impact

The conduct of the I ES required the compari:
aftero, and f@fitarget vs. actual so
The measurement of i mpact given the dAwith or

survey data, which underwent statistical tests to find out which variables from the data of
beneficiaries and nebeneficiaries are significantly different from eaather. The analysis of

the IES survey results focused on significant variables only and used Kll and FGD data as
support to the findings.

To measure the impact given the fibefore and
ASCEND proposed the use thfe Differencen-Difference (DD) approach. The DD approach

would be ideal if 1) the baseline information is available, and 2) the baseline and current data

are comparable. However, as mentioned, the baseline survey data or information specific to
DFIMDP was unavailable.

Given this, ASCEND foll owed World Bankédés rec
baseline data using practical strategies. The said strategies included 1) gathering of secondary
data, including administrative data, or 2) utiliziregall techniques by asking individuals or

groups to provide information on their social and economic conditions, their access to services,

or the conditions of their community through interview of key informants and focus group
discussions. ASCEND adhergal the former as the latter poge likelihood of inaccuracy

sincethe recall timeframe would be 13 years ago.

The information used as baseline for this project were data from the Philippine Statistics
Authority (PSA), specifically 1) Family Income alickpenditure Survey (FIES), and 2) Crop
Statistics of the Philippines. These data were available online through the PSA official
government website. i assumed that some data will not be subjected to the DD approach.

Table 3below lists the impadbasedndicators whichwereused for this IES.
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Table3. Impactbased indicators for DFIMDP components

BN |ntervention implementer

A list of projects or interventions implemented, an overview of the work done, and
the objectives and targets of each component

ATargets outcomes for the farmers, the LGUs and private sector, and the community

AObservations and opinions on the implementation of the projects and interventions,
meeting of targets, practice of regulatory procedures, maximization and
appropriation of investment, usage of management information systems

£Other parameters, variables, and measures they used to monitor the execution and
establish success of the DFIMDP

s Household Level

ASocioeconomic and demographic information
ASchooling and education
ALand parcels (owned and purchase details, rented, borrowed)

Anputs for agricultural seasons and permanent crops: crops and seeds, fungicides,
labor, production, commercialization or marketing, other inputs

ALivestock (general accounting, inputs and output products)

AEconomic activities (housework, jobs and occupations, microenterprise, self
employment)

Aviigration (OFWSs, and remittances)

ACredits, savings and loans

AHousehold expenditures (food and fond consumption, food security, assets)

£Other income (Government and NGO)

ASocial capital (cultural and regional activities)

ADwelling conditions (type and make of house, distance to important places such as
schools, hospitals or health centers, public services, and farming/fishing area)

AEfficiency of access to market information

s Community

APrevailing socieeconomic, political, and environmental condition of the community
£Observations and opinions on the implementation of the interventions

Aparameters, variables and measures considered in the area to monitor implementation
and establish success

AChanges or improvements observed
£Other interventions implemented in the area that may have caused the change
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IV. LIMITATIONS

A. Scope of the Study
The scope of this IES was indicated in the TOR as follows:

1. Undertake asssment of all DFIMDP projects in Aklan, Antique, Capiz, and lloilo
covering its implementation and completion; a comparative assessment of the projects
Abefore/ aftero and Awi th/ withouto condi
performance including its eonomic, social and developmental impact on the
immediate community, barangays and LGUs; and its relevance in achieving market
access and competitiveness.

2. ldentify and evaluate the factors which affected the implementation of the DFIMDP,
including but notlimited to: the policy, institutional, governance, staffing, capacity
building, private sector factors or conditions, etc.; as well as, the implementation of the
AFMA Act of 1997, and evalwuation of comp:
implementatio covenants listed in DFIMDP program.

3. Conduct surveys using purposive sampling covering the results components of the
DFIMDP.

4. Conduct focus group discussions using the triangulation method involving three (3)
stakeholders in every province particulaie tproject target beneficiaries, LGU and
private sector partners of BRFU VI, and DA regional and field implementers.

5. Provide analyses, recommendations and alternatives resulting from the impact
evaluation, including but not limited to the following sgiecareas: a) increasing or
improving the rural household incomes and agriculture and fishery competitiveness; b)
capacities of DARFU VI on markefriented and productivitgnhancing services; and
c) effectiveness of DARFU VI in undertaking joint investents with LGUs and the
private sector. This shall also include an assessment of the DFIMDP as implemented
by DA-RFU VI on its effectiveness or lack thereof in improving the market
production delivery services by providing recommendations and/orradteves that
can be integrated in its current programs/projects.

6. During the contract duration, conduct coordination meetings with NEDA, th&B4
VI, and LGUs in the barangay, municipal and provincial levels covered by the project
site to: a) discuss éhprogress of work and preliminary output; b) give comments and
suggestions on a timely basis to improve delivery of agriculture and fisheries market
and production services; and c) resolve issues and problems that may be encountered.

31



Impact Evaluation Study of the-Bim The All-Asian Centre for

Income and Market Develomir(@fEIRH] K Enterprise Development
FINAL IMPACT EVALUATI( 4‘ (ASCEND) Inc.

B. Timeline of this IES

Table 4shows the timeline of the conduct of this IES and the actual dates of implementation.

Table4. Detailed schedule of activities and actual dates of implementation

Activity (Work)

Inclusive dates as
indicated in the
Inception Report

Actual dates of
implementation

Notice to Proceed

November 7, 2016

November 7, 2016

Writing of inception report

November 14 to
December 14, 2016

Comments and finalization
of Inception report

December 15, 2016 to
January 16, 2017

November 14 to
January 23, 2017

Gathering of information for
the development of IE Tool

January 17 to
March 17, 2017

January to
March 2017

Submission of 1st quarter
progress report

January 23, 2017

January 23, 2017

evaluation report

Data gathering (Surveys, March 20 to April to
IDIs, FGDs) May 17, 2017 May 2017
Submission of 2nd quarter April 14, 2017 April 14, 2017
progress report
Data processing and analys May 18 to May 18 to

| July 11, 2017 July 11, 2017
Submission of 3rd quarter July 4, 2017 July 4, 2017
progress report
Submision of draft impact July 18, 2017 July 19, 2017

September 1, 20127 Draft)

Submission of 4th quarter
progress report

September 19, 2017

September 19, 2017

Comments and finalization
of impact evaluation report

July 19 to
September 12017

September 6 to
September 19, 2017

Submission of final impact
evaluation report

September 19, 2017

September 19, 2017

Conduct of impact
evaluation capacity building

training to 25 NEDA Staff

September 19, 2017

Pending
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V. IMPACT EVALUATION FIN DINGS
The Impact Evaluationifrdings section would have four different ssections:

1. Beneficiaries vs. norbeneficiaries. This subsection is segregated per component
Whenever relevantthe significant differences between beneficiariasd non
beneficiares of DFIMDP will be explained.

2. Analysis of Before and After. Available secondary data and analysis of the same were
presented in this section in order to show the before and after comparison required by
impact evaluations.

Beneficiaries vs. NorBenefidaries
Component 1: Support for Market Development Services
Basic information about the component

x Objective: To strengthen the capacity of the Agriculture Marketing Assistance Service
(AMAS) to provide more effective market promotion, trade fairs, etacpnjunction
with the private sector.

x Expected output: Establish an Agriculture and Fisheries Market Information System
(AFMIS)

x Budget: $17.16 Million allocated;$8.75 Million actual spent by the end of project
implementation; 51% utilization rate

x Reported number of beneficiaries:N/A target; 71% actual (across all project areas);
71% accomplishment rate

Background ofthe component

The AFMIS is a welbased information system that provides information on the selling and
buying prices of market goodach as rice, list of buyers and traders, and even trade fairs. The
system consists of an integrated (national) and chisteed (local) market information.
Market data comes from the Market Development Center of the Department of Agriculture.
T h e snline podta is hdtp://www.afmis.da.gov.ph, and has average visits of approximately
10,000 per month.

AFMIS follows a general principle of the AFMA Act of 1997 that is to improve the living
conditions of farmers and fisher folks and increase their ptvitycby providing market
support services. It served as a National Information Market. AFMIS linked the various
research institutions for easy access to data on agriculture and fisheries, research and
technology. All department, agencies, bureaus, reBemustitutions, and local RA 8435
Agriculture & Fisheries Modernization Act (AFMA) Philippine Department of Agriculture
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government units consolidated all relevant information and data on a periodic basis and make
suchdata available on the Internet.

It is being used by thlecal government unit. The LGU designates at least 3 staff members to
assist farmers who visit the AFMIS center. The staff as#iwt farmersin gatheringthe
information theyneedincluding problems and solutions on farm productiod ararketing.
Based on the manual, each AFMIS center has to keep a recordomdk@f potential clients

and actual users.

The AFMIS is intended to make market information available to farmers. It targeted to build a
more robust agibusiness and tradgnce market information allows farmers and traders to
negotiate in a more transparent market where the farmer seller has a range of options on where
to trade market products.

The program targeted to set up AFMIS in December 31, 2004 initially in ninepes of the

four focus areas. At the end of the program in 2009, concerned partakers can update or operate
in centers where AFMIS were reported to have been established.

Field findings

A. Survey Results

Profile of the responderits

The sample was compad of 22 respondents, all of whigkere not listed as beneficiaries of
AFMIS. The proportion of male nebeneficiary respondents was higher than that of female
non-beneficiaries. Nearly half of the respondents (46%) own a farm and tend it themselves.
Additionally, all households own their place of residence including amenities suah as
cellphoneanelectric fan, anécolored TV. However, not all households have basic amenities
such as electricity (95%), running water (50%), and flush toilet (27%)

All respondentsierefarmers.lt is noticeable that a plurality of the farm@spondent§32%)
planted rice in the last six months.

" During the data gathering stage of this IES, none amongrmerfa interviewed claimed to have used the
AFMIS during the implementation of DFIMDP in 20@909. Although there was a claim that there are AFMIS
beneficiaries in lloilo, when ASCEND investigated this, the contact person from lloilo mentioned that farmers
were trained to use the AFMIS in 201Bree ) years after the project implementation, and under a different
agency.
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Table T 1F2. Crops cultivated in the last six months
Non-beneficiary

Crop # %
Total o 100%
Palay 1o 32%
Corn 8 16%
hers (Frui les
Others (Fruits, vegetables 26 52%

and legumes)

Question F2What crops did you farm/take care of in the last 12 months?
Base:50total number of crops cultivated

As for the total household incomé can be seen that tiseurces of farm incomeontributed
94.26% to the total income while 5.74% came from-faom income sourcgs.e. remittances
from abroad and monthly pension).

Table t 2D13. Total Income and Expenditure
Non-Beneficiaries

Item
Non-farm
Total Income Farm Income
Income
Mean 50,936.67 48,013.03 2,923.6
(100%) (94.26%) (5.74%)

Question D13TOTAL INCOME
Base:22 respondents

Basedon the gathered data, expenses for dishegkap/sahog sa ulanand alcoholic
beveragesook up a large portion in the total monthly household expenses of respondents.

Table * 3A7. Total Monthly Household Expenses

Total Monthly Household Non-
Expenses beneficiaries
Mean Php 7,018.68

Question D13TOTAL EXPENDITURE
Bae: 22 respondents

Production expenses included wage of laborers, fertilipegicides applied, seeds, and other
inputs. Subtracting the production costs per cropping season from the average farm income,

the net income obtained by farmers in Regionfafithe previous @pping period was PhP
19,083.38
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Table 1 4122.5135.5 Production Expense

Production Expenses Non-beneficiary
N 22
Sum 636,459
Mean 28,929.95
Standard Deviation 88,885.0

Questionl22.5135.5. PER FRMING PROCEDURE: how much do yo
usually spend per cropping season?
Base: 22 respondents

Awareness of AFMIS

I n general, farmersd savi whpsmalngadeestbondhe t he r
selling price, which commodity to buy, andftom whom to sell/buyOnly one respondent
consulted the AFMIS for the selling and buying prices of his goods.

Aside from that, farmers algake into account the counsel they recdifrem the cooperative
and from the information provided by DA and tAgribusiness and Marketing Assistance
Service Division (AMAD). Theywere also influenced by the information from suppliers and
fellow traders.

Nearly half of the farmers bring their products to the DA (i.e. trading post, AMAD), while 23%
sell their prodats to LGUs. Other buyers are fellow traders and NGOs mostly from Tubungan,
lloilo. Most of the farmers reported that they rely on NGOs to determine who their prospective
buyers and dealers are. They also obtain this information from the government tvader
middlemen, cooperatives, and private companies. Through these varied sources, at least 50%
were able to gain information on the market prices, while 37% were able to get information on
which products are trending in the market. Furthermore, they walglee to receive other
information such as methods on cultivating crops or fisheries, new technologies, and new
variety of seeds.

B. Key Informant Interview/s

The AFMIS is a weklbased information system that contains information on the selling and
buying prces of market goods such as rice, list of buyers and traders, and even trade fairs. The
AFMIS is intended to make market information available to farmers. It targeted to build a
strong agrbusiness and trade since market information allows farmers a@leddt® negotiate

in a more transparent market where the faregdlier has a range of options where to trade

or markettheir products.

According to a key informant from the Agribusiness and Marketing Assistance Service
(AMAS) of the DA, AFMIS is a markt information system which disseminates information

about the market collected by the Bureau of Agricultural Statistics (BAS). She added that
AFMIS in 2003 was helpful in monitoring trends. The site contained lists of commodities being
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produced in a spd area and information about their buying and selling prices. This was also
observed by the other two key informants from the LGU.

In addition according to all key informants for Componenthitaskof implemening AFMIS

as an integrated systewas delegated to different agencies. The BAS was responsible in
collectingall the informationa® be uploaded in the site. The Provincial Agricultuféd®@s, on

the other hand, were responsible for updating the

site. Lastly, the LGUs were responsible for t' AFMIS: Planning to Implementation
dissemination of market information to farme _ _

] According to a key informant, AFMIS wa:
through brochures or flyers. However, during t ;,4eed a great help to farmers in monitoril
implementation phase, according to an informa prices. She added that it was easy a
there were no coordinators at the municipal leve| convenient to use. However, because farm

] . neither had knowledge nor had access to
cascade the project to the farmers and it was Nott  jyiernet, the design of AFMIS was not full
priority. Later on, AFMIS was temporarily no achieved. Instead of visiting AFMIS forripe
availableand the information made available onliy Monitoring, farmers resorted to LGU office

and consulted Ainter
WerenOtupdated- t wo agricultural v

technicianso for eve
A Municipal Agriculturist of the LGU of Tubungan disseminate information on the AFMIS t
. farmers. This made AFMIS more pdauand
stated that the importance of the DFIMDP was ore accessible to the masses.
help the farmers gain access to services
information that will lead to an increase of incorr L” ContrakSt' S““E)ey tretf]”'t; FS':/IaItSEd thg‘t OrI"V b
. R . armers Knew abou e , ana only or
AFMIS is accessible at any time of the day al s currently using it. Another key informar
anytime of the week. This platform, according added that during the implementation phase
her, provided monitoring of products and regulati "¢ AFMIS, there were no mungal
. ... coordinators available to cascade the projec
of prices of products for each town. The monitori  iq farmers because it was not their top priori
and regulation of prices were made possible throt
the uploading of the prices and sending them to ~ Later on, AFMIS was temporarily not availabl

or not updated.
AMAD.

However, she identified that only few farmers had knowledge on using the internet. They
needed to go to the LGUs to access AFMIS. The farmers @eisted by junior technicians
whenusing the AFMIS. These junior technicians attended regular meetings and trainings so
that when thewpredeployed to their assigned barangays, they would febda of assisting the
farmers n using the system.

Accordng to the key informant, the component reached alirtteanded beneficiariesecause

of the orientations and briefings they conducted. Distribution of promotional materials or
training guides such as flyers and/or brochures was one of the thatypromaeed this
componentThe respondent learned to input and access relevanbelzdase of this system

However, @spite the effortBom the implementinggencies, AFMISaced a lobf challenges.

The informants stated that the target beneficiaries gbrithyect were farmers and fisher folks.
These people neither had a knowledge nor had access to the internet, thus, the objective of
AFMIS to make market information available to farmers was not fully achieved. Nonetheless,
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agenciesnvolved in the implemeation came up witha contingency plan to make AFMIS
accessible to the masses. Regional and municipal offices permitted farmers to consult them
regarding the information contained in AFMIS that they want to know. In conclusion, AFMIS
was made available the municipal officedut failed to reach all of its targbeneficiaries

The AFMIS Project in lloilo

One informant said that in 2004, the D.
conducted a traing about DFIMDP
specifically about 0
The said training involved 48 barangay leade
who were also farmers. She added that dur
that time, there was no internet connection a
android phones. It was only during 2006 whi
these itens were made available and when t
AiFarmers I nformati on
(FI'TS) Centero wa s
Municipal Agriculture Office.

The said center was under the Department
Science and Technology (DOST). The FIT
center contained all pply and demand data
and other market information. The center is s
operational and is still assisting farmers on th
need for information on their farming activities
Furthermore, according to the informant, the
were four (4) farmeresearchersyfagsasakang
siyentista from the Philippine Council for
Agriculture, Aquatic and Natural Resource

In light of theseexperiencesthe key informants
recommended the following:

1. Improve user interface One informant said that
AFMI S6 user interface
to the key informant from DAAMAS, some
informationweremisplaced and, some were mixed
up. One example is that buyer/seller information is
found in the section of buying/selling prices of
commodities. For users, i.e. farmers who were
mostly computer illitera, the initial encounter with
the webbased systemrobably led to confusion and
loss of interest in using the said platform.

wa s

2. Update informatiorregularly and cascade it to
farmers through trainings/seminars

3. Conduct seminars or trainings to farmers imgs
computers and accessing the satieg

Research and Development (PCARRD), whi
is under the DOST, who were able to u

AFMIS. 4. Coordinate with farmers to keep the concerned

departments/offices posted about their harvests
C. Focus Group Discussion

FGD was not conducted for Component 1 because of the farmers surveyed claimed to
have ued AFMIS during the DFIMDP implementation.

Analysis and Recommendations
AEMIS 2.0

AFMIS was unable to funnel the information to farmers due to 2 factors: a) farmers had easier
access to spot market trading practices at trade centers basdaisas thfarmeris concerned

a trader is morerediblethan a computer, and fgrmers ardess familiaiwith the technology.

One unintended effect of the implementation of this system is that the stk &iGU staff

was developed moréh@n the farmejsin so far as using the wekased system is concerned.

The LGU's innovation to make the AFMIS cenrbarsed was the only available and logical
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solution given the absence of appropriate infrastructure e.g. power and connectivity. Because
of this, the target cligele was not reached.

The implementation ofAFMIS, although intended to readarmers in generaled to two

things: a)capacitatedhe LGUs by providing hanesn experience to tirestaffin operaing a
web-based information system, anddstablishea platformfor afarm technology that may

be more realistic now than it was in 2004 (i.e. data that 100% of the farmers have cellphones
that may provide a link to an operational AFMIS although it was not indicated if the phones

were webcapable).
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Component 2: Market Development Investments
Basic information about the component

x Objective: To ensure more demasdtiven and marketoriented investments through
LGUs and producer groups. Investment or @bstring will be imptmented among
LGUs and associations to expand markets and employment opportunities. The specific
objectives are:

1 Provide subgrants to eligible beneficiaries for the implementation of market
development suprojects in the focus areas (Loan Agreement, 2p0421).

1 Strengthen selection, approval, and implementation criteria and procedures for
resource allocation in building of rural roads and oth&astructureprojects.

x Expected output: 1) Building of rural roads anthfrastructurs, and 2) development
of Operations Manual. The operations manual was for thedardization and
upgrading ofpprocedure®f marketrelated invesnentsthatare undertaken by the DA

x  Budget: $22.25Million allocated; $2.33 Million actual spent by theral of project
implementabn; 10.4 P46 utilization rate

x Reported number of beneficiaries:N/A target; N/Aactual;N/A accomplishment rate

Background of the component
A total of 34 sukprojects were imlgmented in Region VI. The syiyojects included rural
infrastructureprojects,irrigation projects, and provisionf éarming equipment (see Table 5

List of SubProjects of Component 2 in Region VI).

Tableb. List of SubProjects of Component 2 in Region VI

Project Sub-Project Area/Beneficiaries/Partners
Rural Rehabilitation of Poblacion 1 Panay, Capiz
Infrastructure | TubucPawaBuntod Rd.
Improvement of FMR (farm to
market road) Tubungan, lloilo
(wheelpath)

Brgy. Badiang A and B
Brgy. Jona

Brgy. Batga

Brgy. Bikil-Molina
Brgy. Lanag Norte
Brgy. Nagba

Brgy. Ten Benito

Brgy. Cadabdab

Brgy. Desposorio
Brgy. Navillan

Brgy. Morcillas

Brgy. Bato

Brgy. Utod, San Miguel,
Dumalag, Capiz

A—Aa-—Aa_—a_a_9_-_5_9_49_49_°_-=°a_-2

Rehabilitation of FMR
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i Jamindan, Capiz
Rehabilitation of Cabugabug 1 Brgy. Carmencita Road, Pres
(Boak) Sitio Matinog Roxas,Capiz
Construction of Bagsakan Center. | lloilo Mango Growers Coop,
Leganes, lloilo
Construction of Packaging House 9§ Capiz MultiPurposeCoop.
Inc., Roxas City
Rehabilitation of TigurLapayon 9 Pavia, lloilo
Footpath
Trading post i Libertad, Antique
Foothpath/FMR Rehab 1 Bingawan, lloilo
1 Dumalag, Capiz
Irrigation Water system 9 Capiz Multipurpose Coop.
Projects Inc., Roxas City
Rehab of small farm reservoir 1 Bingawan, lloilo
Rehabilitation of irrigation system § Pangpag | rri gat
(floating irrigation pumpsj 3 units Mambusao, Capiz
Equipment Refrigerated van i Capiz Multipurpose Coop.
Inc., Roxas City
Procurement of mechanical dryers § Zarraga MPC, lloilo
(2 units) 1 TQB MPC, Maayon, Capiz
Flatbed Dryer i Pototan MPC, Pototan, lloilo
Banana Chipers (4 units) 1 WOMB, Mambusao, Capiz
1 Municipal Federation of RIC,
Tubungan, lloilo
1 Gines Viejo Rural
Development Club, Passi Cit
9 Guinpatagan RIC, Bingawan
lloilo
i Barangay Bagsakan,
Mambusao, Capiz
Hauling trucks (6 units) i Sta. Barbara FACOMA, Sta.
Barbara, lloilo
1 Mambusao Federation of
Far mer séCoop,
Capiz
1 Antique Muscovado Sugar
Producers Marketing Coop,
Patnogon, Antique
9 Duran TALAOMA MPC,
Dumalag, Capiz
1 Aklan Seed Growers Coop,
Kalibo, Aklan
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The report of WB in 2010 commended the accongiiment of Region 6. The report
commendedthdinot wi t hstanding t hesharfifngalitd e daurel
from the IL-ICR review indicates the marketlated infrastructure provided under the project.
Successful implementation of thisraponent was achieved in Region 6, where there were
apparently very limited alternative sources of funding, and where there was dynamic leadership

on the part of the DA.O

Also, WB (2010 reported the growing adoption of the operations manual on investment
procedures.

It must be noted that from 2009 to 2015, there were atifi@structureprojectsimplemented

under thedifferent government progran(sefer to Figure 1 List of projects implemented,
calamitiesoccurred and crises that hit Region VI befd®@04 to year 200)7Therefore caution

is needed in making attributions as the respondéetseficiaries and nebeneficiariey may

be referring (knowinglyor unknowingly) to anotheinfrastructureproject e.g. road, when
giving their responses. Nonethss$, as noted in th&/B report,infrastructureprojects are
greatly appreciated and key informants observed the increase in economic activities due to
better roads and irrigation facilities.

Field findings
A. Survey Results

Profile of the respondents

The succeeding findings are based on a sample survey of 195 househaliisto#d2% are
beneficiaries. All beneficiariesare farmers; and 91% for ndreneficiaries. For both
beneficiariesandnonbeneficiaries6 out ofevery 10 respondents are males.
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Occupation

Farmer(whether
landis owned,
rentedor hired by
land owner)
Laboreror non
permanent
profession
(skilled or
unskilled)
Others

Tradesor
permanent
profession(ex.
carpenteryvelder,
painter,logger,
etc.)
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Table 2 1S3. Occupation of the respondent

Total

n=195 100% n

185 95%
4 2%
2 1%
1 1%

- Non-

Beneficiary Beneficiary p-value

=82 100% n=113 100%

82 100% 103 91%  0.00528***
0 0% 4 4% 0.06724*
0 0% 2 2% 0.19706
0 0% 1 1% 0.36282

Question:S3.SA.Anoangiyong trabaho?Whatis your occupation?

Base:195respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significantat 10%only

The sample represents a statistically significant higher proportion of beneficiaries who are part

ofthefarnre r s 6

associ

ati

on

a n d-beneficapies th@aughi barelysthree Amo n ¢

out every ten were not part of any organization. This indicated a proliferation of community
organizations as can be seemrable 22S5. The degree of involvement was raatptured in

the study.
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Table 2 2S5. Affiliated organizations

Non-
Beneficiary p-value
n=195 100% n=82 100% n=113 100%

Affiliated Total Beneficiary
organizations

Farmers 120 62% 61 74% 59  52%  0.00188%*
Association

Cooperative 39  20% 26 32% 13  12%  0.00062*
No organizaton 39  20% 2 2% 37  33% <0.00001**
Others 15 8% 9 11% 6 5% 0.11642
Livelihood 7 4% 3 4% 4 4% 1.00000
Religious 5 3% 2 2% 3 3% 0.66720
Women/men's - oo 3 4% 1 1% 0.16452
group

Sociccivic 2 1% 2 2% 0 0% 0.13104
brivers > 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1.00000
Association

Government 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1.00000
Financial O 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1.00000

Question: S5. MA. Saang organisasyon ka kabilang? What organizations do you belong to?
Base: 195 respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

There are also statistically significatdifferences irlifestyle and indicaidrs that point to better
living and economic conditions fteneficiaries

The beneficiary respaients under this componesgendmore for fuel used for cooking be it
LPG, wood and charcoal and, even electricity and wadsr maoe of them have more
appliances.The nonbeneficiary respondents spend and consume more rice and alcoholic
beverages than tHeeneficiaries

An apparent indicator gfovertyis the presence of significantiyorenonbeneficiaries living

in (mixed) small houses andnostlyin slumarea. Moreover, when the houses are observed
from the outside, there is a significantly higher postion of nonbeneficiaries living in
unpainted or dilapidated houses

Impact of Component 2

Table 23S6 presents a picture of a program that managed to provide multiple and expanded
benefits to farming households whether beneficiary or-remeficiary. For example, in
general, the proportion of beneficiary household members Weaefited from rural
infrastructures issignificantly lower than the proportion of nebeneficiary household
members. However, the proportions of beneficiary household menmyetsad in trainings
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and seminars and those whenefitedfrom farming inputs, equipment and machineries are
significantly higher than those of the nbaneficiary household members (refer to Table 2
3S6). Beneficiariesre farmers who were listed as beciafies of the DFIMDP.

This data is not surprising as roads and other public facilities cannot be exclusive goods unlike
trainings and project goods that are given to farmers who enlist themselves as members or are

gualified (recipients)y investing tine in attending project trainings.

Table 2 3S6. Projects they are involved in/benefited from

Projects they are - Non-
. Total Beneficiary .
involved Beneficiary p-value

in/benefited from n=195 100% n=82 100% n=113 100%
Ruralinfragructure 164 84% 59 72% 105 93%  0.00008***
Training/seminars 67 34% 36 44% 31 27%  0.01352**

Farming inputs 64 33% 38 46% 26 23%  0.00072***
Irrigation 52  27% 25  30% 27  24%  0.34722
Equipment and 40 21% 34 41% 6 5%  <0.00001***
machineries

Information sygem 5 3% 2 2% 3 3% 0.66720

Other development 3% 4 5% 1 1%  0.08726*
programs
Fishing inputs 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 0.36282

Question: S5. MA. Anong mga proyekto sa inyong komunidad ang kinabibilangan o pinapakinabangan ng miyembro ng iyonc
What are theproject/s in the community that you and your househols members are invobesefitedrom?

Base: 195 respondents
***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%
*Significant at 10% only

A closer look however shows that beneficiariesenanore access to specific infrastructure
projects. In terms of irrigation, there is a differenoath statistically and in simple proportion
betweennonbeneficiaries who have rafied farms or rely on natural water sourcesd
beneficiaries who are sexgt by irrigation system@nanmade) (refer to Table 24K7). The
specific irrigation systems mentioned were CFR, NIA, Senora Guadalupe Irrigation, Bati

Irrigation, and Irrigation from the DA.
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.. Non-
Total Benef "
irriTZtFi)c()arllsuc;fed o SRy Beneficiary value
9 4 % # % # w P
Total 105 100% 43  100% 62  100%
Dam 4 4% 1 20 3 5%  0.50926
ke
St‘l””g’ aKe, Vel 39 3700 14  33% 25  40%  0.4654
Iriigeiee) ol 18  17% 10 23% 8  13%  0.18024
systems
Irrigated small 12 11% 4 9% 8  13% 052218
systems
Rainfed 8 8% 0 0% 8  13% 0.0139*
Others 24  23% 14  33% 10  16% 0.04136*

Question: K7. SA PER LAND WITH IRRIGATION. UNAIDED. For irrigated land/reservoir, what type of irrigatic

you use?

Base:105 respondents with irrigated land
***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

This condition of the benefits of roads is supported further in Tablés2lg shaving that the

proportion of beneficiariestho hae access to water reservoir all year long is significantly

higher than that of the ndweneficiaries.

Table 2 511s4g. Whether Road is Accessible All Year Langeservoir/Pond

Whether Road is Total Beneficia Non-
Accessible All Year Y Beneficiary

Long i # % # % # % p-value
Reservor/Pond
Total 120 100% 48 100% 72 100%

*

All year long 102  85% 44 92% 58 81% 0'03*078
| : ;
Onlyduringcertain o 1900 4 gy 11  15%  0.13888
seasons
N il
ever eastly 3 3% 0 0% 3 4% 0.06724*
accessible

Queston: 11s4g (reservoir/pond). SA PER PLACE. UNAIDED. Are these places easily accessible by road,

not, all year long or only during certain seasons?
Base: 120 respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at D% only
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As for the type of road used when going to the nearest market, nearest school, and town center
or poblacion a significantly higher proportion of ndreneficiaries uses unpaved roads
compared to the beneficiaries.

On the other hand, there iggher proportion of beneficiaries who pass through rough roads
anda combinatiorof paved and unpaved roads when going to the nearest hospital and town
center orpoblacion(refer to Table Hl1s3a). In the case of the beneficiarigaspite having

their owntransportationthey stillspend more time in travel when going to the market (table
2-611s2a) The shorter travel time for ndreneficiariescorroborates the data (see above) that
the nontbeneficiariesare probably thosdéiving i n A s | u ane argag sAtt@dnear
poblacionsor town centers.

Table 2 611s2a. Time Travel to Market from Home

- Non-
. Total Benef .
Time oa eneticlary Beneficiary p-value
n=195 100% n=82 100% n=113 100%

Less than 15 107 55% 37 45% 70 62%  0.01878*

minutes

15-30 minutes 81 42% 40 49% 41 36% 0.06876*
31-60 minutes 7 4% 5 6% 2 2% 0.1443

More than 1 hour 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1.00000
Do not know 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1.00000

Question: 11s2a (market). SA PER PLACE. UNAIDED. How long does it usually take you to reackatkest
market/palengke from your house?

Base: 195 respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

B. Key Informant Interview/s

According to the report of DARFU-VI, Status of SubProjects as of Decembad, 2009, all
subprojects implemented in Region VI were 100% completed, procured, and operational.
The farmto-market road projects were said to have helped in:

Improving access to basic service such as health and education
Improving the peace anddar condition

Expanding the plantation areas of farmers

Increased economic activities (ntarm)

Making marketing of the produce easier, among others.

cC:.
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These infrastructure projects provided jobs anc _ :
. . Convenient Transportation and Less Post
additional sources of revenue for cooperatives ¢ Harvest Losses
the LGU. Irrigation projects became the me
source of waterenabled the farmers to plant durir  According to an informant, farmers were
. . satisfied with how the project made th
the 3rd cropping season, and addressed clin transportation of their produce more convenie
change concerns such as drought. Specifically, and how it helped in reducing their pdeirvest
equipment provided under the project became 0SS In addition, she mentioned that ma
. . farmers expressed their delight for having tl
in delivering products for theipalay trading and significantly increased their income.

muscovado businesses. There were about 20 members of the fa

associations who were hired as laborers
According to a key informant from the DA constructing the wheel path. It served as
infrastructureprojects such as farm to market roq additional source of income for them. Tt
. . constuction lasted for two (2) weeks.

and programs in the coastal area ofrégaon wee
implemented successfully.According to the  Farmer associations and barangay offici
monthly and quarterly reportseleased bythe handled the monitoring of the project in spite
. the peace and order condition in the project s
projectproponents and the DA back then, the fur  gyajuation was also conducted in the proje

were utilized properly, anconsidered thactivities = areas. According to the inform@ the project
asimplemented was regarded as effective and sustainable.

Also, according to an LGU informant, thegpect was deemed important becausalawed
the farmergo transport their produce from their farms faster and easier.

The community leader interviewed for this IES said that the farmers were happy and satisfied
with how their farming activities impk@d because of the farto-market roadsTransporting

of their produce is now easier and hasete as compared to when the roads were not
cemented. Percentage of pbsarvest loss due to delivery was also redueedlaimed by the
community leader

Before the project was implemented, the vegetabldedot the barangay hallsf Holason,
L.S and L.N. As a result, the farm gate prices of the produce increadeds theweet pepper
crop. It wassupposed to bsold for Pr100.00/kilo only but when thewveet pepper rehed
the market, it was priced PR50.00/ kilo taecoverpostharvest cost

C. Focus Group Discussion

Employment was one of the major concerns of the beneficiaries antheneficiaries
interviewed for this component. Respondents mentiodneithg the focus group discussion that
there was no stable employment since there were limited to no employment opportunities in
their respective communities. Thstyonglystated thathe government was not implementing
programs, saying) Wa | a p a g pragsaga yairgy igovernment para makabaho ang

mga taga amin [The government does not have much livelihood programs for the people in our
community]o
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On the other hand, beneficiaries and -hemeficiaries helped in providing employment
opportunitiesn the communityby means of hiring peopk® work on their respective farms

This result surfaced when respondents were asked on the number of laborers they hire in one
cropping season.

It must be noted that employment referred to by the

Missing Accountability )
respondents doeawsot include the use of rural roads.

No agency was particularly assigned to f
cracks once the road was built. Another conce
was that only one car at a time can pass by
road, while suggestions were tonvert the
wheel path into a fully paved road. Th
informant added that they had no sufficie
budget to sustain the quality of the said road

In spite of the limited budget, the key informai

Most of the respondents hire laborers for farming
and/or fishing procedures under the planting to
growing stagd plowing, harrowing, furrowing,
planting, harvesting. Hauling, transportation of
goods and delivery of prodiscfromtheir respective
farmsto the nearestnarketor trade areare mostly
done by themselves and their family members.

highlighted the success in the ease
coordination among ageies. He also deeme
the project as successful as it was a big helg
farmers when they transport their goods.

Government interventions implemented to address
employment issues in Region 6 were in the form of
livelihood programs for gardeningnd livestock
activities. The program for livestock, which
included hog raising, was unsuccessfidnd
therefore wasdiscontinued.

With regard to sustainability, collaboratio
among agencies is key in ensuring th
infrastructures  built are maintained ¢
improved given th changing needs in the are

Analysis and recommendations

Case Documentation of irrigation projects

Among the infrastructure projects, the impactrafjation canals on the productivity of farms

and economic conditions of farming household is more direct compared to a road network. The
conduct of a case study (longitudinal) among specific farmerdtrafiteddirectly from a
DFIMDP irrigation projecwill help in the allocation of fundsef future infrastructure projects

The WB 2010 report did a cebenefit analysis of a road in Region 6 and noted savings in
hauling and other transport expenses. To complete the value chain (from water source to farm
to market), a similar codtenefit analysis, at the farmer level, is a worthwhile exercise to help

in the period after

Mapping of subcomponents

A mapping of the 34 sub projects was recommended to determine the status of these projects
most especiallthose that were affected by natural calamities. The mapping will also determine

if the DIFMDP opened up the possibility for more L@hitiated infrastructure projects, i.e.

road extensions and similar interventionfe mapping may be done via geographic
information system (GIS) to overlay different data (road length, quality, and total depreciated
cost) on the conditions of a particular infrastructure facility before, after the project and after
the calamity.
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Component 3: Strengthening Safety and QualityAssurance Systems for Market
Development

Basic information about the component

x Objective: To strengthen theegulatory services of the Dvhich aredesigned to
improve safety and quality of products for consumers and in conformity with
international stamkards Specifically:

o Institutional and physical strengthening of BAFPS.

o Strengthening of laboratory capacity

o Streamlining of quarantine and inspection processes

0 Increased grower access to improved (certified) seedsatidultural planting
material

x Expected outputs:
o Establishment of user friendly wetased system providing full disclosure of
regulatory procedures, charges, etc.
0 Increase by 20% the number of accredited private sector operations
o Full cost charge out rates applied for regulatory services

x Budget: $17.33Million all ocated; $8.5Million actual spent by theral of project
implementation; 49.4% utilization rate
x Reported number of beneficiaries:N/A target; N/A actual; N/A accomplishment rate

Background on the component

Based o'WB0 s a s, theresigraaneed to improve regulatory services expressed in various
reports anetvenduring the consultative process of project preparation. Accordiwgothe
regulatory functions of the DA were notadlacking in transparencypossessingumbersora
procedures andemonstratingnconsistent implementation. The project provided budgetary
support for the core functions of DA regulatory agencies, i.e. Bureau of Plant Industry (BPI),
Bureau of Animal Industry (BAI), Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Ressu(BFAR),
National Meat Inspection Council (NMIC), Fertilizer and Pesticide Authority (FPA), and
Bureau of Agriculture and Fisheries Product Standards (BAFPS). This included support for the
accreditation of private sector providers of laboratory sesyicertified seeds, etc.

In line with the provisions of AFMA, BAFPS needs to be stteaged for two reasons, )

carry out its mandate of coordinating with the other regulatory agemaeid2)to complete a

review and action plan aimed at rationalgzthe technical, physical and financial needs for the
strengthening of the | aboratories needed to
projectds emphasi s on t he istagnsueithatyteraationdd A6 s
standards forafety and quality was met.
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The plan to implement the cog$br services connected with provision of clearances,
certification, provision of improved genetic material &tes not pursued. As contained in the
WB report, nordelivery of this output was primidy beyond the control of the program due to
Executive Order (EONo. 554, issued by the President in 2006, eliminafiegs and charges
imposed on export clearances, inspections, permits, certificates th@d documentation
requirements.

Accordingalso to the World Bank, the webased system is hosted at the da.gov.ph website
through the A&xPploird iHe |l lpe iDregg kmai nt ai ned by t
The system provides information on the requirements, process and the ability to downloa
forms needed to obtain clearances.

Field findings

A. Survey Results

Profile of the Respondents

The sample size for Component 3 was 76, composed of 23 beneficiaries and-53 non
beneficiaries. The sample was taken purposively from a community engagetdoltuse.

The average number of household members in each household from-thenediciary group
(5) is higher than that of the beneficiary group (3). Children make up most of the residents in
each household. The typical household would have ange/efasix children.

Of the 339 total household members of Component 3 respondents, 238 are currently not
presently enrolled in any school/grade levél large proportion mentioned that it was due to

the need to look for work in order to earn money. Mdalayresults of comparative analysis
showed that household members who already finished schooling was higher in proportion
among beneficiaries compared to that of hemeficiaries. Among household members who

are still in school, there is a significantigher proportion among beneficiary households who

are currently attending senior high school (29%) compared tieoeficiaries; while there is

a significantly higher proportion of household members amongopoeficiaries (37%) who

are currently attendg junior high school compared to that of the beneficiaries. A higher
proportion of students from beneficiary households are currently enrolled in privatesschool

According to survey results, beneficiaries had a higher proportion of members who aisited
health facility during the last six months, while Hoeneficiaries had a higher proportion of
members who did not. Some of the main reasons why they visit health facilities were for
checkup of colds and coughs for both beneficiaries anebeaeficiaries. More beneficiaries

visit rural health clinis, while more norbeneficiaries visit government hospsal

8 A copy of the EO No. 554 of 2006 is attached in Annex D of this report.
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Household Consumption

In terms of their household consumption, beneficiaggstered &igher average weekfgod
consumptionwhich were eithebought through cash gaid through credit for dishes paired
with rice orulam and ingredients used in cooking the disi#dso, beneficiaries have a higher
incidence for food bought outside @ampared to nobeneficiarie{see Table 3A8).

On the othe hand, norbeneficiaries hee ahigher average weekly consumption of rice or
bigasusing income from their own producgegé Table 2A9). Nonbeneficiariescompared
to nonbeneficiariesalsohavea higher average weekly consumption of tobaccsigarilyo
(Table 3A8) and of alcoholic beverage$gble 3A8) which were eithebought using their
own cash or paid through credit.

Table 3 1A8. Average total wedy household consumption bought
by cash or paid through credit

- Non-
Item Total Beneficiary Beneficiary p-value
BigasRice PhP175.63 PhP122.39  PhP53.24 0.29200
Ulam/Sangkap/Sahog/

. PhP1,168.30 PhP986.96 PhP181.35 0.04420**
Dishes

Food regularly consume

i PhP556.71 PhP456.52 PhP100.19 0.05000*
outside the home

Alcoholic Beverages PhP25.23 PhP4.35 PhP20.88 0.07540*
SigarilydTobacco PhP34.84 PhP0.43 PhP30.49 0.00860***
Total PhP1,947.94 PhP1,570.65 PhP377.28 --

Question A8: How much was bought by cash or paid through credit?
Base: 76 households (2deneitiary, 53- non-beneficiary)
***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

52

Enterprise Development




The All-Asian Centre for
Enterprise Development
- (ASCEND) Inc.

Table 3 2A9. Average total weekly household consumption from own produce.

Item Total Beneficiay Non- p-value
Beneficiary
BigasRice PhP480.11 PhP128.82 PhP351.29 0.03820**
Ulam/Sangkap/Sahog/ PhP1,440.04 PhP741.74 PhP698.30 0.80160

Dishes

Food regularly consume PhP334.49  PhP202.17 PhP132.32 0.32700
outside the home

Alcoholic Beverages PhP91.39 PhP39.70 PhP51.70 0.72260
SigarilydTobacco PhP17.55 PhP2.17 PhP15.38 0.18780
Total PhP2,188.94 PhP1,059.26 PhP1,129.68 --

Question A9: How much was acquired from own produce such as planted aedtbdron your own, etc.?
Base: 76 households (2®eneficiary, 53 nonbeneficiary)

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

In temms of their fuel consumptioni.¢. LPG, kerosene, electricjtybeneficiares have a
significantly higher average monthly expersenpared to ncheneficiariesThe same is true
for theaverage monthly expenselafht sourceor electricity(seeTable 33A113a).

The monthly expenditure of beneficiaries is four times more (PB&D0)than that ohon-
beneficiaries (PhP 5,087.22).

Table 3 3A1lla. Average monthly expenses on utilities in pesos.

Utility N Beneficiary N Non- p-value
Beneficiary
Fuel (charcoal, firewood) 17 PhP208.24 42 PhP200.12 0.93280
Fuel (LPG, kerosene, electricitt 23 PhP388.70 53 PhP182.91 0.04540**
Light/electricity 23 PhP2,326.22 53 PhP564.87 0.02340**
Water 19 PhP1,665.26 44 PhP220.45 0.17760
Total 23 PhP4,344.48 53 PhP1,092.58 --

Question Al1l: Inkte past 6 months, looking at the consumption/expenses of the household on utilities such as we
electricity, how much is spent monthly on [ITEMS]?

Base: 76 households (2deneficiary, 53 non-beneficiary)

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

Employment and Income

Beneficiaries have a higher proportion of household members working as businessmen and
higher proportion of farm ownershiyth paid labor. On the other hand, more f@meficiaries
have tleir own farm to use for their agricultural businessdmnot hire laborers
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Survey results also shedthat the farming income of beneficiaries is significantly higher in
amount compared tthat of thenonbeneficiaries §ee Table 3D139. This signifes that
beneficiaries are able to pay for farm labor more tharb®reficiaries carOn the other hand,
income of norbeneficiaries from nofarm activities is relatively higher compared to
beneficiaried the amountshowever, ar@ot significantly diffeent from each other. Overall,
the total monthly household income of beneficiaries is PhP 32,938dBhP 18,485.15 for
non-beneficiaries.

Table 3 4D13a. Farm and NeRarm Income

Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries p-value
N 23 53 0.0568*
Sum PhP675,960.83 PhP542,779.92
Mean PhP29,389.60 PhP10,241.13
SD PhP45,034.37 PhP11,072.88

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%
*Significant at 10% only

Certified Planting Materials ReceiveddQuality Assurance Procedures

Component 3 respondents are farsrengaged in horticulture. The products and materials they
usehave to be subjected to rigid quality assurance procedures since the products are exported.
Table 36L2 shows the list of plants cultivateby beneficiaries and ndweneficiaries of
Component 3.

Table 3 5L2. Plants cultivated

Plants cultivated Total Bene Non-bene
% # % # %

Total 124 100% 60 100% 64 100%
Flowering plants 78 63% 36 60% 42 66%
Shrub 17 14% 8 13% 9 14%
Trees 11 9% 5 8% 6 9%
Fern 7 6% 3 5% 4 6%
Foliage 3 2% 2 3% 1 2%
Grass 3 2% 2 3% 1 2%
Cactus 2 2% 2 3% 0 0%
Carnivorous plant 1 1% 1 2% 0 0%
Fortune plant 1 1% 1 2% 0 0%
Herbs 1 1% 0 0% 1 2%

Question: MA. UNAIDED. Whaype of plants dgou cultivate?
Base: 76 beneficiaries and ndreneficiaries
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The survey reported a higher cost of planting materials or production expenses among
beneficiaries, or approximately twice as much as that ofbemeficiaries (PhP 3,569.43
Beneficiaries; PhR,966.90¢ Non-beneficiaries).

Non-beneficiarieshavesignificantly higher proportions of buyirsgedsisingtheir own funds
(savings)5%) ascompared to beneficiaries.

On the other hand, beneficiarje®mpared to nobeneficiarieshavea significanly higher
proportion of sourcing seeds and planting materials from friendgaeners, and sometimes
from government agencies such as the DA, and other organizations, i.e. OWA ecotourism from
a cooperative, CPU, and Daba City Garden (90foaddition,the information where seeds

and planting materials can be sourced froere provided by nogovernment organizations
(17%) and cooperatives (5%) to beneficiaries.

Given these results aseeds and planting materials soyliteannot be ascertained thaie

group has a better material than the other. Finally, both samples reported that planting materials
did not pass through a quality assurance process except one beneficiary who reported to have
undergone quality assurance procedure in the

sourcing of madrial. However, he respondent was
unable to elaborate on the procedure.

Quiality Assurance of Cut Foliage in Capiz

The Department of Trade and industry (DT
has been the active partner of the beneficiar
both in local and international trade:
According to the informant, DTI assisted tr
benefciaries in looking for cufoliage buyers
in Japan and provided trainings on how

B. Key Informant Interview/s

This evaluation looked intothe regulatory

procedures for horticulture based on the jo
project of the Department of Trade and Indus
(DTI) and DA. The DTI and DA organized a
training on foliage production for the cooperati
members of Capiz MuHlPurpose Cooperative
(CMCPI). The program created avenues for so
members to export their plants specifically to t
Japanese market. The nexporters of the
cooperatie also benefited from the prograr
because 3%f the payment receed from exported
products galirectly to the cooperativén addition,
these monetary proceeds from exported goods s
as additional funds for upcoming activities ai
events othe cooperatives where both exporters &
norrexporters can participate in.

According to the community leader of CMCPI, D1
played an important rolén providing assistance
related to marketing and expoisd establishing
connections betwegprospect bugrsand farmers.

strengthen their cooperatives.

The DA also implemented thiparty

inspections to assure that the beneficiaries w
complying with the quarantine rules o
exportation.There were protocols set for th
growers to follow. For a ctfbliage to be
qualified for export, Certification of Inspectior
by the Quarantine Officer had to be issued
the beneficiaries.

The DA, with the help of the Provincia
Agriculturist, assistethe beneficiaries on how
to formulate or craft the project proposal. Tt
agency was #tharge with the coordination
technicalities and on the inspection, ar
monitoring of the status of the @wing project.

The main objective of this component, ¢
claimed by the informant, was attained. Quali
of cutfoliage product in Capiz was observed :
excellent. It was also thought to be a gou
investment for the farmers in the area due to
competitiveness not just in the Philippines, b
also in Asia.
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Meanwhile, the DA was responsible fansuringthat theproducts to be exported by the
beneficiaries of the cut foliage program ammpliantwith the quarantine rules on exporting
The DA also facilitated the drafting of project proposaith the help of theProvincial
Agriculture Office PAO). Furthermore, the DA vgaalso responsible for coordination,
inspection, and otheundertakingssuch as monitoring the status of-going projects.
Alternatively, the PAO conductezh on-site monitoing of the project whilenakingsure that
the packing facilities are properly used by the cooperative members.

A key informant from the DAimparted some
personaperspectivesn what happened within their
The direct beneficiaries of this project were tt  agency during the implementation of DFIMDife
2nedmpbaecrliir?g; f]‘:)?]‘;iri:g’:zd Lpr;e;r:ﬁiﬁtzsd“ explained the accreditation process and qualification
exporters in preserving and providing o Of goodsfor exportation: goods are first subjected to
foliage with good quality to the tget  inspection inthe laboratorybased orthe resultsa
;‘;?Z“:‘;rsex'ggi'ecr’sr a?r:gjdl{,:noéﬁ?;sz?;r:\a decision will be made whether or not to release a
project through the 3% share of th Permit to proceed with the production for expo
cooperatives. The said amount was usedby ~ The DA overseeshe quality assurancef inputs
members on different events they joined. (i.e., seeds, fertilizer, pesticides, etc.) to harvast
The beneficiaries who were planningaport ~ Well asquality checking of the outputs.

their cut foliage initially coordinated with

cooperatives, who were the direct contacts As for the Welepage which is one of the key
the Japanese importers. Members of t

cooperatives did not directly participate in tr  INdicators of the success of the component, DA
design and planning of the project. Their ro  provides ad uploads the data to the wphge The
was to assist and obserthese tasks being don | o rmation about the private sector that maintains
by the personnel assigned by the cooperativ: ] . .
the website was not disclosess far as enforcing
Cooperatives received a pariialtial grant (no | quality assurance measures and procedures are
amount specified) which was insufficient t | c5ncarned, it is but alarming to note that no
support the requirement for the dotiage . . L .
project to succeed. The promised seco INformation about the private sector was given and
release was supposed to be used for the d  that this same organization handles documents on
well project of the community. Unfortunately | penaif of the government involving transactions.
due to the severe destruction brought . .
typhoon Yolanda, several packing houses ¢ Although this may have a problem with data
other equipment for the project were destroy¢ | confidentiality, the welpage is mostly used for
transactions of paperless applicas to ensure
guality assurancé he respondent sb mentioned delayn therelease ofunds from the WB
andci ted as hindrance of DFI MDPG6s i mpl ementat
Aquatic Resources (BFAR) pulled out from the project bsedhiey have nfundsto continue
working on thei responsibility in the programn spite of the delayshe key informantvas

still satisfied wth the outcome of the project.

Role of Cooperatives in Quality Assurance

C. Focus Group Discussion

Communities outside the cooperative also gained isténethe program as more income is
generated within the cooperatibg those who participated in the prograbrhe members were
not only trained, but were also provided with the necessary equipment for cut foliage
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productionlike refrigerated vansvhich are used to preserve the quality of cut foliage plants

Funding wasalso provided to buildaind operate packing house facilities. Packing hoases

packingf aci |l ities served as the membersd proces:
organic farmirg practitioners. However, production of cut foliage plants has been stopped since
Typhoon Yolandaadlyhit the packing houses, destroying the entire facility including their
equipment.

Analysis and recommendations

Restore the Idea ®lequlatory Systems

Regulatory systems both provide a barrier or access to market development. As a barrier,
regulatory systems are complicated especially among small producers or even organized
groups who still have limited experience in regulati@sed trading systems. As avenue to

i mprove market access, the government i mpl e
participants to trade #heleast transaction cobtought about by theegulation.

The survey data revealed that neither beneficiaries nobeaneficiaies benefitedfrom the
established quality assurance procédss webbased systendisplays theregulationsand
translaes regulations to be understandabbm the level of thefarmer and/or farmer
organization.

These regulations, as stated by the keyrimfants interviewed, were viewed more as a
restriction than a tool for better trade and market prices. Without knowledge of regulations, the

perception would always be that the transaction cost is high.

Maximize Platforms

Based on the suey results,qudity assurance processes were not observed by both
beneficiaries and nebeneficiaries as they relied on informal sources for buying quality
planting materials. An improvemeint accessingegulations in the webased system can be
done by sending theéocuments or reports or regulatory procedui@ email to cooperatives

and farmers, along with text notifications on updates. These regulations and steps for
compliance must be accessible immediately in soft copy forman(émail was serib the

target clent rather than waiting for the client to access the site and download the form). As
many farmers and their children now have Facebook accounts, the use of social media in
disseminatingegulations and QAP can also be explored.

As reported, the practicd cegulationb ased trading did not materi e
decision to remove fees and charges and other regulatory requirements. The review of the
regulatorysystemin farm production and marketing, and the capacity of the government to
implemen the policy direction behind the regulation is more important than ever with the

AFTA.
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TheDA and agricultural state colleges and universities also have trainings and have established
certification process on good farming practices and organic produclioese current
initiatives need to be pursued as farrbased regulations, i.e. accessible and simple, will
provide continuity and encourage compliance of-agsiness to international standards. Self
regulation may also be encouraged as many farm catiypes are now developing more mature
management and participatory systems. For example, there is a growing market for flower
products and even fApesticide freeo fl owers.
while the event management industeyy. weddings, conferences is creating a demand for
flowers and foliage.
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Component 4: Market-Linked Technology Developmentand Dissemination
Basic information about the component

x Objective: To | mpr ove t h endDAvelgpmerte(R&DR and thaining
outreach through the strengthening of the Bureau of Agricultural Research (BAR) using
Competitive Grants, and the DAG6s Agricult
Expected output: Technologies with market demand and opporiesilinkages
Budget: $9.66 Million allocated; $5.73 Million actual spent by the end of project
implementation; 59.32% utilization rate

x Reported number of beneficiaries:N/A target; N/A actual; N/A accomplishment rate

Background on the component

The budgeallocation of the DA for the extension services and R&D averaged at only about
10 percent and 5 percent, respectively (Francisco and Bordey, 2013). This is despite the fact
that technology development and dissemination continue to play a significantirofgoving

the agriculture sector. Moreover, expenditures have focused almost entirely on expanding
production, with less efforts focusing on marklelven and posharvest research in
commodities with recognized market potential. Although better |lenfefanding have been
provided for training, this has been largely supgriyen.

The project wanted to modify and strengthen
Research Grants schen(¢/orld Bank, 2004).Competitive research grants are the main
funding instruments for public sector research (BAR, 2005). They influence all the activities
and outcomes associated with public sector research (e.g. strategic orientation of research,
scientific publications, R&D collaboration, and technology transfdrkamowledge diffusion).

Most OECD countries such as the Philippines use several types of competitive research grants
(e.g. grants based on broad calls for bottgmproposals, grants targeting predefined areas,
and grants funding predefined research ptsjeAccording to the Bureau of Agricultural
Research (2005), actors to be taken into consideration when implementing competitive R&D
project grants include: (1) the span of the project; (2) proposed budgetary requirement; (3)
R&D need of the commodity; J4pan and budgetary requirements of project implementation;
and lastly, (5) impactThese grants were able to support agricultural research under this
component, with priority given to developing technology that would contribute to the
marketability of poducts.

Information about the trainings were made available even to theneambers of growers or
farmers associations. The said trainings have also encouraged the participation of both men
and women. The Department of Agriculture tracked and assessedtheand success of these
trainings. Furthermore, technical assistance was provided to help the Bureau of Agricultural
Research (BAR) implement Intellectual Property Rights provisions (IPR) more effectively, an
important area in promoting better infornoet dissemination on technology and greater
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involvement of the private sector as certified outlets who are seen to improve seed and
vegetative materials.

Field findings
A. Survey Results

Profile of the respondents

The survey was composed of 82 respondé&it® of which were beneficiaries. The proportion

of female beneficiaries (66%) was significantly higher than the male beneficiaries (33%).
Moreover, the proportion of beneficiaries (79%) who belong to farmer associations was
significantly greater than tise of the notbeneficiaries (55%).

During the field interview, respondents were asked to identify the project/s in their community
that they or their household members were involved in/benefited from. A high number of
beneficiaries (88%) stated that tHegnefitedmost from the trainings and seminars conducted

in their areas. However, the proportion of Ammeficiaries who attended ahdnefitedfrom

the trainings was still higher compared to that of the beneficiaries.

Table 4 1S6. Project/s in the community that tresspondents and his household members are
involved in/benefited from?

- Non-
Project Total Beneficiary beneficiary

# %  # %  # % p-value
Total 82 100% 42 100% 40 100%
Ruralinfrastructure 63 77% 28 67% 35 88%  0.0574**
Irrigation 16 20% 11 26% 5 13% 0.11876
Farming inputs 36 44% 24 57% 12 30%  0.01314**
Fishing inputs 2 2% 0 0% 2 5% 0.14156
Equipment and 13 16% 7 17% 6 15% 0.83366
machineries
Information system 4 5% 2 5% 2 5% 0.96012
Training/seminars 75 91% 37 88% 38 95%  0.26272
Other development 2 2% 1 2% 1 3% 0.96810
programs
Others, specify verbatim 2 2% 2 5% 0 0% 0.16152

Question: S5. MA. Anong mga proyekto sa inyong komunidad ang kinabibilangan o pinapakinabangan ng miyembro
pamilya? What i the project/s in the community that you and your houdshnembers are involved benefitedrom?
Base: 195 respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only
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Table 4 2F2. Crops cultivated by households in the last six months

Crop Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

# % # % # %
Total 130 100.00% 73 100.00% 57 100.00%
Palay 64 49.23% 32 43.84% 32 56.14%
Others 66 50.77 41 56.16 25 43.86

Question F2.What crops did youdrm/take care of in the last 12 months?
Base: 130 total number of crops cultivated

While both beneficiaries and ndreneficiaries were from farming households where crop
diversity was prevalent, it was apparent that both were still predominantly noertarThe
proportion of norbeneficiaries that are into rice was higher compared to that of beneficiaries.
That is, 56% of noibeneficiaries cultivatedae, while only about 44% from the beneficiaries
cultivated the same crop.

In terms of their total hate hol d i ncome, beneficiariesd av:
higher compared to the farming income of fmneficiaries. Furthermore, in terms of their

average notfiarming income, the beneficiaries still had a higher income (higher by 55%) than

the nonbereficiaries.

Table 4 3D13a. Farm and NeRarm Income

Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries  p-value
N 42 40 0.37560
Sum PhP560,432.00 PhP436,316.75
Mean  PhP13,343.62 PhP10,907.91875
SD PhP15,995.40 PhP7,601.241303

Quesion D13a TOTAL INCOME
Base:82 respondents

Table 4 4D13b. Farm and Nefarm Income

Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries  p-value
N 42 40 0.11160
Sum PhP175,392.00 PhP74,600.00
Mean  PhP4,176.00 PhP1,865.00
SD PhP6,630.3! PhP6,375.50

Question D13bTOTAL INCOME
Base:82 respondents

In terms of household consumptidfiam/Sangkap/Sahog sa uldook up the largest portion

of the expenses of both beneficiaries and-beneficiaries. Expenses for this item averaged at
Php1,139.05 for beneficiaries and P938.50 for -beneficiaries per week. Most of these
ulam/sangkap/sahog sa ulamere produced by the household themselves.
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Table 4 5A7. Household Consumption

Ave. Consumed
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Own Produce

Item Value (Pesos) Cash/Credit (Pesos) (Pesos)
B NB B NB B NB
Bigas(Rice) PhP PhP PhPO.00 PhP PhP PhP
260.79 288.40 ' 17.95 235.28 288.40
Ulam/ Sangkap/  PhP PhP PhP PhP PhP PhP
Sahog saulam 1139.05 938.50 173.81 174.36 987.56 774.75
Pagkain sa
La;rils d';":izamaas PhP PhP PhP PhP PhP PhP
’ 198.45 146.38 23.81 32.05 177.44 130.90
canteen
fastfoodatbp.
Alak o iba pang
ir:]ikri:(na'asmg @ php PhP PhP PhP PhP PhP
: 84.45 53.73 14.67 10.79 59.29 39.18
(alcoholic
beverages)
Sigarilyo, PhP PhP PhP PhP
tabako 62.58 29 95 PhP1.31 PhP5.13 62.77 30.21
(Tobacco)

Question A7 How much/many does the entire family/household consume in a month?

Base:82 respondents

Production expenses includ&bor wage fertilizers and pesticidespplied seeds, and other
inputs used in their farming livelihood. Comparing the production costs per cropping season,
it can be seen that the benefi@arhad a production expense F42,146 higher than the non
beneficiaries. This may battributed to thebeneficiaried use ofmoreinputsthat aremore

expensive.
Table 4 6122.5135.5. Production Expenses
Production Expenses Beneficiary Non-beneficiary p-value
N 252 219 0.84000
Sum PhP1,190,078 PhP645,892
Mean PhP4,722.52976 PhP2,949.276712
Stardard Deviation PhP125,731 PhP56,121.1

Questionl22.5135.5. PER FARMING PROCEDURE: how much do you usually spend per cropping seasot

Base: 82 respondents
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Trainings/seminars attended

Ninety-seven percent (97%) of beneficiaries and 95% of-memeficiaries have attended
training/s related to marketing, enterprises, and product development, among others, in the past
13 years.

Table 4 7M1 Number of respondents who attended trainings

Participation Total Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary
N=82 N=42 N=40
Yes 96% 98% 95%
No 4% 2% 5%

QuestionM1. Have you attended training related to marketing, enterprise, product develog
knowledge management development, etc. in the past 13 years?
Base:82 respondents

Generally, the traimgs they attended were conducted from 2010 to 2017 with the following
topics: land preparation, pest management, paddy check system, and organic farming. Aside
from the topics mentioned, nine (9) beneficiaries participated in theefaffield School

(FFS) where they gained basic knowledge and skills in farming such as transplanting,
composting, gardening, pest management and vegetable production. Four (4) out of the nine
(9) participants were informed aboutknewWFS by
about the project through their respective barangay officials.

Based on the survey results, there was no significant difference between the number of trainings
on marketing, enterprises, and proddetelopment attended by the beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries in the past 13 years.

B. Key Informant Interview/s

A key informant stated that before they hel
trainings, they as trainers to the farmers, als
underwent a series of trainings and semina
spearheaded by the Agritufal Training institute
(ATI. The ATI is an organization under th
Department of Agriculture (DA) that leads in tr
provision of extension services in collaboratit
with the various agencies, bureaus aather
organizational unitsOneof the functions of the ATI
is to team upvith the state universities and colleg
(SUCs) of agriculture/fisheries as key partners
the implementation of the national prograr
specifically in the areas of extension innovatic
national training, and monitoring and evaluation
extension instittions and programs; and provid

Role of ATI

Agri-entrepreneurship was the focus of ti
DFIMDP-funded trainings. From the lessor
learned from DFIMDP #inings, ATl was able
to establish Farm and Advisory Services whi
provided the additional trainings to the farme
that were related to the commaodities they we
producing. Since individualism was observe
among farmers, Community of Practice was t
appoach used. This involved openness a
sharing of lessons and experiences amc
farmers who cultivated the same commoditie
It was also mentioned that if a farmer is alor
s/he will have less command in the pricing
the commodity.

The overalimpactof the DFIMDP to ATl isin
the innovation of trainings. As per the ke
informant, DFIMDP is the precursor of ne\
ATI programs and policies now such as Fai
Tourism Law and Farm Business School.
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leadership in developing and implementing a national system of strengthening institutional
extension capacities at all levels of implementatidhe trainings were mainly about
management and accounting and project propesatlopment, where they learned to develop

a business proposal. The said proposal included the cost, financial forecasting, sourcing of
materials, and targeting markets and avelasre they casell their products.

The key informant from the Agricultu@ffice in lloilo shared that most of the trainings being
conducted in their area tackled how to make production processes more efficient. Also, she

Trainings Provided

Marketing was given emphasis in the tiags
as an essential element in improving tl
livelihood of farmers. Topic on diversificatior
of commodities was also covered in tf
trainings with the objective of improving thei
resilience against climate and loss. This w
different from the usual that of ATl which is
training for production alone.

One project provided to the farmers was t
Farmer Field School (FFS). According to a D
of ficer, a typical i
with 25-40 farmers who undergo a season lo
(a halfday meeting edcweek over a 1-veek
period) experiential group learning progral
focused on teaching farmers agr
entrepreneurship.

Banana chips and handicraft merchandises
some examples. Learning manuals or bookl
provided by the Department of Agricultur
(DA) include topics on plant varieties, methoc
of seed selection, nutrient requirements a
delivery, insect and disease management, fi
sanitation, and water and weed manageme
Attendees were said to be satisfied with the ty
of trainings provided to therfrurthermore, this
project/training was open to all farmers wk
were interested and willing to gain knowledg
In rural areas, it prioritized women.

Knowledge and skills gained from the training
were executed through participation in exhibit
Their prodicts, banana chips for example, we
displayed and sold to customers. Last 2013, |
established a food depot where farm produ
from the beneficiaries can be purchased. Th
were demo farms that were used duril
fieldworks as part of the training proces
Planting to harvesting trainings were done «
the said demo farms. Owner of demo farm mt
also be a participant or beneficiary and tl
location must be near the training venue.

pinpointed that ATI, aside from training LGU
officials, guides researchers in any way possible.
Most researthes were focused on identifying the
most highyielding varieties of corn and other major
crops being produced in the region.

One problem encountered by the trainees in FFs is
the lack of meat processing materials which caused
unsustainable production pfocessed meat in the
area. Also, some participantscluding women
participants from rural aredsst their interest after
some weeks of trainings. Some of them had other
priorities like their families and their own farms.

Furthermore, according to key informant from
DA, linkages among concerned agencies were
Aweak o0 a s notstarslarsof parfermance
and regulatory mechanisrn addition,while the
training program rfiodel) should ideally reach out
to different audiencg a deviation usually d&ppens
during the actual implementationHigh-level
government officials do not want to be interviewed
by ATI, and supervisors do not want to send out
their extension workers for wedéng trainings as
their work is loaded. In actual practice, almost all
these centers are training farmers.

There waslsoa change in the organizational chart
among ATI training centers. Training centers were
reduced to only one training center per regian.
key informantalso expressed that the rationale of
having ATI regiomal offices (separate from DA
regional offices) is for ATI to supervise the training
and extension services of DA agencies per region.
Aside from ATI, other DA agencies (like PhilRice)
are also conducting training programs. According
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to him, this supervisor role of ATl is not completely fulfilledas the momentlf this role
materializes, overlapping of training programs will be avoided.

C. Focus Groups Discussion

One respondent during the FGD shared that these trainings are precedents to enterprise
developmats, honing their skills and knowledge on different incegemerating activities or
additional livelihood that eventually resulted in increase in income.

Farnmers Field School. The Faress Field School (FFS) was a foanonth training program
conducted anrally in different barangays, with farmers and barangay officials as participants.
Training topics included planting of seedlings and harvestingatsfy and other vegetables.
Number of participants ranged from 25 to 40 farmers per training session.tqgeiseluded

a projector and laptop for the visuals. At the start of the training sesguestions on the
subjectmatterwere given to the participants to measure their initial knowledge about farming.
Manual booklets provided by DA were used by tlaéniers during lectures and activities. In
the FFS, aside from plantisig-harvesting skills, participants were also trained to create
additional products from their produce. These trainings include:

Food processing

Banana chips making

Packaging and labatig (facilitated by DTI)
Handicraft making

cC:

Analysis and recommendations

Shifting of ATI 6s rol e

The DA adopted a Competitive Grants Manual describing the evaluation and implementation
criteria which was used in making research-gtdnts, as a conditioof disbursement for this
component (World Bank, 2010). The project al
by phasing out its role as a direct provider of training, except for LGU extension workers, while
strengthening its role in strategic pitang, coordination and funding of training. This shift was
formalized on March 31, 2005 through a Special Order or similar instruction from the Secretary

of Agriculture.

Mirroring training activities conducted for other Project Areas

The nature of traing activities supported was based on the experience of theaBéiSted
technical assistance project in one of the Focus Areas (Region 10). The said technical assistance
project demonstrated benefits from training such as bringing producers and bugeestin
contact toassessnarket needs ani@cilitate forward contracts. The training emphasized the
proper use of chemicals and their disposal, to help mitigate the pesticide residues that continue
to be pervasive in Philippine agricultural products angseaf rejections on export markets.
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Component 5: Enhancing Budget Resource Allocation and Planning
Basic information about the component

x Objective: To support governmentide initiative to improve public expenditure
managemeid a process that seeks togrove efficiencies in public resource allocation
and utilization and better linkages between planning and budgeting.

x Expected output: Assist the DA in making the transition to MHased budgeting
designed to assist DA Management in providing more stratdlgications of scarce
budgetary resources. It wasvisionedthat this reconfiguration of the budget would
pave the way for the DA to overcome the chronic disconnect between its annual plans
and actual expenditures

x Budget: $2.72 Million allocated; $3.2Million actual spent by the endf project
implementation; 12% utilization rate

x Reported number of beneficiaries:N/A target; N/A actual; N/A accomplishment rate

Background on the component

The component was designed so that the DA will allocate morgeffush programs and

projects related to market development. At the end of 2009, the WB 2010 evaluation report
indicated that the DFI MDP6s target of increa
achieved. However, an increase in volume (ratherpleacrentage) of funds for market oriented
investments was observed.

A related accomplishment was that ATIlIs train
of its training activitieso (World Bank, 201
fund doubled from 4.6B in 2005 to 11B in 2009. Nonetheless, this increase in volume was still

bel ow the 47% target given the understandi ng¢
proportion of the budget, as an indicator of DAs commitment to atthedtalance of priorities

in line with the goals of AFMA)

The Department of Agriculture Regional Field Office 6 in lloilo City had banner programs
under the AgrPinoy Framework. The banner programs, with mar&ktted components,
were the following: gRice Programs, b) Corn Programs, c) Livestock Programs, d) High Value
Commercial and Development Programs, and e) National Organic Agriculture Programs.

The data below is based on the premise tih@tbudgeincrease in programs with market
related comonents such as those abaentionedwill yield benefitsin favor of farming

households.
One critical i nput t o me ahe weviewroQthe thudges allocabiompfdDi drant 6 s i m
DFI MDP6s inception to project closing. I nternet sour

information. The same information was requested from the DA in August 2017, however, the informatio
remained unavailable to date.
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Field findings
A. Survey Results

Profile of the respondents

The survey was composed of 75 respondents, 60% of which are beneficiaries. Respondents
were almost equallgivided between male and female (47% vs 53%) for both beneficiaries
and nonrbeneficiaries. Nine (9) out of 10 respondents are farmers; the proportionfafrncer
respondents belonging to nbeneficiaries is also significantly lesser than the benekgar

While both beneficiaries and ndreneficiaries are from farming households, crop diversity is
prevalent among beneficiaries. The proportion of-neneficiaries that are into rice and corn

is greatercompared to that of the beneficiaries. For exanpbB% of norbeneficiaries are
cultivating rice compared to 45% of beneficiaries. Meanwhile, beneficiaries are cultivating
backyard crops like banana, cassava and legumes.

Table 5 1F2. Crops cultivated (only those with sigodint values reflected)

Crops Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary  p-value
cultivated # % # % # %
Cassava 7 6% 7 10% 0 0%  0.04550**
Corn/Mais 15 13% 13 18% 2 5%  0.06010*
Rice/Palay 60 54% 33 45% 27 69% 0.01510**
B .09492*
anana/ 5 4% 5 7% 0 0% 00949
Saging

*

Green - 4 4% 1 1% 3 8% 0.08544
beansditaw

*other crops include abaca, camote, munggo, okra, eggplant.
Question F2. What crops did you farm/take care of in the last 12 months?

Base: 112 respondents who cultivated crops in the last 12 months

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

Assistance Received

As part of theDFIMDP, beneficiariesand nonbeneficiariesreceived assistance on the
following: a) monetaryassistanceb) free crops/seeds, c) free crop imswe, d) free fertilizers,

e) free pesticides, and f) others like farming tools (T.5N2). The proportion of beneficiaries and
nonbeneficiaries that receivegalay seedlings were almost equal at 65% and 67%.
Financialmonetaryassistance was given mostg500) to beneficiaries. Heever, statistical
significanceis observed only irthe case of fertilizers aalmost twicethe number ohon
beneficiariecompared to beneficiaries wheceived fertilizers.
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Table 5 2N2. Kind of asstance received from the government.

. . Total Beneficiaries Nc.)rT- .

Kind of Assistance beneficiaries o-value
# % # % # %

Total 70 100% 43 100% 27 100%
Flne}nmal 13 19.% 11 26% 5 7% 0.05614
Assistance
Free crops/seeds 46 66% 28 65% 18 67% 0.88866
Free cr@ insurance 1 1% 0 - 1 4% -
Free fertilizers 16 23% 6 14% 10 37%  0.02574**
Others 18 26% 12 28% 6 22% 0.59612

Question N2. For those who received assistance from the government: What kind of assistance did/do they prc
Base: 70 farmer respondentgérviewed who received assistance from the government

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

All respondents were asked how they used the assistance given to them which was expected to
be used forthehoash ol dés agricul tur al l iveli hood.

For those who received financial assistance, five out of 10 beneficiaries ahémeficiaries

used the cash to buy groceries and additional inputs needed such as fertilizer and pay the utility
bills. Meanwhile, the vaaince in the proportion of beneficiaries and +b@meficiaries in the

use of crop seeds was small. At least eight out of 10 recipients used seeds in their own farms;
while for those who did natise the seeds, mentioned that thveye given to others.

Econanic Well-being

A little over half (53%) of all the respondents have other sources of income but the diversity is
more statistically pronounced among Hmeneficiaries; thus, supporting the A@nming
character of the selected nbaneficiary respondent§he beneficiaries reported a lower total
monthly household income (PhP 14,000.00) camgdo norbeneficiaries (PhP 18,000)00

and stilla lower level of expenditure at Php4.2/month vs PhP 6.3/month. The difference in
income level was not statisticalgygnificant but the higher expenditure of Re@neficiaries

was recorded as significant.

Table 5 3D14. Monthly Income and Expenditure
Pesos/month for total household Beneficiary (B) Non-beneficiary (NB)
and Expenditure
Income PhP13,761 PhP18,433
Expenditure PhP4,205 PhP6,342
(significant at 5%)
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Proxy Indicators

The economic welbeing of the beneficiaries and rbeneficiaries portray a sharper picture
of the beneficiaries based on food consumption patterns.

Thenonbeneficiariesusing the table above as a bake] more cash income, spends more on
condiments and even basic utilities like water and electricity except for fuel and wood. The
higher expenditure of nelneneficiaries on condiments is reported assiiedlly significant.

Table 5 4A8. Average total weekly houkeld consumption
bought by cash or paid through credit

ltem - Non-
Total Beneficiary Beneficiary p-value
BigasRice PhP43.22 PhP42.86 PhP0.36 0.32720

Ulam/Sangka@ahogDishes PhP285.00 PhP75.00 PhP210.00 0.09240*
Food regularly consumed

i PhP150.92 PhP74.42 PhP76.50 0.96220
outside the home

Alcoholic Beverages PhP34.44  PhP12.27 PhP22.17  0.52680
SigarilydTobacco PhP47.94 PhP20.11 PhP27.83  0.67740
Totd PhP599.61 PhP216.11 PhP383.50 0.03420**

Question A8: How much was bought by cash or paid through credit?
***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

Data shows that the mean monthly expenditure of-bem#iciaries is higher at PhP
6,342.00/month compared to beneficiaries at PhP 4,205.00. Although the difference is
statistically significant, this may also be a reporting discrepancy. The trend in surveys is that
some people tend to oveeport expendituresspecially in the hope of getting assistance while
the beneficiaries of the project undeport tocamouflage increased in income.

An interesting information is that for both respondent beneficiaries andbereficiaries, 1
out of 5 households has a mesnktypically a son or a daughteemitsPhP 2,594.00/month.
Other household members receive remittances as well (local and alwosath PhP

3,200.00/month for beneficiariemnd double for nodbeneficiaries at PhP 7,071.00/month.

This data on income fro remittances is important as improvements or positive economic
changes in living conditions of both the beneficiaries andbeoreficiaries in the latter period

or post 2009, may be attributed more to the cash contributions of the other household members
than receipts from farming activities. However, there is no dagarding the time when the
households started receiving remittances.
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Free Riders and Public Goods

Though the participation of nemeneficiaries is not statistically significant, thelityaof the
Afree rider 0 -bereficiariessavalbel & the frEenirgpetsnafanly 1 out 3 non
beneficiaries actually attended project related trainings.

Similarly, the proportion of beneficiaries and HAoeneficiarieswho benefitedfrom rural
infrastructure and irrigatigms not statistically significantThis confirms thapublic goods like
roads and irrigation, canndifferentiateand discriminatemong farmebeneficiaries and nen
beneficiaries.

At the individual level, more (90%faample) norbeneficiaries claimed to have received
farming inputs like értilizers and seeds. Howevavijth regard to capital expenditures like
equipment, the program managed to distribute only to the selected beneficiaries. The World
Bank 2010 report aderved a similar finding that there were more -beneficiaries that
received benefits in general. This survey, while confirming the World Bank finding,
differentiated the benefits received by Ameneficiaries and beneficiaries.

The data below, with dgtical significance between beneficiaries and -beneficiaries
further provides additional insights on whenefitednore from the DFIMDP. What is notable

is the nordiscriminatory effect of the project and the possibility that in some instances the
prgect may have reached out to other poor households who arbeneficiaries. Capital
outlays however were limited to direct beneficiaries.
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Table 5 5S6. Project participation of respondents

Project Total Beneficiary No_n ! p-value
Beneficiary

# % # % # %
Total 75 100% 45 100% 30 100%
Rural 66 8% 39  8mb 27 9o 06720
Infrastructure
Irrigation 21 28% 12 27% 9 30% 0.75656
Farming inputs 58 7% 31 69% 27 90% 0.03236**
Fishing inputs 1 1% 1 2% 0 - --

I *%
Equ.mer.lt and 10 1%% 9 20% 1 33 0.03662
machineries

1N *%
Trainings/ 33 4w 24 5% 9 300 004660
seminars
Other --
development 1 1% 0 - 1 3%
programs

1 **
Otherg, specify 10 19% 9 20% 1 3% 0.03662
verbatim

Question: S6. What are the project/s in the commuinétyou and your household members are involved
in/benefited from?

Base: 75 respondents

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only

B. Key Informant Interview/s

Monitoring and evaluation activities were conduab@da quarterly basis. The Monitoring and
Evaluation System, a program under the DFIMDP, was implemented in four pilot regions:

CAR, Region VI, Region VII and Region X. The goal of this program was to monitor the
indicators of Market Development Servicegls as efficiency of production units but it was
unsuccessful due to | ack of cooperation on t
undergone trainings and was supposed to be the officers in charge of data collection and
analysis. Unfortunatelyt ivas not given priority at that time.

The Department of Agriculture Regional Field Office 6 in lloilo City had banner programs
under the AgrPinoy Framework which was launched in 2014 and were grouped based on the
commodity. The banner programs were fibi®owing:

Rice Programs

Corn Programs

Livestock Programs

High Value Commercial and Development Programs
National Organic Agriculture Programs

a s ownpe
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Budget allocation and the authority on projects were given to the officetsarge per banner

program. It wasdi f f er ent from how the DFI MDPG6s budg
distributed per component regardless of which commodities belong to each component.
According to some respondents, the local government was focused on its own projects and
agricultural pograms were not on its list of priorities. It was also mentioned that some LGUs
whose project exceeded its budget acquired funds directly from the budget allocated for
agricultural programs. No specific name of project was disclosed by the informant.

C. Focuws Group Discussion

Participants of the FGD confirmed that they wer~

given one sack of crop seed annually. However, «
issue that was raised was that the land area of
farmer was not taken into consideration. Ev
farmers with less than a hectarelarid were given
the same amount of seeds. Some farmmenstioned
that they were not given assistance by i
government. They only felt the support of tt
government after typhoon Yolanda.

Issues on Budget Allocation

According to the informanthe DFIMDP had
an unsatisfactory rating. She said that it wi
because of the Aresi
agencies. She also mentioned that th
struggled to change the process of bud;
allocation from  commoditypased to
functional. Banner program coordinatol
existed,however, the said coordinators did n
support the proposed reforms.

For the groups or cooperatives who wished In addition, according to the report of Worl
. hi . h houl Bank, the appraised amount for DFIMD

receive machineries gnt, the members shoul Component 5 was 2.7M US Dollars

undergo an interview and submit all the requir nonetheless, reported amount spent was 3.2

documents for the application. Aside froi US Dollars. Thus, therevas an apparent

. he f . . ] overspending of funds. In spite of this, tF

government assistance, the farmer participants ,cqive, that is tostrengthen its budge!

the FGD mentioned that their respecti' allocation,according to the informant, was nc

cooperatives provided machineries and equipm fully achieved.

They also conducted trainings and provideu

financial assistance. NATTCO was one of the cooperatives who gave financial assistance to

the farmers.
Analysis and ecommendations

Increase budget allocation

There is no clear pattern vafi establishes that thisted beneficiaries are better off than the
non-beneficiarief the project. In fact, data shows that beneficiaries have lesser cash income
compared tmonbeneficiariesvh o do not have A meéeneficiariesfalbou s h o t
have members of houselds that sent higher remittance receipts. The number of non
beneficiaries with own businesses is significantly higher than beneficiaries as most
beneficiaries worked in family farms.

As mentioned earlier, the increase in budget allocation especialipffastructures would
generate an inclusive effect at the community level and differentiation of impact at the
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household level would be difficult in the long run. In terms of distribution of specific inputs,
the DA thought it is wise (and it is properdadevelopmentally humane) to include NB as
recipients of a basic farm input such as fertilizer. As reported, statistical significance was
observed in the case of fertilizers as there was almost tivecaumber ofNB that received
fertilizersascomparedda B.

Special recommendation is however made about crop insurance as a clear significant indicator
of market driven agiprograms.
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Analysis of Beforeand-After

The I ES conducted for DF I MD Poeneficiames candthan ¢ o mp
beneficiaries in terms of their household profile and farming activities before and after the
implementation of the DFIMDP in Region ¥ Data and analysis below utilized proxy
indicators to compar e f anrbef@easdiafter thecibementioa.nd cr
Note that the secondary data gathered did not contain information on the beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries of the DFIMDP. Moreover, most of the secondary data gathered in the report had

no corresponding data in thergely conducted by ASCEND. The main purpose of gathering
secondary data is to reconstruct the baseline information. This can be used to look at possible
trends that could help explain the condition and status of the beneficiaries anenadiciaries

before the intervention and also to assess impacts after the intervention.

1. Comparison of Household incomdrom 2003through 2015
Family Income and Expenditure Survey

Data. Family Income and Expenditure Survey (FIES) uses the Census of Population and
Housing (CPH) as its sampling frame. This means that the livelihoods of the households

sampled for FIES can be of different industries. For the survey conducted by ASCEND in

Region VI, the sampled respondents were mostly farmers. Thus, it should be noted that
interpretation and comparison of the income data of FIES with the survey data gathered by
ASCEND should be made with caution.

Data processing.The prices for 2006, 2009, 2012, and 2015 were recomputed to exclude
inflation rates and to have values that werastant prices in 2003. This was done so that
comparison of total receipts and approximate receipts per family across years was possible.

I nflation rates used were the rates publishe
whose data source ise¢hPSA. Statistical tests such as comparison of means for the data
available in Table BA112 cannot be performed due to the lack of data published (i.e., standard
deviation or variance of the values are not available).

Analysis. Looking at the income class from 2003 to 2015 from FIES, there was a decreasing
trend in the number of families belonging to the two lowest income classes (under
Php40,000.00 and Php40,000.00 to Php59,999.00) but an increasing trend in the number of
families belonging to the twoighest income classes (Php100,000.00 to 249,999.00 and
Php250,000.00 and over) from 2003 through 2015.

The income of respondents from the survey conducted by ASCEND supported the statement
that there were more families now belonging to the two highesimiacclasses than those

10 Note that for this IES, ASCEND reconstructed the baseline information as recommended by WB for Impact
Evaluation Studies with absent baseline data. ASCEND is still waiting for access to DFIMDP documents, which
may include thdaseline data, of WB as of this report.
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belonging to the two lowest classes (refer TablelBAHowever, this cannot be an indication

that lives of families have progressed over the years because it is possible and logical to assume
that as their income increases, theip&xses and consumption also increase. Moreover, this
increase of income of farmers cannot be directly attributed to the DFIMDP.

The succeeding analysis below are based on other FIES data gathered as baseline information:
There was a decreasing trend ie total receipts in Region VI and approximate receipts per
family in the two lowest income classes (under Php40,000.00 and Php40,000.00 to
Php59,999.00), but an increasing trend in the two highest income classes (Php100,000.00 to
249,999.00 and Php250,000.and over) from 2003 through 2015 (refer to TableBA

There is a higher incidence of families in 2003 who spends money on alcoholic beverages,
tobacco, transportation and communication, education, and special occasions when compared
to incidence ofdmilies in 2015 who purchase the same commodities (refer to TabBLBA

The difference in 2003 and 2015 can be attributed to the changes on priorities and interests of
people with regards to how they want to spend their money.
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Table BA 1. Number and percent of families by income class for 2003, 2006, 2009, 2012, and 2015.

2003 2006 2009 2012 2015
INCOME CLASS Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
families families families families families families families families families families

Under 40,000 197 16 128 10 75 5 70 4 22 1
40,000 to 59,999 285 23 283 22 166 11 138 9 82 5
60,000 to 99,999 377 30 402 32 412 28 410 26 306 18
100,000 to 249,999 295 23 393 31 584 40 623 39 871 51
250,000 and over 112 9 163 13 215 15 363 23 418 25
Total Region VI 1,266 100 1370 108 1452 100 1604 100 1,699 100

Source: PSA,2003, 2006, 2009, 2012 and 2015 Family Income and Expenditure Survey
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Table BA 2. Total receipts (in millions) and approximate receipts per family by income class for 2003, 2006, 2009, 2012, and 2015.

INCOME 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015
CLASS Total Approx. Total Approx. Total Approx. Total Approx. Total Approx.
receipts (in  receipts receipts (in receipts receipts (in receipts receipts (in receipts receipts (in receipts
millions)  per family  millions)  per family millions) per family millions) per family millions) per family

Under 40,000 6,529 33,142.13 3,653.91 28,546.r 1,866.80 24,890.69 1,449.24 20,703.44  241.48 10,976.49

gg’gggto 15,117  53,042.11 13365.85 47,229.14 6886.91 41,487.38 5003.53 36,257.49 1556.90 18,986.64
60,000 to

99 999 30,585  81,127.32 29004.44 72,150.34 25545.24 62,003.01 22618.95 55,168.17 9381.09 30,657.14
100,000 to

249.999 46,972  159,227.12 54949.65 139,820.99 70675.51 121,019.72 65422.58 105,012.16 50719.26 58,231.06
250,000 and

over 51,170 456,875.00 64577.51 396,181.02 78204.55 363,742.10 132040.89 363,749.01 80844.67 193,408.31
Total Region

VI 150,373 118,778.04 165,551.00 120,840.40 183,179.00 126,156.34 226,535.00 141,231.42 142,743.00 84,016.13

Source: PSA,2003, 2006, 2009, 2012 and 2015 Family Income and Expenditure Survey
Total receipts are in constant prices in 2003.
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Table BA 311. Number and percent of families by type of disbursements for 2003 and 2015 with statistical analysis.

2003 2015
DISBURSEMENTS Number of Percent of Number of Percent of p-value
families families families families
Total Food Expenditure 1266 100 1699 100 0.83366
Total Food Consumed at Home 1266 100 1699 100 0.83366
Bread and Cereals* 1266 100 1699 100 0.83366
Roots and tubers 1193 94 - -
Fruits and Vegetables 1266 100 1697 100 0.83366
Meat * 1257 99 1693 100 <0.00001***
Milk, cheese and eggs * 1259 99 1698 100 <0.00001***
Fish and seafood * 1262 100 1698 100 0.83366
Coffee, Cocoa and Tea 1257 99 1689 99 1.00000
Mineral water, _softdrlnks, fruit 1207 95 1680 99 <0.00001***
and vegetable juices*
Food Not Elsewhere Classified 1266 100 1697 100 0.83366
Oils and Fats - - 1699 100
Suga(, Jam, Honey, chocolate ai i i 1698 100
confectionery
H(‘)I'r?]tsl Food Consumed Outside 779 62 1489 88 <0.000071**
Alcoholic Beverages 1020 81 1152 68 <0.00001***
Tobacco 934 74 949 56 <0.00001***
Fuel, Light and Water 1266 100 - -
VIEMEESAEEn 2 1252 99 1699 100 <0.00001***
Communication
Household operations 1266 100 - -
Personal care and effects 1266 100 - -
Clothing and footwear 1248 99 1677 99 1.00000
Education 896 71 1153 68 0.08012*
Recreation and culture * 606 48 1303 77 <0.00001***
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Health * 1234 97 1636 96 0.14706
Non-durable furnishings 699 55 - -
Durable furniture and equipment 369 29 561 33 0.02034**
Taxes 961 76 - -
Rental/imputed rent of occupied
dweller 1266 100 - -

Fl_Jrnlshlngs?nd routine househc 369 29 1699 100 <0.00001**+
maintenance

Special Occasions * 880 70 1128 66 0.02144**
Gifts and contribution to o#rs 910 72 - -

Other Vegetablebased products - - 43 3

Accommodation services - - 79 5

Housing, water, electricity, gas i i 1699 100
and other fuels

Miscellaneous Goods and i i 1699 100
Services

Other Expenditure 1110 88 1373 81 <0.00001***

Other Disbursements 751 59 896 53 0.00116***
Total Family Expenditure in Regiol 1266 100 1699 100

VI
Source: PSA,2003 and 2015 Family Income and Expenditure Survey

* Cereal and Cereal preparations in 2003 (indicate difference ils)abe
*** significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**significant at 5% and 10%

*significant at 10% only
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Table BA 412. Total receipts (in millions) and approximate receipts per family by type of disbursements for 2003 and 2§a&stiithl test.

DISBURSEMENTS 2003 2015
Total receipts (in ex Ae‘ﬁglrgj ): or Total receipts (in ex gﬁ&rt% ); er
millions) penditurep millions) penditurep

family family
Total Food Expenditure 54527 43.07 81334.88 47.87
fotal Food Consumed at 50455 39.85 71532.63 42.10
Bread and Cereals* 18176 14.36 26750.43 15.74
Roots and tubers 676 0.57 - -
Fruits and Vegetables 5278 4.17 3335.85 1.97
Meat * 6388 5.08 8971.55 5.30
Milk, cheese and eggs * 3872 3.08 4890.11 2.88
Fish and seafood * 7796 6.18 12141.8 7.15
Coffee, Cocoa and Tea 1572 1.25 3214.46 1.90
Mineralwater, softdrinks, 1770 1.47 2640.23 1.57
fruit and vegetable juices*
Food Not Elsewhere
Classified 4928 3.89 1964.26 1.16
Oils and Fats - - 1135.35 0.67
Sugar, Jam, Honey, i i
chocolate and coattionery 1728.02 1.02
oIl FERE CERSUmEE 4072 5.23 9802.24 6.58
Outside Home
Alcoholic Beverages 1712 1.68 1632.22 1.42
Tobacco 1600 1.71 2311.17 2.44
Fuel, Light and Water 7545 5.96 - -
Transportation and 8054 6.43 13126.78 7.73
Communication
Household operations 2753 2.17 - -
Personal care and effects 4710 3.72 - -
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Clothing and footwear 4063 3.26 4920.46 2.93
Education 4933 5.51 6121.27 5.31
Recreation and culture * 663 1.09 1303.75 1.00
Health * 3723 3.02 7018.60 4.29
Non-durable furnikings 424 0.61 - -
DUTELD € HUGIHITS E0e 4253 11.53 4015.99 7.16
equipment

Taxes 1593 1.66 - -
Renta!llmputed rent of 12710 10.04 i i
occupied dweller

Furnishings and routine 1078 2.92 4229.01 2.49
household maintenance *

Special Occasions * 3676 4.18 5788.04 5.13
Gifts and contribution to

others 1344 1.48 - -
Other Vegetablebased i i 12.50 0.29
products

Accommodation services - - 314.78 3.98
Housing, water, electricity, i i 31148.44 18.33
gas and other fuels

Miscellaneous Goods and

Services - - 10959.61 6.45
Other Expenditure 4362 3.93 4162.96 3.03
Other Disbursements 19607 26.11 27407.36 30.59
oI [P BRI e 196.14 353914.36 208.31

Region VI
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2. Comparison of Crop Production for 2003 to 2014

Major C rop Statistics

Data processing.Aside from using the total production (in metric tons) of the crops in Region
VI, the proportions were calculated for each crop using the following formula:

01 €néitoBREaEN € Qo & oDt ¢
61 E0ff ¢ @ Q¢ EDG O
Yo & BB £Di £ QOTIWOREG O
0" WD 1 QBN

Only the crops mentioned in the survey conducted by ASCEND were selected among the list
of crops includedh the Crops Statistics data. There were some crops that had no available data
in the 19962003 and 2012014 Crop Statistics of the Philippines and in the Major Crops
Statistics of the Philippines 20007 and 2002011 (Regional and Provincial). Modtthe

crops mentioned in the survey conducted by ASCEND have very small to negligible
proportions when divided by the total volume of production in Region VI. Majority of the
volume of production of all crops in Region VI were from Sugarcdobd and Rie (Palay).

Analysis on the volume of production Z test was used to test if the two proportions of crop
production between 2003 and 2014 were statistically different. The null hypothedisatvas
the two proportions were equal while the alternative hygmthwas that the two proportions
were not equal. The decision rule was if theatue was less than the desired significance level
(1%, 5%, 10%), then the alternative hypothesis is considered to be true.

At all levels of significance, there was no notadlfference between the proportions of crops
produced in 2003 and 2014 (refer to Table-BAFigure BAL illustrates that there has been

no dramatic change in the proportion of crops produced to the total crops produced in the region
from 2003 to 2014. iure BA2, on the other hand, presents the trend of the volume of
production from 2003 to 2014. Based on the trend, sugarcane and rice had the most drastic
changes in terms of volume of production over the years.

Looking at the status of crop production Region VI before, during and after the
implementation of DFIMDP (2003 to 2014), the distribution of the production of different
crops (in proportions) did not differ significantly over the years. Sugarcane and rice remained
as the major crops plantedtime region (refer to Figure BA).

However, it can be observed that from 2003 to 2009, the proportion of sugarcane production
was declining and the proportion of rice production was increasing. In 2009, proportions of
sugarcane and rice productions teeat their lowest and highest points, respectivBiyect

causes for the said phenomenon cannot exactly be determined. However, for sugarcane,
disasters or natural calamities that hit the region, i.e. tropical depression Winnie in 2004,
typhoon Reming in@06, and Typhoon Frank in 2008 might have contributed to the decline in
proportion and production. According to Philippine Statistics Authority, Region VI is
considered as the top sugarcane producer. It can be assumed that the largest agricultural area
in this region was allocated for sugarcane so when unexpected eventdikeaquatural
disasters, the production of this crop will be affected the most.
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For rice, on the other hand, it is illogical to assume that the increase in the proportion of
productionof rice was caused by disasters and natural calamities because rice is highly affected
and devastated during typhoons, flash floods, etc. Thus, one possible and maybe logical
explanation behind the increase of the proportion of production of rice waffehea DA
projects and other farming projects, one of which was the DFIMDP, for the farmers.

The goal of DFIMDP was to help farmers to be maxk@tnted. If the project had an impact

to the farmers, then one explanation for the trend in 2003 to 2001 Wwe that farmers were

given information during seminars and trainings that rice was more marketable than sugarcane
Thus,the production of rice should have been increased. According to the report of USAID on
the economic profile of Western Visayas1982, rice is the staple food in the regiamhich
translates to thdemand for riceshigh. High demand for rice would mean higher number of
consumers and would also mean more market opportunities for farmers. More market
opportunitiescan leadto higherincome. Another aspect to consider that could be an
explanation to the said increase and decline incidence in crop productions would be where to
find the major producers of rice and sugarcane. The major producer of rice in the region is
lloilo. For sugarcae, it is Negros Occidental. There could be some specific interventions
(projects and disasters) that have hit or affected these provinces that resulted to that certain
trend.

However, this trend of sugarcane and rice stopped in 2009 which was alsadtha e
implementation of DFIMDP. It can be inferred with the assumptgvesnthat DFIMDP had

an effecionthe crop production of farmers in Region VI. Yet, based on the figures and statistics
on the status of agriculture from 2003 to 2014, it is suggdistéedhe project was not sustained

up to the present.

It can also be observed in the graph that among all crops, the slow but continuous increase in
the volume of corn production wasnulatedoy the result of the survey conducted in DFIMDP
areas. Corn as planted as a typical crop by both beneficiaries andbeoaficiaries.
Moreover, he volumes of production of banana and cassava also increased gradually from
2003 to 2012.
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Table BA 513. Production of cqas for 2003 and 2014

Production
Cro 2003 2014 value
P Volume Volume P
Percent . Percent .
(in mt) (in mt)
SugarcaneTubg 81.59982% 12,755,236 81.19555% 14,523,886 0.9601200
Rice Palay) 11.30752% 1,767,530 11.47488% 2,052,574 0.9840400

Coconut Niyog) 3.15554% 493,256 2.01160% 359,826 0.7278600
Banana $aging 1.62584% 254,143 1.56718% 280,330 0.9840400
Corn (Mais) 0.82352% 128,728 2.05956% 368,404 0.6170800
Mango Manggg 0.38555% 60,267 0.24882% 44 507 0.9124000
Cassava

(Camoteng 0.32273% 50,448  0.34235% 61,238  0.9840400
kahoy)

\(’ggfvzgglon 0.17816% 27,849  0.39981% 71,516  0.8414800
(ET‘-]’;l’gLa;t 0.07127% 11,141  0.09516% 17,022  0.9681000
(T}fa:”n‘;":t’l 3 0.06275%  9.809  0.05442% 9,734 0.9840400
PapayaPapaya) 0.04639% 7,252  0.02938% 5,256 0.9681000
Gabi Gabi) 0.02123% 3319  0.02700%  4.829 0.9840400
xﬂu(;‘r?gbga” 0.00953% 1490  0.01507% 2,696 0.9840400
Peanut Kani) 0.00642% 1,004  0.01220% 2,183 0.9760600
Ginger Luya) 0.00584% 913 0.00776% 1,388 0.9920200
Abaca Abakg 0.00%5% 852 0.00894% 1,599 0.9840400
Okra (Okra) 0.00329% 514 0.00939% 1,679 0.9681000
(TTO;S‘;S 0.00221% 346 0.00154% 275 0.9920200
Onion Sibuyay  0.00049% 77 0.00095% 170 0.9920200
Carrot Carrot) 0.00029% 45 0.00081% 144 0.9920200
'('Leétt‘;fgea . 0.00003% 4 0.00020% 35 0.9920200

Source: 1992003 and 20142014 Crop Statistics of the Philippines

Unit of measurement of production was in metric tons.

Percentage was measured by capturing the production of the specific crop, and dividingitdigltproduce of all crop
in Region VI.

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%

**Significant at 5% and 10%

*Significant at 10% only
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Figure BA1. Production of major crops for 2003 to 2014 (in proportion).
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Figure BA2. Volume production of major crops for 2003 to 2014 (in metric tons).
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3. Comparison of Agricultural Employment and Gross Value Added in the
Agriculture Sector from 2003 to 2016

Data Processing.The data used to compare agtiaral employment before and after the
DFIMDP intervention was from the Labor Force Survey. Gross Value Added (GVA) and Gross
Regional Domestic Product (GRDP) were from the CountrySTAT database of PSA. Both GVA
and GRDP were in constant price in 2000.nNdsZ test on two proportions, the Employment

in Agriculture for years 2003 and 2015 were compared if there is any significant difference.
The null hypothesis was that the two proportions were equal versus the alternative hypothesis
that the proportions wernot equal. The decision rule was if thegtue is less than the
significance level (1%, 5%, 10%), then the alternative hypothesis is followed.

Analysis on the Agricultural Employment. Figure BA 3 shows a decreasing trend in the
Agricultural Employmentfrom 2003 to 2015 in Region VI. Moreover, when a test on
proportions was conducted to compare the agricultural employment for years 2003 and 2015,
there is a significant difference between the two proportions. Agricultural employment for 2003
was significatly higher than the employment in 2015.

One possible reason why the agricultural employment declined through the years is the change
of preference of work of those people in the labor force of the region and the cQirange

of preference may be due the fact that disasters and natural calamities, particularly weather
related events, increase in frequency and intensity over the years as statedAg RAGvas

also stated by NEDA that the most recent decrease in the agricultural employmentwa2017
partly due to the recent typhoons. When disasters happen, it can be expected that the farm land
and products of the agricultural sector are the ones that are always critically affected and
devastated among other sectors. One example would be Typlaodn Which hit the Western
Visayas in 2008. The damage of this cyclone to the agriculture sector, mainly in Aklan and
lloilo, was greater thathe damages to other sectoréierefore, people tend to not make
agriculture as their primary livelihood.

Anothea reasoning could be that younger generations today believe that farming is not a way
out of poverty and they no longer want to continue the farming tradition of their parents and
grandparents. What they prefer now is gmceedto urban areado seek emmyment
opportunitiesin companies or just migrate abroad. According to the annual Labor and
Employment Report of PSA (2016), national employment data shows that more than half of
the total employed persons in the Philippines is from the service sector.

Lastly, the decline in the agricultural employment could be because of the mechanization of
agricultural process leading to lesser requirement for manual labor. This mechanization of
agricultural process could be brought by policies and initiatives of tergment and private
sector. As reported in lloilo Metropolitan Times (2013), the regional government allocated 20
percent of its budget for farm mechanization program. This included purchase and provision
of various production or efarm and posharvestmachinery and equipment. These kinds of
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projects could have led to lesser employment of farmers in the region, hence, the decreasing
trend.
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Figure BA3. Agricultural Employment from 2003 to 2015 in Region VI

Table BA 6. Test in proportions for employment in agriculture between 2003 and 2015.

Year Total Employment in p-value
Employment Agriculture
(in percent)
2003 2596 44.1 <0.00001***
2015 3195 36.7

***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%
*Significant at 10%

Analysis on the Gross Value Added of Agriculture sectorGross Value Added (GVA) for
Agriculture sector from 2009 to 2016 is evidently higher than the GVA from 2003 to 2008 as
shown in Figure BA 4. The sudden irase in 2009 might have been due to the agriculture
related efforts implemented in the region until 2009. This included the DFIMDP which was
implemented in 2004 to 2009. Other plausible reasons for the increase was the mechanization

or technologies intragted for farming and the increasing farm production support of the
government and private institutions.

In spite of the upward trend from 2003 to 2010, a slow decline started in 2011 through 2016.
This shift in direction may be due to the lack of sustailitg of the programs implemented.
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Figure BA4. Gross Value Added (in millions) for Agriculture, Fishery and Forestry sector

Over-all Analysis. According to the report of World Bank in 2010, the AFMA 1997 and the
implementation of DFIMDP wanted to monitor, prevent, and reverse the declining
competitiveness of the agriculture and fisheries sector among the three major sectors of
economy byinitiating ways to improve the status of agribusiness diversification and
productvity-enhancing investment§.o quantify and assess the condition of economy in
Region VI, specifically for the agriculture sector, the Gross Regional Domestic Product
(GRDP) was consideredBased on Figure BA ,5the GRDP for Agriculture sector was
declining. GRDP is computed using the formula:

"OYO00wd 6 QRN T £ Q0 DDIDT @IS Q6 o i

GRDP for the agriculture sector followed a declining trend from 2011 to 2016 (refer to Figure
BA 5). This change can be caddgy the change in the values of its components in the formula
above. One of the components, the GVA declined as well for the same years (refer to Figure
BA 4) that may have caused the decline of the GRDP in return. Another component of the
GRDP is the sufidies on agricultural procedures and produce which have also increased (refer
to Figure 1) increased through the years. The increase of the subsidies alongside the decline of
the GVA definitely yielded a decline in the GRDP.

Putting DFIMDP on the equatig the project may have initiated development of agricultural
sector in Western Vigas. Howeverthe expected outcome was not attaiméich may be due

to the inefficiency in the planning and implementation stages of the projdoreover,
sustainabilityof the effect of the interventions in the region must be well assessed to ensure
continuous effects or improved conditions in the target beneficidniggneral, the decrease
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in the GRDPfor the agricultural sector, the sudden shift for higher GVA batnmaintained,
andthe decrease in the agricultural employnmahshow that the objective of the DA of having
a longterm development for the agricultural sector wasyeofully achieved.
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Figure BAS. Breakdown of GRDP fahe major sectors of economy in Regiorfidin 2011
to 2016

89



The All-Asian Centre for
; 4 Enterprise Development
5" (ASCEND) Inc.

VI.  CONCLUSIONS

Finally, to answet he questi on of MAWhat <contributed t
beneficiariesandnebenef i ci ari es 0 wksalghe.essi on Anal ysi s

Regression Analysis

Regression analysis was done to determine the effect or the relationship of independent
variables to the dependent variable. Three types of regression analysis were done. For all
analysis, the independent variables were statisticaltgddsefore considering them to enter

into the model. The-alue of each independent variable was measured and check to determine
its significance. This{value was compared at three significance levels (1%, 5%, 10%).

1. Binary Logistic Regression: Beneficiaies vs. Norbeneficiaries

Binary logistic regression is used to estimate the probability that a characteristic is present
given a value of independent variable. For this analysis, the probability of being a beneficiary
given an independent variable wasimated. The list of the main independent variables for
each component can be seen in Table R

General Findings for all components (except Component 1):

1 Non-beneficiaries were observed to be near the market, bank, hospital, central, and
reservoir or pod compared with the beneficiaries.

1 Non-beneficiaries get to the market, bank, hospital, central, and reservoir or pond for a
shorter time and they use paved roads

1 Beneficiaries have higher consumption of food and other basic necessities

1 Beneficiaries usuly get farming information from the government and acquaintances
and then the neheneficiaries from the private companies.

The characteristics of beneficiaries and sbemeficiaries per component after feeming the
logistic regression igabulated inAnnex C-6 of thisreport.

2. Simple Linear Regression: Income

For this subsection of analysis, the independent variables were the respondent profile,
household profile, and farming and ntarming variables, while the dependent variable was

t h e h o unsostiyancaié.drom the survey, a total of 318 independent variables were
identified. The dependent variable is the total monthly household income and was computed

by adding the householdés I ivelihood i ncome
aralysis was done per component. The list of the main independent variables for each
component can be seen in Tabld R
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Table R 1. List of the main independent variables.
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List of Variables

Information source for which

Ulam/sargkap/sahog sa ulamonsumption

Cropf/fish species/products should be sol

Food consumed outside home

Number of crops/fish species sold

Alcoholic beverages consumption

Number of crops/fish species bought

Cigarette/tobacco consumption

Information sourcedr selling price

Fuel (charcoal, firewood) consumption

Information source for buying price

Fuel (LPG, kerosene, electricity)
consumption

Source for sellers

Light/electricity consumption

Source for buyers

Water consumption

Mode of transportation

Expendture--utility bills

Time duration of travel

Expenditure-consumables

Type of road

Expenditure-transportation

Accessibility

Expenditure-communication

Pay to laborers

Expenditure-education

Number of laborers

Expenditure-housing

Number of type of @ps and fish species

Expenditure-durables

Availability of Irrigation

Expenditure-medical care

Type of irrigation

Expenditure-furniture

Amount of harvested crops

Expenditure-credit or loan

Amount (in kilograms) of harvested crop:
sold

Expenditure-cigarettes and alcoholic
drinks

Amount (in kilograms) of harvested crop:s
consumed

Number of facilities

Involvement to horticultural activities

Type of neighborhood

Attendance to seminars and trainings

Durability of materials of house

Assistance from thgovernment, non
profit organizations, or private companie:

Appearance of house inside

Provider of equipment

Appearance of house outside

Source of technology

Main source of water

Kind of assistance from the government,
NGOs, or private companies

Water poject

Gender of respondent

Distance of water source from house

Age

Source of drinking water

Occupation

Distance of drinking water source from
house

Affiliated Organization

Availability of electricity

Main livelihood

Source of electricity

Benefitedor involved projects

Total hectares of land

Rice Consumption

91




The All-Asian Centre for
. Enterprise Development
5/ (ASCEND) Inc.

The goal of the regression analysighis studywas to identify which factors contributed to

the change in income of the farmers. Factors that contribute to an increase in the income are
sucess indicator s, whil e factors that contri
situations that should be eliminated or avoided.

It can be said thahe implementation oDFIMDP improvel the lives of the farmers if their

income increased becausk tbe independent variables related to the five-getermined
components of the project. I f the independer
guestionnaire were found to have positive or negative significant effect to inttenat can

be oncluded that the DFIMDP was able to attain its goal.

Results of the regression analysis showed that most of the variables with significant effects to
income were from the household profile. These results imply that income was not affected by

the agricultirerelated practices which was the focus of the DFIMDP. Since attribution cannot

be limited to the DFIMDP due to the presence of other interventions done in Region VI, these
results would also mean that i f t hteanrfotar mer 0
automatically be declared that the increase or decrease was caused by the DFIMDP.

Component 1 aimed to develop a market information service accessible via the internet to
address the issues related to the waning agricultural sector by promgthbgisinesses and
providing producers, traders, and farmers access to market and production information. In
effect, this component should have increased rural incomes. Based on the regression results,
out of 318 variables, no variable has a signifiefect to income.

Component 2 focused on market development investments specifically infrastructures,
equipment, and irrigation. This component aimed to improve the livelihood of farmers by
providing equipment and irrigation, and developing roads foeeascess to the market. These
interventions were expected to increase crop productivity and decrease labor inputs that could
lead to an increase in income.

After analyzing the data for Component 2 respondents, four out of 318 variables resulted to
havesignificant effects to income. These variables were: number of crops and/or fish species
sold, total amount (in kilograms) of harvested crops and fish species sold, number of types of
crops and/or fish species, and number of harvested crops. All theablesiihad a positive

effect on income. For instance, an increase in the amount of harvested crops, increases income.

However, it must be noted that while these variables are not those that are directly related to
component 2, it cannot lmenclusively steedthat theinterventions pertaining tmfrastructure

led directly to an increase in income. This means that access to roads or irrigation did not show
effect on income. Although, beneficiaries had more access to irrigation thdeneficiaries.

The Wald Bank 2010 report mentioned decrease in hauling expenses ergo higher net profit.

Component 3 aimed to ensure safety and quality of products. After analyzing the data, only
two out of 318 variables resulted to have significant effects to income. Vagables were
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total amount (in kilograms) of harvested crops and fish species sold and number of types of
crops and/or fish species. These two variables also had positive effects on income. Similar to
Component 20s signi f i c eaedtthatfthese vaoiablss, were not trea n a
focus of Component 3, hence, the efforts for strengthening safety and quality assurance for
market development did not have a direct impact on the income of the farmers.

Component 4 focused on marketated trainingactivities. The only variable that resulted to

have an effect on income was the number of types of crops and fish species sold. That is, if the
number of types of crops and fish sold increased, then the income increased as well. Again,
thisvariableisno di rectly related to Component 46s e
trainings, it did not manifest an increase in income. Thus, there is no evidence to say that
marketrelated training activities have helped farmers in improving their livelihaod

increasing income.

Lastly, Component 5 aimed to enhance budget resource allocation and planning. However, the
variabl es that can support the projectods ef
significant. The significant variables were: faanount (in kilograms) of harvested crops and

fish species sold and amount of harvested crops. But then again, these variables that resulted

to be significant were not the focus of Component 5. Therefore, long term impacts from the
efforts in enhancing laget resource allocation and planning were not evident.

Since the project was implemented years ago, its direct impact to its target beneficiaries cannot
be completely assessed. Consequently, there could have been other factors and events that
affectedte f ar mersé | ives, thus, |l ooking at t hese

3. Multinomial Logistic Regression: Income Class

Since there were no significant findings found in the linear regression analysis, further analysis
was conducted to find similaritieaa differences between beneficiaries and-beneficiaries.
Multinomial Logistic Regression was done among the two groups to know the effect of having
benefitedfrom or being involved in projects (independent variables) of DFIMDP with the
income of the hosehold (dependent variable). Separate multinomial logistic regression for
beneficiaries and nebeneficiaries were done to see if there were differences within the
groups.

This type of regression is also used to determine the effect or the relationstdpméndent

variables to the dependent variable. However, the dependent variable in a multinomial logistic
model is a categorical variable with more than two levels. Hence, for this analysis, income of
households was categorized into income classes (lmas#te categorization used in FIES).

The income data used was also from the survey data gathered by ASCEND. It was computed
by adding the househol ddés | ivelihood i ncome,
came from the S6 question of the gumaire of the survey. The categorization of the income

is shown below along with the list of the independent variables used.
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Table R 2. List of dependent and independent variables used in the multinomial logistic

regression.
Dependent Variable Independent Variable

Income Rural Infrastructure

17 income is less than 3333 Irrigation

271 income is greater than or equal { Farming Inputs

3333 and less than 5000 Equipment and machineries

31 income is greater than or equal 1 Information system

5000 and less than 8333 Training/seminars

47 income is greater than arqual to
8333 and less than 20834

57 income is more than or equal to
20834

Multinomial Logistic Regression analysis were done for both the beneficitayadd the non
beneficiary data. In both cases, the reference/base group was the households belonging to the
lowest class (and all other factors were held constant). All interpretations were based on the
reference point.

Table R 3. Significant Results of the multinomial logistic analysis.

Among beneficiaries Among nonbeneficiaries
Those whdenefitedfrom irrigation , more | Those whdenefitedfrom irrigation , more
likely, they had higher monthly income. | likely, they had highemonthly income.
Those whdenefitedfrom farming inputs, | Those whdenefitedfrom farming inputs,
more likely, they had higher monthly more likely, they had higher monthly
income. income.
Those whdenefitedfrom information
system more likely, they hattigher
monthly income.

Both analysis for the beneficiary and ro@neficiary groups resulted to the conclusion that if
they havebenefitedfrom irrigation and farming inputs, most likely, they had higher monthly
income. It was also observed that havioemefitedfrom information system had a significant
effect on the beneficiaries odythis resulted to an increase in income of households.

It was deduced from the analysis that habegefitedirom irrigation and farming inputs had
significant effects o income. Therefore, to know if the income of beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries who havéenefited from irrigation and farming inputs have significant
difference, itest on two means was performed. The null hypothesis was that the two means
were equal wesus the alternative hypothesis that the means were not equal. The decision rule
was if the pvalue is less than the significance level (1%, 5%, 10%), then the alternative
hypothesis is followed.
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Table R 4. T-test on two meanf®r Irrigation and farming inputs.

Irrigation Farming inputs
- Non- - Non- -

Beneficiary beneficiary p-value | Beneficiary beneficiary vallalue
Mean 19298 24418 21136 20137
SD 25109.2661 41772.647 0.4236| 22967.6572 34996.04892 0.7986
N 51 62 102 121
***Si gnificant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%
*Significant at 10% only

At all levels of significance, there is no significant difference on the income of beneficiaries
and norbeneficiaries who havgenefitedrom irrigation and farming input3 he beneficiaries

and norbeneficiaries botlbenefitedfrom farming inputs and irrigation leading to a positive
effect on their income. However, it cannot be established that the beneficiariesriedided

more than the nceheneficiaries because thereasvno significant difference between their
incomes. In conclusion, the performed analysis suggests that the impact of DFIMDP was at the
community level not at the household level because both beneficiaries ahémeditiaries
hadbenefitedfrom the two &éorementioned projects.

Other Objectives of the IES

This subsection answers the other objectives of this IES as indicated in the TOR.

Other objectives as
per the TOR
Improved marketing DFIMDP helped in improving the marketing of farmers of the!
of agriculture/fish | products, initially because 1) it made more market informatio
products available via the AFMIS under Component 1 and the-hated
system under Component 3, 2) it linked farmers to the marke
through farmto-market roads under Component 2, and 3)

because of marketriented trainings conducted under
Components 4 and 5.

How the IES answers each objective

The effect of the project to the farmers can be measured by
looking at their income in general. There were more families
now belonging tolte two highest income classes than those
belonging to the two lowest classes (refer TablelBA
However, increase of income of farmers cannot be directly
attributed to the DFIMDP.
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Support market This is well covered by Goponents 4 and 5, such that DA anc
development and | ATI have supported market development and competitivemes
competitiveness providing markeforiented and productivity services.
Capacitated DA
RFU in delivery of | Specifically, the ATl capacitated people from the LGU and
marketoriented and conducted trainings among farmers about manageme
productivity accounting and project proposal developmé&heyalsotrained
enhancing services farmersonhow to develop a project proposal that included
financial forecasting, sourcing of materials, and targeting
markets and areas where they can sell their products.

The effect of hese to the lives farmers calsobe measured by
looking at their income. There were more families now
belonging to the two highest income classes than those belo
to the two lowest classes (refer Table-BA However, increase
of income of farmers emot be directly attributed to the

DFIMDP.
Economic, social, 1. Economic impact. This IES looked at the incomes of
development impac families in Region VI in 2003 ancbmpared it with that

of 2015.Included also in the main body of the report is
the assessmenh commerce and employmeoi the
household and community levél wasmentionedhat
beneficiaries and nebeneficiariesof Component 2
helped in providing employment opportunities in the
community by means of hiringeople towvork on their
respective farmgvioreover, gricultural employment in
Region VI in 2003 was compared with that of 2015

2. Social and development impact. This IES assessed th
improvement of the situation of benefides as
compared with that of the ndyeneficiaries by looking alf
their sociceconomic condition®©nefinding wasthat
there is asignificanty higher proportion of beneficiaries
who are part of theefr mer s associ at
This indicated a proliferation of community
organizationsand possibly an avenue for social chang
in the communityAssessrant of the social and
developmentonditions of the beneficiaries and Ron
beneficiaries can be found in the Beneficiaries versus
Non-Beneficiaries susection ofthe Impact Evaluation
Findings.
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS
In summary, the key recommendations are the following:
Component 1: Support for Market Development Services

U The AFMIS, itscontent and data and information deployment strategy, has to be
reviewed based on the technology currently available. In cooperation with tele
communication companies, current technologies allow SMS or transfer of information
to cellphones through informah blast. Farmers can register online using their
cell phone or their childrends cell numb e
coming from an AFMIS center. The children, who are more technology savvy, can then
pass on the data to the parent.

U Overall, AFMIS failed to gain acceptance and had limited use because conditions were
not ripe from 20042009. An AFMIS2 would probably have a higher level of use to
reach its goal of supporting a robust trading system. Finally, the observation that
savings,not return on investment, is the basis of trading is an intriguing data that
demands more discussion.

Component 2: Market Development Investments

Pursue and Strengthen

U A case study (longitudinal) of specific farmers thanefiteddirectly on the existig
DIFMDP irrigation project will help in deciding how to allocdtads forinfrastructure
projects

U To complete the value chain (from water source to farm to market), a similar cost
benefit analysis at the farmer level is a worthwhile exercise thdtalann planning.

U0 A mapping of the 34 sub projects was recommended to determine the status of these
projects most especially after the natural calamities affected lloilo, The mapping may
be done via GIS to overlay different data (road length, qualitg| ttepreciated cost)
on the conditions of a particular infrastructure facility before, after the project, and after
the calamity.

Component 3: Strengthening Safety and Quality Assurance Systems for Market
Development

Pursue and Strengthen

U The content bthe web, especially the updates on regulatcam be sent directlto
cooperatives or farmers with email accounts.
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U As many farmers and their children now have Facebook accounts, the use of social
media indisseminatingnformation onregulationand QAPcanbe explored.

Component 4: Market-Linked Technology Development and Dissemination

Pursue and Strengthen

U Women should be involved in other agricultural resource management because there is
an already increasingumber offemalehousehold heads these communities. With
their active involvement and participation, they can address their constraints not only
in rice production, but the agricultural production as a whole

Family labor, as related to household size, is a major factor in farming in Région
where most of the farming activities are done manually. Hence, livelihood programs
for both male and female farmers should also be promoted to conserve quality labor
and shared management for farming of both male and female household heads. This is
important to femaléheaded rice parcels since they are employing high family labor.
Moreover, the observance of laws, especially regarding child labor should be revisited
and examinedaarefully especially when dealing withfferent cultures. It should be

noted that participation of children to farming activities, while prohibited by law, is
relevant to the continuation of agriculture production in Region VI.

Review and Learn for fentry

U Modern practices such as the seminars on organic fertilizer and at@egpest
management attended by some of the respondents, are needed to enhance productivity.
Thus, farming organizations or seminars and trainings should be provided and both men
and women should be encouraged to participate. These may also include upland
farming mechanization and adoption of different crop varieties for upland and cold
areas.

U In light of the facts shared by the key informants and the results revealed by this study,
it can be concluded that the Department of Agriculture, specificalhAgreultural
Training Institute, fulfilled its mandate to lead in the provision of extension services in
collaboration with the various agencies, bureaus, and organizational units of the
Philippine Department of Agriculture.

Component 5: Enhancing BudgeResource Allocation and Planning

Pursue and strengthen

U Natural hazards like typhoons or prolonged rains are primary risks that all farmers face.
Market driven programs need to be complementedntsrventionsthat will allow
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farmers to bounce back in eas o f cal amities. The nfree
assstance provided by the program

Field records showed that marenbeneficiariehave their crops insured compared to
beneficiariesAbout 80% of farmers do not have farm insurance. This large market
urrinsured farmers, in this time of climate change, provides an opportunity to advocate
for a higher budget allocation for programs on crop and livestock insurance.

Insurance programs are worth pursuing. While Component 5 was about increasing
governmat budget, the decrease in subsidy will be the measure of success in the case
of insurance. Currently, the insurance coverage nationwide ranges betw86f610
depending on location, e.g. higher in Luzon for rice crops. lloilo, being a major rice
producermust aim for a higher number of farmers covered by insurance. And this time,
insurance must be for all farmers since climaiated calamities do not discriminate.

A system of graduated subsidy or support may however be developed.

Table 5 6F11. Crop Insurance

Crop Insurance Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

# % # % # % p-value
Total 74 100% 45 100% 29 100%
Yes 19 26% 10 22% 9 31% 0.39532
No 55 74% 35 78% 20 69% 0.39532

Question F11. Was there crop insurance in the dagp period?
Base: 74 respondents who cultivated crops
***Significant at 1%, 5%, and 10%
**Significant at 5% and 10%
*Significant at 10% only
*in the sample survey of N=70, no B reported to have received crop insurance. The result of

the of crop insurane availed by farmers on the recent calamities need to be assessed.

Review and learn for rentry

U Household income is the ty@itfocus of analysis in farm survey. The data on income
from remittances require some attention especially for programs #iatcsencourage
both income and savings. Farmatfktoo often allocate little for savings or even risk
protection like crop insurance. The 25% insurance coverage must be expanded with
clear counterpart, on an increasing basis, from farmer beneficiaries.

U In terms of program implementation, the study also noted that the banner programs
provided a focus and highlighted the priorities and strategic directions gfragrams.
However, based on key informant interviews, the different programs and officers
assgned were not always with each other. Moreover, the DA regional office was given
a small part of the total budget for the DFIMDP but was expected to implement a drastic
change in respective departments and-allesrganization.
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Documentexpenses on M&E

U Monitoring and evaluation is important for strategic planning and resource allocation.
Key informants reported that M & E, while important, was not in the priority of the
assigned staff at the provincial level. It could also be a question of lack offarnds
& E; a typical logistical problem among government agencies. The M & E system, if
fully established, would provide substantive (and less expensive data) in the adnduct
impact evaluation. Attribution of benefits would be sharper since baselimitioos
have been established and intended programmatic changes, e.g. on farm income, could
beaccurateltracked.

U Programs tend to allocate less for M & E budget (for staff and logistics). Staff time is
often listed as a counterpart or part of regularcfions (as if current staff are not
already loadedM & E and external impact evaluation expenditures are often at the tail
end. Good baseline data gathering and especially storage need to be done at the start.

U M & E, being a expensive part of transamh cost (in development workiust push
throughwith the consciousness ducing its final cost. Farmer based monitoring with
the assistance of academic institutions, in sentinel areas, i,e, among selected
communities, may reduce the cost of standar®l & of government programs.
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