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Introduction

In response to the need to improve the quality of life of peq 1
in general and the parish-members in particular, the Diocege Oef
Kidapawan (North Cotabato) has launched a three-yq,
development program for five self-help community cooperativesr
Formally launched in mid-1989, the North Cotabato Rura)
Enterprise Development Program (NCREDP) focuses on Such
specific thrusts as capability-building, self-reliance and
self-determination through organizing, financial /credit as'sistanCe
technical assistance, crop insurance and marketing assistance.

As part of its three-year program design, the Diocese hag
identified the need for a mid-term evaluation, i.e. after
one-and-a-half years of implementation as a gauge of the
performance and status of the program relative to the objectives
defined earlier; hence this study.

Objectives of the Study
The study has the following objectives:

1. to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the project
vis-a-vis objectives set,

2. to identify and assess the effectivity of the strategies and
approaches used in the program,

3. to determine the program’s impact on capital build up,
participation of beneficiaries in program decision-making
and planning processes, and beneficiaries’ participation in
their respective organization/cooperative,
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4. to determine other factors affecting program
performance (e.g. effectiveness of delivery structure
vis-a-vis the receiving structure), and

5. to formulate recommendations to improve the project
schemes.

Significance of the Study

The results of the study hope to provide development planners
and workers of the agency-implementor knowledge on the status of
the development program. Such information would likewise serve
as a guide for the program workers to improve, strengthen or
modify certain aspects of their performance to effectively deliver
services to the beneficiaries. This will also provide the basis for
reviewing existing policies, procedures and strategies so that
appropriate changes or modifications may be made to improve
program-implementation for the remainder of the grant-period and
even beyond. -

Methodology

The data collection activities consist of two distinct components.
The first involves secondary data-collection, i.e. review of the
records of the agency-implementor and the five self-help
cooperatives. This provides information on the performance of the
cooperatives relative to the program objectives. The second
component includes the interviews of 150 farmer-beneficiaries (i.e. a
quota of 30 beneficiaries per cooperative), which is deemed
necessary as a feedback-mechanism on the strategies of the program
implementation.

A structured survey instrument was used in data collection
focusing on the following main variables:

I. Farm Data

II. Farm Practices

IIl. Production Data
IV. Post harvest facilities
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V. Participation
VI. Income and Savings
VIL.: Comments and Recommendations for the Cooperatives

Data Analysis

The descriptive research adopted univariate tables, percentage

analysis and measures of central tendency such as means and
modes in the data analysis.

Accomplishments of the Five Self-Help Cooperatives
Vis-a-Vis the Program Objectives

Financial Assistance

The program has extended loan assistance to
farmer-beneficiaries in the five self-help cooperatives under the
Diocese of Kidapawan. A total of 391 and 458 farmer-beneficiaries
received production loans during the program’s Phase 1T (April 1900
to September 1900) and Phase I1I (September 1990 to December
1990) cropping periods, respectively.

Based on a review of records submitted to the Social Action
Office of the Diocese of Kidapawan, a total of P1,113,276.38 worth of
loans was extended to the farmer-beneficiaries, with 94 percent
(P1,046,422.31) of this amount collected during Phase II. Such a total
incurred an interest of P92,850.75, of which 89.4 percent

(P82,676.76), representing interest-payments, has been collected
(Table 2).

All the Mlang farmer-beneficiaries have paid back their loans,
along with the interst incurred. Matalam beneficiaries ranked
second with an 89 percent collection rate, while New Cebu
registered the lowest interest collection (72.2%).

During Phase III of the Project-cycle (September 1990 -
December 1990), the number of farmer-beneficiaries increased by
17.1 percent (or an addition of 67 farmer-beneficiaries) from
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Phase II. Likewise, the amount of loans extended and the
interest-payments increased. However, the collection performance
appeared to be lower than that of Phase II. Of the total amount of
loans (P1,599,598.46) extended to the beneficiaries, post-harvest
collections were recorded at 77 percent (P1,239,789.07). The total
amount of P109,780.56 (79.8%) was collected from from the
aggregate loan interest due (P137,632.51). The M’lang cooperative
indicated the highest amount of loan-collections (96% or
P318,870.16) and interest-payments (98% or P32,930.13) with

Antipas the lowest in the collection of loans (62%) and in
interest-payments (46%).

Reviewing the targets identified prior to the start of the
program, it was envisioned that assistance would be extended to
550 farmer-beneficiaries at the end of the three-year grant-period.
After one-and-a-half years of the program, the mid-term review
revealed that the cooperatives had already extended financial
assistance to 458 farmers, representing 83.3 percent of the targeted
550 farmer-beneficiaries at the end of three years. Given the target
of 110 farm-beneficiaries per cooperative, Magpet and New Cebu
revealed the highest number of farmer-beneficiaries extended
financial assistance (89.1% each) with Antipas the lowest (67.3%).

Five Self-Help Cooperatives. The program envisioned that each
of the five self-help cooperatives would generate at leasta  capital
build-up (CBU) of P690,000 at the end of the three-year period.
Given such an amount, it was assumed that each of the five self-help
cooperatives should have generated at least P345,000 halfway
through the program implementation. However, the records
review proved otherwise. Given the assumed CBU of P345,000 that
should have been generated after one-and-a-half years, New Cebu
indicated the highest amount of capital build-up generated (67.5%
or P232,763.66) with Matalam, the lowest (17.6% or ’60,737.93). The
CBU generated by the five self-help cooperatives increased
two-fold, i.e. approximately 109.45 percent from the baseline level.

New Cebu showed the highest increase (508.57%) with Matalam,
the lowest (2.95%).

Given the financial assistance to individual farmers, the
program likewise envisioned that at the end of the program, each
farmer-beneficiary would have generated a CBU of at least ’4,500 or
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approximately P2,250 as of the mid-term review, i.e. after 1.5 years
of the program. The records indicated a total of 458
farmer-beneficiaries who had been extended financial assistance.
However, 55.7 percent (or 255 farmer-beneficiaries) have
contributed a total of P189,924.01 (or an average of P744.80 per
beneficiary) out of the CBU due (P393,750). The data likewise
revealed that Magpet collected the highest amount of CBU
(P65,829.07) with Antipas, the least (P4,350).

Given the assumed amount of CBU of P2,250.00 that should
have been generated after one-and-a-half years of program
}mplementation, the records revealed that 13 out of 255 farmers

_ indicated payment of CBUs equal to or greater than P2,250.00.
Among these 13 beneficiaries, 8 were farmers from Magpet, 3 from
New Cebu, 1 each from Matalam and M’lang. The rest (242 out of
25'5 farmer beneficiaries) have a CBU of less than P2,250.00. The
minimal amount of CBU collected could perhaps be attributed to
the low production (and correspondingly minimal harvests) as a

result of the long drought period in Southeastern Mindanao from
late 1990 to the second quarter of 1991.

Tmim‘ngs

_To appropriately equip the coop leaders with management
skills for their cooperatives, various training activities were
conducted by the implementing agency with the assistance of
Consortium for the Development of Southeastern Mindanao
Cooperatives, Inc. (CDSMC) and Gagmay’ng Kristohanong

_ K“ﬁliﬂgban-Kidapawan Foundation, Inc. (GKK-KFI). These
mclgde, among others, programs focusing on “Organizational and
Basic Cooperative Management”, “Enterprise Management”,
“Leadership”, “Community Organizing”, “Financial Management”,
and ”Credit and Marketing Operations”. Based on the available
records, findings indicated that the trainings conducted for the coop
leaders included sessions on “Bookkeeping”, “Basic Management”,
“Consumer Management”, “Marketing Management”, “Financial
Management”, “Savings and Credit Management”, “ Trainor’s
Trainings”, “Audit and Inventory”, and ”Basic Accounting”. The
trainings conducted most often (7 sessions) for the coop leaders
were on bookkeeping skills, followed by those on “Marketing
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Management”, “Financial Management”, ”Trainor’s Trainings” and
“Audit and Inventory” (5 sessions each). The “Basic Management”,
“Consumer Management”, and “Savings and Credit Management”
were conducted four times.

The cooperatives in Matalam and Antipas reported having
undergone training on bookkeeping twice while those in the other
survey sites indicated having participated in all other training
activities at least once.

The number of coop leader-participants ranged from 3 to 28
participants during the different training-sessions conducted. The
“Trainor’s Training Activity” had a total of 28 participants, followed
by bookkeeping (17 participants) and financial management (12
participants). The session on “Basic Accounting” registered the
lowest number of participants, mainly in Antipas (3 participants).
Almost all the trainings were conducted in the cooperatives in all
the survey sites.

To insure proper farm management and increased production
among the farmer-beneficiaries, several trainings were likewise
designed under the Program, specifically focusing on
“Appropriate/Production Farm Technologies and Management”,
“Value Formation”, “Budgeting”, “Cooperatives”, and “Small
Business Enterprise”. The records reviewed revealed that at least 11
trainings were conducted among the farmer-beneficiaries, with
those on ”Farm Management and Family Budgeting” being the two
most widely conducted (15 sessions), followed by “Rapid
Composting”, including demonstration, (10 sessions). “Rice Culture
Management and Health Seminars” and “Bio-spray Sessions”
appeared to be the least often conducted (once each). The
cooperative in Matalam conducted the highest number of trainings
(9 types of trainings) with Antipas, the lowest (4 types of trainings).

The number of farmer-beneficiaries participating in the
different training activities varied widely, from as low as 7 to as
high as 374 farmer-participants. “Farm Management and Family
Budgeting” had the highest number of participants (374), with “Rice
Culture Management and Health Seminar”, the least (7).

Health related seminars were integrated in the various training
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sessions. The production loan schemes under the program
primarily reduced the opportunities for exploitation of these
farmers by unscrupulous traders. The scheme provided a
maximum cash loan of P3,000 per hectare per cropping at 8 percent
interest-rate (or a monthly average of 2 percent). Such an interest
was much lower vis-a-vis the interest charged by the local traders
which, as revealed in the 1989 baseline survey, ranged from 11.95
percent to 25.41 percent per month.

Howeuver, it is interesting to note the comments of the coop
managers, during the focus group discussion, that most of the
farmers deliver only the required number of kilos of their produce
representing their loan-payments and the required forced savings to
the cooperative. The remaining portion of their produce was
subsequently delivered to the traders as payment for their
outstanding loans, e.g. cash-advances for educational purposes and
purchase of consumer-items during the cropping period.

The baseline survey revealed that only the Magpet coop has
been registered with RCDAO. As of the mid-term program review,
the number of registered cooperatives increased to four, with
Matalam, M‘lang and Antipas likewise acquiring their “legal
personalities”. The application of the New Cebu cooperative is
currently being processed.

As of the mid-term program review, two meetings have been
conducted to discuss the possibility of establishing a federation
among the five self-help cooperatives. The first meeting focused on
explaining the “Federation” concept and clarifying their various
expectations from such a federation. The members present likewise
drafted the proposed name of the federation, i.e. ”“Mindanao
Inter-trading for Coop” which was subsequently changed to
“Cotabato-Davao Sur Federation of Coop, Inc.” during the second
meeting. To facilitate the operation of the federation, the five
self-help cooperatives agreed to provide financial contributions.

Number of “Seldas” (Cells) Organized. As part of the program
objectives, the coop-beneficiaries organized the farmer-members
into seldas (cells). These were suppose to endorse the loan
applications of its members to the coop loan officer and serve as a
mechanism for the collection of loan payments. However, these
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functions were never realized for the seldas were mainly utilized as
venues for training.

Except for M’lang, a total of 51 “seldas” were organized with
Magpet having organized the highest number (19) and Matalam, the
lowest (10).

*During the focus group discussion conducted by the research
team with the five coop managers in July 13, 1992, M‘lang
mentioned that in the first year of the program they had organized
the farmer-workers into seldas, however, these were later
organized into Gagmayang Kristohanong Katilingban (otherwise
known as the GKK).

Coop membership was generally of two types, i.e. individual
and group membership. Except for M'lang, which reported
membership by groups, the cooperatives from Matalam, Magpet,
Antipas and New Cebu had primarily individual members. The
mid-term program review indicated an over-all increase in the coop
membership, both among individuals and groups. Magpet
indicated the highest increase in individual membership (230.2%),
while New Cebu, the lowest (14.9%). M’lang showed a 9.9 times
increase (990.0%) in their group membership. Generally, the
individual and group members increased by 44.9 percent and 10.04
times increase (1,004.5%) from the baseline level, respectively.

All the cooperatives reported increases in the capital shares of
their members. Generally, the members’ capital shares increased
nearly four times (P331,450.72). New Cebu revealed the highest
increase (674.32%) in members’ capital share and Matalam, the
lowest (179.55%) from the baseline level.

The current assets likewise revealed significant increases. New
Cebu showed 28 times increase (2750.5%) in current assets
(P1,959,237.59) compared to its baseline level (P68,733.30%). M'lang
showed the lowest increase in current assets (49.9%). (The change in
Matalam’s current assets could not be determined as it was not clear
in the financial statements submitted. Likewise, the financial
statement of Matalam followed a different format from those of the
other four cooperatives). S
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Similar trends in the current asets were observed in the total
assets of the five self-help cooperatives. New Cebu indicated the
highest, a 17 times increase (1654.1% or P1,771,482:45) from the
baseline level (P100,989.57), with M’lang, the lowest (P37 %).
Matalam had ne available records on total assets.

Of the five self-help cooperatives, M'lang and New Cebu
indicated positive change in net income from the baseline level.
M’lang indicated nearly a 500-fold increase (49,859.9% or
P35,875,416) from the baseline level (P71,809.75), while New Cebu
increased 8.5 times (786.3:%) from the baseline level (P2,866.85).

Among those with negative changes in net income from the
baseline level to mid-term review, Antipas registered the highest
decrease at P28,197.69 (88.2%) from baseline level (P31,234) with
Magpet, the lowest (8.7% or P692.32).

Cooperative Operational Activities. The five self-help
cooperatives indicated expansions in their operations, relative to
what had been stated in the baseline survey. These expansions
could perhaps be due to the financial assistance provided by the
program. The financial assistance made it possible for the
cooperatives to increase their capital output, thus expanding their
operations. Matalam started as a consumer coop and eventually
expanded to merchandising, marketing, and production credit
while Magpet initially engaged in merchandising, marketing and
consumers credit and subsequently provided savings and
production credit. New Cebu concentrated on consumers credit
and savings and production credit while M’lang engaged in

production credit and livestock-marketing. Antipas focused solely
on loan-assistance.

Marketing linkages. To reduce the “exploitative clout” wielded
by the local traders on the farmers, the cooperatives provided
marketing assistance for the farmers’ produce. All the self-help
cooperatives have thus established marketing linkages with the
National Food Authority. Matalam, on the other hand, likewise
established marketing linkages with big traders in Digos (Davao del
Sur) and Kidapawan, North Cotabato. Antipas has similarly
established such linkages with the Sta, Catalina Multipurpose
Cooperative, Inc. (SCMPC) and Chinese traders in Davao City.

|
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The role of post—harvest facilities is deemed crucial m;plifting
the income-status of farmer-members, as the P"fse“g'i Orha Sence of
such facilities affects their decisions on “where f“ ‘T cfnh to sell
their farm produce. The focus group discussion trive?te iy
of the five self-help cooperatives have post-harvstshrzggofihhf lang
has acquired a jeepney, two hauler-trucks (one_ ted;: t){pe
and a 10-wheeler truck) and a solar dryer. AntP3® FFPALES having
- hauler-truck (a “three-fourths” type). The Magpet anc T ew Cebu
cooperatives utilized the existing facilities of their p;‘t’lhs ES, Le. the
seminar house serves as a warehouse in M?’gpet, and ;3] asketball
court as “dryer” and the parish jeep a5 hauler” in ew Cebu.
Matalam has sold its hauler-truck which was acquired in 1989
curing the baseline survey period.

Crop insurance was one form of governmental assistance
extended to farmers whose crops were damaged as a result of
natural calamities. This helped the farmers recuperate from their
financial losses on the crops planted. At the start of t.he.PI‘Ogram, ie.
the ”first cropping”, the number of farmer-beneficiaries applying
‘or the insurance ranged from 5 percent

*Conducted with the managers of the 5 s_el.f-help cooperatives
and the project manager and two project technicians on July 13, 1991
2t De Mezenod Seminar House, Kidapawan, North Cotabato.
(Magpet) to 100 percent (New Cebu, Antipas and M’lang), with 85
percent of Matalam farmer-beneficiaries insured. HO\IN"EVEI', on the
succeeding cropping schedules, the farmer—'t.)enehc.xaries from
Matalam, Magpet, New Cebu and Antipas did not insure their
crops, given their previous experience on delayed payment-releases
of the insurance agency. O

The results of the focus group discussion revealed that three of
the five self-help cooperatives reported savings desposits of their
members over and above the forced savings required by the
program. Such savings deposits were true for Antipas, Matalam

and New Cebu. Matalam had 10 depositors; New Cebu, 9; and
Antipas, 8.

The savings deposits ranged from as low as P50.00 to as high as
P26,287.59. The total amount of savings deposits was P70,432 or an
average of P2,608.60 per depositor. Matalam reported the highest

S
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savings deposits (P41,848.68 or an average of P4,188.47 per
depositor) and New Cebu, the lowest (P9,798.06 or an average of
P1,088.67 per depositor). Antipas has a total of P1 8,749.40 worth of
savings deposits.

Mean Gross Farming Income Per Hectare Per Cropping. The
total mean gross farming income per hectare during the Phase III
cropping under the project was P8,827.73 or P2,106.93 monthly.
M’lang revealed the highest mean gross farming income
(P15,797.93) with Matalam, the lowest (P5,585). The mean total
figure generally decreased when compared to baseline findings
(P10,664). Only M'lang showed an increase in mean gross farming
income (P15,797.93 or P3,949.48 a month) vis-a-vis the baseline
figure of P10,476 or P2,691 a month. The total mean net farming
income per hectare was P3,422.24 with M’lang the highest
(P7,481.57) and Matalam, the lowest (P2,165.49).

Generally, the mid-term review revealed that the total mean net
farming income per hectare (P3,422.24 or P855.56 a month) was
slightly higher than the baseline figure (P2,916). Only M’lang
(P7,481.57) and New Cebu (P3,112.25) showed increases relative the
baseline data (P1,169 and P1,784, respectively).

The low income performance of the cooperatives in gross mean
farming income and mean net farming income could be due to the
long hot season during the Phase III cropping period, i.e. from
September 1990 to the early part of the second quarter of 1991. This
situation likewise increased farming expenses of the farmers,
resulting in greater operational expenses than the projected income
by the farmers for that season. More than half (165 out of 365) of the
farmers who received financial assistance indicated decreases in
their incomes from the previous cropping (Phase TI). Generally, the
total decrease in income from the previous cropping was 101.4
percent. Antipas and Matalam (117.9%) showed the largest amount
of decrease in net farming income vis-a-vis the baseline data.
Magpet (49.5%) had the lowest mean net farming income per
hectare. All the farmer-beneficiaries from Antipas indicated
decreases in mean net farming income.
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Status of the Five Cooperatives

San Vicente Ferrer Consumers Cooperative, Inc. (Antipas). It
has transferred to a new location given its newly-constructed
building in November 1990 which serves as its office, store and
warehouse. It has likewise purchased a hauling truck and hired
seven additional staff members.

San Jose Katilingban Consumers Cooperative, Inc. (Magpet).
Under a new manager, it has hired a posting clerk who assists in the
financial recording requirements of the coop. Its merchandise and
farm inputs are secured from Kidapawan. Marketing activity is
hampered due to the delayed payments of the National Food
Authority (NFA) for the farmers’ produce. This partly explains the
tendency of farmers to sell some of their produce to local traders.

Matalam Sto. Nisio Consumers Cooperative, Inc. (Matalam).

It has transferred to its new location at the public market in
response to the members’ demand to make the coop accessible to
the public, i.e. near transportation facilities. However, the buying
station for the farmers’ produce, i.e. the parish, is approximately less
than a kilometer away from the coop itself. Local traders remain the
sole source of the coop’s merchandise goods. A fast turn-over of
staff was likewise noted due to the limited cooperation and internal
conflicts arising among the members. A related observation was the
insufficient capital available for the immediate cash requirements of
the farmers upon delivery of their produce to the coop. This has
subsequently caused the farmers to decide to sell only a portion of
their produce to the coop, i.e. just enough to pay the loans availed of
and the capital build-up requirements which, in turn, limits the
earning capacity of the coop members themselves. The coop
likewise acquired a piece of land for its future development.

M’lang Multi-purpose Cooperative, Inc. (M'lang). This coop
was noted as the biggest rice supplier to the National Food
Authority (NFA). The coop has also availed of financial support
from the Quedan Financing Program for its marketing activities, the
Land Bank for its production capital and the M'lang Parish for the
expansion of the solar dryer constructed within the parish premises.
It has also acquired a jeepney as an additional transportation facility
for hauling activities, aside from the existing hauling truck. The
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jeepney was also used for hauling and delivering the coof
merchandise goods. An organization of coop outlets has beer
established on the church-based “GKK-level” which increased the
membership and capital build-up funds of the cooperative.

Farmers’ Service Cooperative, Inc. (New Cebu). Though it still
has to register with the Cooperative Development Authority (CDA),
its Farmers Organization has been registered with the Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) as of October 3, 1990. It has an
additional four staff members, three of whom are involved with the
marketing department and the fourth with the production
department. Its Ppurchasing capacity and the services provided the
members have improved due to additional ca pital funds secured
from the GKK-Kidapawan Foundation, Inc. and the Farmers
Organization. To assist farmer-beneficiaries in increasing their
capital shares, the coop has initiated a collection of P0.10 per kilo of
rice or corn sold to the coop by the members.

Survey of the Beneficiaries

This portion presents the survey findings based on the
interviews of 150 beneficiaries as a feedback mechanism on the
accomplishments of the cooperatives relative to the implementation
plan of the NCREDP. Specifically, it discusses farm data, farm
practices, production, post-harvest facilities, marketing, technical
assistance received, trainings attended, loan assistance,
participation, income and savings, including their comments and
recommendations on the cooperatives.

Number of Hectares Presently Cultivated. The average number
of hectares cultivated today are generally higher than those in 1989.
The number of hectares currently cultivated by the respondents
range, on the average, from 1.3 hectares (M’lang) to 2.68 hectares
(Antipas), with the over-all average of 2.0 hectares across the five
survey sites.

The farmers in four survey-sites generally cultivate
medium-sized areas ranging from 1.5 to 2.4 hectares, e.g. in
Matalam (60%), in New Cebu (50%), in Antipas (43.3%), and in
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Magpet (50%). M’lang farmers, on the other hand, work on smaller
farm-sizes i.e. with 67 percent cultivating from one-half to
one-and-a-half hectares at present.

Number of Hectares Previously Cultivated. The computed
average number of hectares previously cultivated ranged from a
minimum of 1.3 hectares (in M’lang) to a maximum of 2.28 hectares

(in New Cebu), with the dver-all average at 1.89 hectares for all
survey areas.

However, when asked whether they have expanded the areas
they have cultivated between then and now, the majority (82%)
replied in the negative, with those saying yes (18%) increasing at an
average of 1.2 hectares for all the sites. The lowest averages (1.2
hectares each) were recorded in Matalam and in Magpet, while the
highest average (1.7 hectares) was registered in New Cebu.

What crops are presently planted in the five survey-sites
relative to those planted in 1989? Are these farmers engaged in
mono-cropping or multi-cropping systems? Survey results closely
parallel findings in the 1989 baseline survey, with the
farmer-respondents engaged in corn (67.3%) and rice (46.7%)
production. :

The extent of multiple responses given by the respondents in
the various survey sites serves as a rough indicator as to the extent
of multiple-cropping activities by these farmers. While the
majority (6.37%) were engaged in corn, the respondents likewise
planted rice and other minor crops (e.g. rubber, coffee, bananas,
mMongos).

For one, Matalam farmers appeared to be the most varied, i.e.
planting corn (87%) and rice (32.3%), not to mention mongo and
peanuts. Antipas farmers similarly planted various crops. While all
the respondents were engaged in corn production, some of them
likewise mentioned rice (23%), coffee and rubber (10% each) and
coconut and cacao (3% each). On the other hand, farmers in New
Cebu appear to have concentrated mainly on both in comn (60%) and
rice (63%), as no other crops were mentioned.

The areas planted to rice, on the other hand, are predominantly
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small, with 70 percent of the farmer-respondents cultivating from .5
to 1.4 hectares and a limited group (20.3%) working on areas
ranging from 1.5 to 2.4 hectares.

Fertilizer Usage. Except for one farmer in M’lang, all the
respondents admitted using fertilizers in their farms, mainly urea
(92%) and the ammonium sulfate (88%). Other varieties
mentioned - though a much lesser extent - were complete
(14-14-14) (12:2%), algafer (1.3%), Nuvacron (0.7%), Potash (0.7 %),
and Agrowell (0.7%). Percentage-wise, the fertilizer usage was
higher (99.3%) than the baseline findings (91.3%). This situation
could be due to the production loan scheme where the
farmer-beneficiaries were obliged to avail of the fertilizers from the
cooperatives.

Survey findings revealed the high level of assistance extended
by the cooperative for the fertilizer users, with 93 percent of the
respondents availing of fertilizers from the cooperatives. Ten
farmer-respondents reported securing their fertilizers solely from
traders with one availing from both. These data reversed the
baseline findings where fertilizers were usually sourced from the
local traders.

The fertilizer purchases from the coop were mainly made due
to the members’ existing loan-arrangements (65%). Some
respondents simply noted that they were “coop members” while
others cited the low prices for fertilizers offered (25% each). On the
other hand, those who purchased from traders (11 respondents)
explained that they did so inasmuch as the fertilizers were not
readily available in the coop (8 respondents). Other reasons
mentioned included the purchases “being endorsed by the coop
itself” and the lower prices offered by the traders (2 responses each).

The predominant problems cited by the respondents were
primarily supply-related, i.e. irregular fertilizer stocks (25.2%) and
delayed deliveries (8.6%). Others cited high prices (10.8%) and high
transportation costs (9.4%). How did the members solve these

roblems? What options or alternatives were available to them?
How did they cope, given such constraints? The solutions
mentioned suggested a general sense of helplessness among these
respondents (50%), i.e. that they could “only wait till the stocks are
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available” (44.6%) or “to follow-up coop stocks” (11%), not to
mention being powerless with regards to the high transport and
fertilizer costs (7 respondents).

Some respondents took more drastic steps over the lack of
fertilizers, e.g. borrowing fertilizers from other traders at 20 percent
interest (8 respondents or 12.3%) and “borrowing money to buy
fertilizers” or “borrowing fertilizers from other members” (4
respandents each). Such behavicourses such as “Management and
Educator’s Training”, “Consumer Management”, “Marketing and
Financial Management”, and “Savings and Credit Management”.
Other seminars conducted were: “Trainors Training”, “Farm
Management Sessions”, and “Basic Health and Nutrition Seminars”,
including “Agricultural Training”, specifically on the technology of
seed production and rapid composting for organic fertilizer
production. Most of these trainings were held in the five area sites,
except for the agricultural trainings, which were held only in
Matalam, M’lang and New Cebu. Plans to cover the other areas are
being made. .

The Social Action Center (SAC) reports have been validated by
asking respondents about their attendance in such trainings. About
90 percent claimed to have attended the trainings conducted by the
cooperatives. Antipas had the best attendance (100%), followed by
Matalam (86.7%). The “pre-membership seminars” were the most
attended (70.4%), followed by farm management (37%), soil analysis
(14.1%), production (11.1%), and rapid composting (8.1%).

One interesting thing to note is that while most of the trainings
were on management skills, such activities were not mentioned by
the farmer-respondents in the present study. (This might be
explained by the possibility that such trainings were provided only
for the staff and officers of the cooperatives). The trainings were
perceived to be useful by most respondents (96.3%) because many
of them learned about farm management (52.6%), the importance of
the cooperatives (31.1%) and techniques in soil-analysis (14.8%).

Production Loan

Recognizing the financial constraints of the small-scale
farmer-beneficiaries, the cooperatives have provided credit
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arrangements 0 help solve their farm-related problems. A loan of
P3,000 per hectare per beneficiary could be availed of by the
: Oop_members upon compliance with the various requirements of
the cooperatives for such !oaps. This scheme, likewise aimed at
minimizing the usual exploitative relationships between the usually
cash-strapped farmers and the usurious traders. This section thus

resents the beneficiaries’ knowledge of the requirements of the
cooperatives relative to loan assistance.

All the respondents were aware of the requirements for availing
of the production loan frc-)m their cooperatives. While 14 different
Joan requirements were identified, foremost mentioned was the
#accomplishment of forms” (40.7%). The second most mentioned
requirement (30%) was the P500 minimum capital-share per
member (particularly by those in M’lang and New Cebu).
Approximately a fifth .(20-7%) recognized the need to attend the
#pre-membership seminars” (PMS). The need to deposit at least

five sacks of the produce, representing “forced savings”, was
similarly mentioned (16.7%). :

The respondents were subsequently asked to rate their
participation in the cooperative activities, i.e. whether they were
"active”, “very active” or “not active”. The majority rated
themselves positively, i.e. either “active” (68.7%) or “very active”

(29.3%).

The respondents claimed to have participated in 15 different
coop activities though in varying degrees. Among those popularly
mentioned activities, based on free recall, were attendance in
general assemblies (57.3%), meetings (55.3%), and pre-membership
seminars (30.7%). (One notes, however, that specific activities
related to decision-making and other more active forms of
participation were not mentioned). :

Assistance from Other Groups/Agencies

More than two-thirds (68.7%) of the respondents claimed that
they had not received any assistance from other groups or agencies.
Those who did (47 respondents) represented less than a third
(31.1%) of the farmers covered for the study. M’lang respondents
(66.7%) had the highest number receiving assistance from other
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agencies, while those from Antipas, the least (3.3%).

The majority, (44 out of 47 respondents) had availed (3f
assistance under the “Rice Production Enrichment Program”*
(otherwise known as RPEP) of the Department of Agriculture in the
form of seeds and fertilizers. The same trends hold true for
Matalam, M’lang, New Cebu and Magpet. (The influence of such
extraneous forces or other intervening factors would have tc? be
considered in evaluating the program at the end of the graflt-})enod.
Other types of assistance received included loans (4.3%), ’B%gay ng
Bayan” (2.1%), water management (2.1%) and PRRM assistance
(2.1%).

Income and Savings

This section presents the data on income ar}d savings of thg
respondents, specifically: their savings, an aqalysm of farm income
relative to family expenses, coping mechanisms fo.r any losses in
family income, changes in family income, utilization of any
additional income, and perceptions about past and present incomes
received.

“Savings” here refers to personal savings of the respondents
other than the “forced” savings in the cooperatives. On the wl.\ole,
only a few of the respondents (10%) engaged in any form of savings,
with New Cebu indicating the highest number (1 6.7%) and both
Antipas and Magpet, the lowest (6.7 each). Those who savic;
generally kept their savings in their .houses (12 out of 1
respondents) with only 3 respondents (2 in Matalam and one in
Antipas) having made bank-deposits.

Farm Income Relative to Family Expenditures. Asked about
the adequacy of their income vis-a-vis family expenditures, more
than two-thirds of the respondents (73.3%) reported that their farm
income was not enough to cover family expenditures. On the other

* The Rice Production Enrichment Progl:am of the Department of Agriculture

provided a “buy-one-take-one” fertilizer assistance for farmer (and even for ccg;
farmers in the case of Magpet, North Cotabato). This high perc?ntage of RPed
assistance surely affects the volume of farm production, thus affecting the report
income of farmer-beneficiaries of the NCREDP.
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hand, close to one-fourth (239
respondents (3%) claiming
expenses (3.3%).

) reported otherwise, with at least five
that their farm income exceeded

Those who noted that income was n i
expenses (110 respondents) mainly reso;)ttegntc;ulg)];rtrzfsi‘:\errf? el
from money_lenders/ friends /relatives (48.2%), sellin bgackogreg
poultry and livestocks (45.5%), and selling back};ard farf';m roﬁuce
(19.1 %).. Borrowing money appeared to be the most 1Do ular
alternative among th.e farmer-beneficiaries in Antipas (661;‘?13) and
Magpet (5§.5%) while those in New Ceby (70.8%) and ) 1\/;’1
(59.1%) mainly sold backyard livestock and poijltry. The Mata?ar:g

farmers either sold farm products (459 .
borrowed money (40%). (45%) and animals (40%) or

The majority (77.3%) of the respo

changes in their income from 1989 tolih:(;i:;:niél"lt"]:};asitr: hIZrlSi Wer‘:
group who perceived such changes were the respondgnts %rgcses
Matalam (76.7%). However, such changes were primarily de e
in income (63%), with less than a third (31%) rEPOrtir): ;li'ias;es
income. On the average, incomes increased by 38.6 erg & . S't;:
the highest increases registered in M’lang (67.7%) aﬁdrih B le o s
New Cebu (19.1%). Decreases in income, on- the other ha:c‘{V S
computed at an average of 39.6 percent, with Antipas haviﬁwte;:
highest (53.6%) and Magpet, the lowest (29.3%). Generally, tghese

figures confirmed the findings in
- chapter 2 regarding the i
and decreases in income of the farmer-membg's Ll e

fr As noted earlier, 36 respondents reported income increases
from 1989 to 1990. How did these farmers utilize such additional
mcom(_e? What were their immediate needs and priorities?
E}:iucanon appeared to be the highest priority, with clofe to half o.f
the group F41.7%) using the money to pay for the tuit}on of thei

children. Similar trends can be observed in all the survey sites i

A final concern was to solicit these farmers’ perceptions about

the §t1tc;1§ of their present farm income (as of 1990), relative to that
received in 1989, by using a ten-point Cantril] ladder-scale. Step “1”
in thflt_ scale signifies the lowest income possible while Ste Iz’1 0”
signified the highest possible income they could attainp Th

respondents were asked to choose the appropriate step v.vhic}?
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would best describe their present income status relative to 1989.

Considering the various changes in their farm income since
1989, the respondents generally perceived themselves to be on Step
“4.4" on the ladder-scale as of 1990. Respondents from M’lang
rated themselves the highest at Step “4.9” while those in Magpet
on the average, rated themselves the lowest at Step “3.3".

Comments and Recommendations for the Cooperatives

The comments and recommendations of the respondents for the
cooperatives focused on the management, technical assistance, loan
assistance, post-harvest facilities, training and technicians of the
cooperatives.

Generally, the respondents believed in the proper management
of the cooperatives (35.5%), that the technical assistance received
helped them manage their farms properly (29.3%), and that the
credit assistance helped reduce farm expenses (28%). At the same
time, more than a third (36.7%) noted the absence of post harvest
facilities like shellers, dryers, threshers, and warehouses. The
trainings attended, on the other hand, were perceived to provide
additional knowledge on proper farm management (24.7%). Please
see Table 63 and Appendix A for the specific details in the survey
sites.

Consistent with their perceptions, the respondents
recommended that the cooperatives be continually managed
properly (16.4%), that the provision of technical assistance should be
sustained (41.8%), that the amount of loans available be increased
(23.2%), and that more trainings be given to the members (71.4%).
Not surprisingly, it was also recommended that cooperatives must
have post-harvest facilities such as driers, haulers, shellers and
warehouses (50.5%), that the cooperatives must have the proper
technicians (37.3%), including an increase in their number (26.5%).
Please see Table 64 and Appendix B for the specific detail in the
survey sites.
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Survey Findings

The farmer-respondents are currently cultivating an average of
two hectares, @ little bit higher than the land area previously
cultivated (1.8 has.) Less than a fifth (18%) expanded land area
cultivated at an average of 1.2 hectares. Corn (67.3%) and rice
(46.7%) are the two most mentioned crops planted in 1.79 hectares
and 1.38 hectares, respectively.

Almost all of the respondents claimed that they were using
fertilizers (99.3%), primarily urea (92%) and ammonium sulfate
(88%), from the cooperatives (92.6%). Such procurements were
made under their coop loan arrangements (64.7%), aside from being
coop members (24.5%). A significant number (60.4%) did not
encounter any problem regarding their fertilizer supplies from
cooperatives while those who did mentioned mainly irregular
fertilizer stocks (25.2%).

There were fewer chemical-users among the respondents (52%),
using mostly Azodrin (28.2%). Again, these were procured from the
cooperatives (65.4%) because of their loan requirements (51.7%)-

On the whole, close to two-thirds of the respondents (62.7%)
were dependent on rainfall. The average farm-size cultivated was
1.88 hectares of rainfed corn areas. Ricelands, on the other hand,
were approximately 1.53 hectares (irrigated) and 1.02 hectares
rainfed - on the average. They experienced at least two harvest
seasons from October 1989 to December 1990 at an average of 56.64
sacks per harvest, with a computed average of 52.83 kilos a sack-
Corn was harvested approximately 2.02 times in the same period, at
an average of 40.12 sacks of shelled corn per hectare, with a
computed average of 70.98 kilos per sack.

More than half (51.3%) of the responsents were aware of the
post-harvest facilities of the cooperatives through their general
assemblies (64.9%). More than three-fourths (85.7%) of these used
the facilities, mainly the trucks for hauling farm produce (98.5%). A
little over three-fourths (75.8%) claimed that payments were made
for using these facilities, particularly the trucks (98%). More than
half (52%) noted problems regarding the use of these facilities,
specifically the inadequate number of hauler trucks given the
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number of coop members to be served (46%). Aga?n, the members
concerned failed to do anything other than “just wait for the hauler”
(52.8%).

The farm produce sold to the coopratives (94%) represented
their loan payments (63.3%). More than half (59.2%) of the corn
farmers sold all their corn produce, while most of the rice farmers
(45.0%) sold half of their rice produce. More than half of the
respondents (60%) reported having encountered problems in sellin
their farm produce to cooperatives, foremost of which being the
delayed remittance of payment (48.3%). The members appear to

have had no other recourse except “to wait till the payment is
released” (65.5%).

More than three-fourths (87%) of the respondents received
technical assistance from the cooperatives, predominantly related to
farm management (60.5%). Almost all (98.2%) considered the
technical assistance useful, particularly with regard to farm
management, which resulted in their improved production (50.9%).
Less than a fifth (19.3%) claimed to have encountered problems
related to technical assistance received - notably, the lack of
technicians (68.2%). To solve the latter, a number of farmers (63.6%)
sought the assistance of their peers. :

The majority (90%) attended the seminars conducted by the
cooperatives, particularly the “pre-membership seminars” (70.4%).
These trainings were considered useful (96.3%), inasmuch as they
were taught skills in proper farm management (52.6%).

All were aware of the cooperative loan requirements, mainly
the accomplishment of forms (40.7%).

All the respondents claimed to have participated in the
activities of the cooperatives, with more than half (68.7%) rating
themselves “active” in such activities. The activities mostly

participated in were general assemblies (57.3%) and meetings
(55.3%). s

Less than a third (31.3%) of the respondents claimed that they
received assistance from other agencies, particularly the “Rice.
Production Enrichment Program” (RPEP) of the Department of
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Agriculture (93.6%).

A limited group (10%) reported having some form of personal
savings, ove_l' and above the ff)fced savings and savings deposits in
the cooperative. Those who did, usually keep their savings at home.

Almost three-fourths (73.3%) of the respondents perceived their
income as inadequate to cover family expenses. Such limitations
were solved either by borrowing money from money lenders/
relatives/friends (48.2%) or by selling farm animals (45.5 %).

~ More than three-fourths (77.3%) noted changes in their income
from 1989 to 1990. More than half (69%) of those who did report
noted income-decreases (at approximately 39.6%) while 31 percent
perceived gains in income (roughly 38.6%). Those farmers whose
incomes increased used the additional funds mainly for tuition
(41.1%) and payment of outstanding loans (36.1%). Based on a
ten-point ladder scale [from “minimum” to (1) to “maximum” (10)],
they generally perceived their farm income to be on “Step 4.5".

Asked about their various perceptions on the cooperatives, the
respondents commented that the cooperatives were properly

managed (35.3%), that technical assistance was “good for it helped -

the members regarding proper farm management” (29.3%), that the
loans helped reduce expenses for farm inputs (28%), that the
cooperatives had limited post-harvest facilities (36.7%), and that the

trainings: provided additional knowledge on proper farm
“management (36.7%).

Recommendations were likewise solicited from the group. The
most frequently cited recommendation focused on human resource
development [e.g. more trainings for the members (71.4%),
continuing technical assistance (41.8%) and more technicians for the
members (37.3%)], more post-harvest facilities (50.5%), continuing
loan assistance (36.3%) and the continued proper management of
the cooperatives (16.4%).

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

The mid-term review revealed the various accomplishments of
the five self-help cooperatives relative to the program objectives and
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baseline survey results.

The financial assistance provided to farmer-beneficiaries under
the program appeared to be a major catalyst for these cooperatives’
achievements. It encouraged increases in coop membership, which,
in turn, increased the cooperatives’ CBU through the members’
share capital, and allowed them to engage in other
cooperative-types of activities such as marketing, merchandising
and production loans, thus increasing their earning capacity. These
achievements likewise helped the cooperatives appreciate the need
for building and strengthening linkages, not only for the
development of the cooperatives themselves but for that of the
individual members as well.

The achievements of the cooperatives vis-a-vis the program
objectives were as follows:

1. More than three-fourths (85% or 458 farmer-members) of the
targeted 550 farmer-members by the end of the program have been
extended financial assistance by the coopratives through the
production loan scheme.

2. The repayment rate qf loans availed of by the
farmer-members is high, i.e. 89.4 percent and 80 percent in the
second (Phase II) and third (Phase III) cropping periods,
respectively. This was facilitated by the marketing assistance
provided by the cooperatives for their members and the mechanism
of deducting the loans and the interest incurred based on the
crop-produce delivered to the coop.

3. The cooperatives doubled (109.45%) their capital build-up
from the baseline level. This likewise indicated the increase in the
capital build-up of the members. However, the CBUs generated by
each of the five self-help cooperatives were less than the P345,000
that should have been generated for the coop and the P2,250 per
member halfway through the program implementation. This
situation could be due, as reported by the farmers, to their minimal
production brought about by the long dry season from the last
quarter of 1990 to the early part of the second quarter of 1991.

4. Community organizing appeared to be effective as indicated
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by the number of seldas organized (51 seldas); increases in the
number of individual (44.9%) and group (1,004.5%) members from
the baseline level, and the type and number of trainings conducted,
including the number of coop-leaders and farmer-participants in
these trainings. The seldas serve not only as a mechanism through
which farmers’ solidarity has been fostered but likewise as a venue
for the conceptualization of various viable income-generating
projects, such as seed prodgction and compact-farming, as indicated
by some coops (e.g. Antipas and New Cebu). Likewise, it is
interesting to note the comments of the coop managers that the
seldas were not effective in their function as a pressure group for
members in loan repayments.

* 5. The collateral-free and low-interest loan assistance provided
for the farmer-beneficiaries appears to have reduced the
opportunities for exploitation of the farmers by unscrupulous
traders. As indicated by survey results, 94 percent of the
respondents sold their produce to the cooperatives, while 92.6
percent acquired fertilizers and 65.4 percent acquired chemicals
directly from the cooperatives. However, it is interesting to note
that, during the mid-term review period, most of the farmers
delivered only the required number of kilos of their produce to the
coop, representing loan payments and forced savings. The
remaining portion of the farm produce was delivered to the local
traders as payment for their outstanding cash-loans. Such practices
will hopefully diminish as the coop loan-assistance program is

strengthened in the coming years, with corresponding reduced roles
of local traders.

6. At least four of the five cooperatives have been duly
registered during the review-period. Such requirements'are

necessary should the cooperatives decide to secure funds from other
funding agencies.

7. The federation of the five self-help cooperatives has been

conceptualized and is presently accumulating financial capital
necessary for its initial marketing activities.

8. The five cooperatives registered varying net-income figures.
Mlang and New Cebu revealed a tremendous increase in income

(49.859% and 786.3%, respectively) while Matalam, Magpet and
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Antipas reported income decreases (72.2%, 8.7% and 88.2%,
respectively).

Despite the adverse effects of the long dry season experienced
by the farmer-members, M’lang - a lowland, rice-producing and
irrigated municipality - reported income increases which could be
attributed to the additional financial assistance acquired from the
Quedan Financing Program and Land Bank.

On the other hand, the income-increases in New Cebu could
Perhaps be attributed to their collection of P0.10 per kilo of rice or
corn sold by the members to the coop as a marketing service fee.

Meanwhile, the upland corn-producing municipality of
Antipas, Magpet and Matalam were adversely affected by the
drought, resulting in decreases in farmers’ income. This
consequently affected the capability of the members to increase farm
Production and to repay their loans, including the interest incurred
from such loans.

The minimal production income discouraged the
farmer-beneficiaries from availing of crop insurance from
Philippine Crop Insurance Corporation (PCIC), aside from the high
cost of insurance and the delayed payment-releases for damaged
crops by PCIC.

All of these affected the earning capacity of the members.

9. The post harvest facilities made available to the
farmer-members were mainly limited to truck-haulers.

10. Only 2.4% (27 out of 1,107 members) are reported to have
savings deposits in the cooperative, aside from the forced savings
from each beneficiary.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are proposed for the
Cooperatives, including the program-implementor and the
farmer-beneficiaries. 1. The cooperatives indicated significant
achievements after one-and-a-half years of program
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implementation. This should be sustained by continuing the
monthly project staff monitoring so that problems relative to
improved coop management will be readily addressed.

2. The findings indicated that the collection on loans and
loan-interest is generally high in Phase Il and a bit lower in Phase III
due to the long drought season during this cropping period. It is
then recommended that the current collection procedures be both
sustained and improved to attain a 100 percent collection-rate.
However, it is likewise necessary to require the “seldas” to plan and
design various income-generating activities as secondary income
sources for farmers’ households. This will not only provide the
members a continuous source of income but will likewise provide
additional funds for loan-payments, interests, and capital build-up
requirements in case of crop failures caused by natural calamities.
Furthermore, focus group discussions among program staff, coop
leaders, and members serve as effective venues for sharing
experiences, planning, and discussing effective program
implementation strategies relative to collection procedures and coop
management as a whole.

3. The collected capital build-up, both of the cooperatives and
the members, falls below the P345,000 per cooperative and P2,250
per member that should have been generated halfWay through the
program implementation. This situation could perhaps be resolved
if the seldas will be properly motivated to conceptualize and
implement income-generating projects, given their existing skills
and the available resources in their respective communities. They
can venture into handicrafts or the manufacture of novelties and the
like.  Corresponding “environmental scanning” and
“commodity-flow” studies may be undertaken by the cooperatives
or federation to determine the feasibility of these industries relative
to the availability of resources and marketing channels.

4. The high fertilizers (99.3%) and chemicals (52%) usage among
the respondents, usually procured from the cooperatives (92.6% and
65.4%, respectively), are indicative of the effectiveness of the
loan-program in re-directing the heretofore established rela tionships
of the farmer-beneficiaries from the local traders to the cooperatives.
The loan-assistance scheme should therefore be sustained to allow a
fuller appreciation of the value and importance of patronizing the
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cooperatives by the farmer-beneficiaries. Such lnterests Could
likewise be pursued through a series of value—formathn Sessiong
among farmer-members and their households, _focusmg on the
above-mentioned value, to ensure the lmportance of
coop-patronage through actual practice with or without Production
loans prior to the end of the project grant’PerIOd'

5. More than half (51.4%) of the reSPOI\flen_tS Were aware of the
post-harvest facilities of the cooperatives, indicating the extent of
services offered to the beneficiaries, the type o‘f communicatign
between the coop management and the ber.1ef1.c1anes and the leye] of
participation of the beneficiaries in the acnv1t1es of the COOperatives
such as meetings or general assemblies. This could be properly
addresed by designing a communication scheme through which
beneficiaries are well informed on the various developments of their
cooperatives and its programs. This will make them feel more
important and most likely provide due respect for and support to
the cooperatives. Perhaps this could be done by tapping the seldas
to establish periodic meetings with the coop management for
updates and dissemination to selda-members. A bulletin board in
selda-centers is necessary through which information about coop
development, important for the improvement of the farmers’
statuses, will be relayed.

6. A little over three-fourths (75.8%) of the respondents reported
that corresponding payments or charges were made on the use of
the post-harvest facilities. However, the data showed that some of
the respondents within the same coop claimed that they were not
being charged for the use of such facilities. This situation should be
corrected as this might cause possible conflicts among the members
and, subsequently, affect the capability and sustainability of the
cooperatives. Likewise, the problems of the respondents in the use
of the facilities and their respective solutions should be taken into

consideration in planning appropriate actions to enhance services
provided to coop-members.

7. Though the findings indicate that the majority of the
respondents received technical assistance trainings, the program
implementors should be conscientious in making these services
available to all beneficiaries. This will provide them not only with
additional knowledge but eventually develop among them the
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capability of identifying various opportunities relative to their
development.

8. The production loan was found to be useful for the
beneficiaries. However, the data showed that more than half
(53.3%) of the respondents have either partially paid or not paid the
loans as of the survey period. As explained earlier, this might
possibly be due to the drought-season. It is at this instance that the
program implementors should discuss with the beneficiaries the
appropriate re-structuring of the loan requirements. The funding
agency should be appropriately informed of whatever changes are
agreed upon to avoid miscommunications.

9. The findings revealed that all the respondents are aware of the
coop requirements on production loans. This should be sustained
through constant communication with the beneficiaries.

10. Except for two respondents, the rest were actively
participating in the activities of the cooperatives. However, their
participation was limited to attendance in meetings, general
assemblies and seminars or trainings. It is recommended that the _
program implementors design other mechanisms or strategies with
the beneficiaries that will enhance not only their attendance but also
their capability to think and decide on their own, with the
implementors acting as facilitators. This will gradually prepare the
members for the eventual phasing out of the program.

11. The program generally developed the value of savings
among the respondents through forced savings. This is indicated by
the increases in the current capital build-up from initial capital
build-up of the respondents. This program should be sustained and
strengthened by susbsequent discussions on the value and
importance of savings. Otherwise, the beneficiaries will not

appreciate such requirements, resulting in non-cooperation and lack
of support among the members. :

12. More than two-thirds (73.3%) of the respondents claimed
that their income was not enough to cover family expenses. This
suggests the need for the program implementors to design other
income generating activities to augment the farm income of the
beneficiaries. Such a need might serve as a relevant entry point for
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Table 1
Number of Hectares Currently Cultivated

Rt e o Survey Sites

Hectares ' :

*Currently Matalam Eﬂaﬂg/ NewCebu Antipas  Magpet  Total
Culvated - F % SRR E R N e £ o
Ay 6 20020 667 6 200 3 100 13 43343 320
15-24 18 80010 333 45 500 13 433 15 50071 473
el 3 1g.3 R s gl v (33 151 100
35-44 U O TR
45-54 I 2 S6 TR 67 1 33 7. 47
55-6.5 CRI A T I R R ofs 2ia
TOTAL 30 100 30100 30 100 30 100 79 1qp
- MEAN 2.1 13 235 2.68 1.65 125.3 b

Table 2
Number of Hectares Previously Cultivated

Number of Survey Sites

Hectares

Currently Matalam:  M’lang New Cebu  Anti

Cultivated PRSI %6 Fie 0 %) 2 F % Fn“pafo réllagpe:/ ;mal %
'5-14 13, 433 19 633 7 233 g 26.7 15 50.0 62 41.3
15-24 9 300 11 367 18 433 9 300 13 433 55 367
25-34 QIO S G20 01 7 93 0 as 301 a3
35-44 2 R 7 S S e
45-54 S R D IR R ST ey
55-6.5 s Sl 1 UL MG R =2 15318
TOTAL 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100

MEAN 1.85 1.3 21.28 2.4 1gg Lo 1123 i
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Table 3

Expansion of Land Area Cultivated
Number of Survey Sites
Hectares !
Currently Matalam Mlang ~ NewCebu Antipas  Magpet gy
Cultivated F % F % F % F % F % F %
Expansion of
Land Area
Yes 12 400 3 10.0 2 67 8 267 2 6.7 27 0
No 18 60.0 27 90.0 28 933 22 733 28 933123 gy
Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 150 100

Number of Hectares

Expanded

]

[ J
T (=
] 1S
o == e
hwor

MEAN

.l

2 167 2 66.7

AR S SRRy Bt A 0
9 .75.0 1333 1. 5000675002 Sio0 i tolag
- R o S R
I Eh e e T 600042 S Sl = R D Ry
1.2 1.3 1.7 13 12 12
57




Crops
Planted

Corn
Rice
Rubber
Coffee
Banana
Mongo
Peanut
Cacao
Coconut

Number of
Hectares

5-14
16-24
25--34
35-44
45-54
5.5-64

TOTAL

MEAN

TAMBAEA

Table 4
Crops Planted
Survey Sites

Matalam  M'lang

New Cebu  Antipas
(n=30) (n=30)

Magpet  Total
(n =30) (n=230)

(n=30) (n=150)

26 87 1 33 18
TR a23an305166.7. 19

60.0 30 100 26 86.7101 67.3
633 8 267 6 20070 46.7

; 3 100 2 30
S e e R g B R R ) |
Rt R RS Pt g7 0 1.3
IR IS gl e TR e L T 5 48
TR B SR Ry e o7
e 07

- - ] T RS A R O

Table 5
Number of Hectares Planted With Corn
Survey Sites

Matalam M'lang ~ NewCebu Antipas  Magpet  Total
R S RGN % F % F % F %

11 423 1100 9 500 6 200 19 73146 455
THl4231 <\ - 7 389 17 567 5 192 40 396
RS Bl =i 2 1 BTn 3T 010 6 S 3 8N BT, 1619
PENR L s 1 515/ A e SN A A0
IRy 7B =14 0 - 5 e W N R LR LA )
S0 s L G - 2t | B Y SR R0
26 100 1100 18 100 30 100 26 100 101 100
1.87 0.95 1.62 2.22 1.37 1.79

IBARA
Number
of
Hectares

S-14
15-24
25-34
3.5-44
45-54
TOTAL
MEAN
Fertilizer
Usage
Ferlilizer
Used:
Yes
No
Total

67

Table 6
Number of Hectares Planted With Rice

Survey Sites
Matalam  M’lang New Cebu  Antipas  Magpet  Total
F O o = > SR % F % F % E" o
3 428 24 800 10 526 7 ‘875 5 83348 696
2. 986 6 200 .5: 263 1 A25 1551678 a0
2 2860 K- - 1 OISR AR - 4 58
= - - 2 105 : 9 > 5 2 29
= - NS 1 Gy} 1= s : it B
7 100 30 100 19 100 8 100 6 100 69 100

1.81 1.15 1.84 1.08 1.12 1.38
Table 7
Fertilizer Use

Survey Sites

Matalam  M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
F e [P IO A Yol iF: el Vo R EERA,

30 100 29 967 30 100 30 100 30 100 149 993
Vo e R U S e R e

30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 150 100

Type of Fertilizer Used:

Urea

Ammonium

sulfate
Complete

(14-14-14)

Algafer
Potash
Agrowell

26 86.7 29 967 26 86.7 30 100.0 26 86.7138 92.0

25 833 19 655 26 867 30 1000 30 100.0132 88.0

10 33 8 276 - - oo ARESE 05 = | SR D1
= : 2 69 = & = = : < RS
1 SO A * = = = : ChE R e nl

= 1 1 L0V,

IR IR P L8 M
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Table 8
Survey Sites
s Reasons for Buying Fertilizers
Fertilizer Matalam  M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total from the Cooperatives and Traders
Usage ERMESOON RERSS Sopt F % F % F % F %
Survey Sites
Sources of Fertilizers:

easons Matalam  M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
Cooperative 28 933 23 793 29 967 30 100 139 926
Traders ieasons for
within the Juying from
SHIVEVISItReRERR W 3 3R 6IR207 N 133 e ] 5 01 3:3 7 - g9 SE610 Looperatives. (n=28) (n=23) (n=29)(n=29) (n=30) (n=139)
Traders out Itis a 2
side the | loan 27 964 15 652 17 586 7 241 24 800 90 647
Survey Site g 3i31 s 8 R - b N (Vi Member of
the Coop 3 103 8 348 10 345 3 103 10 33334 245
Coop/Traders - 1 34 - - - - - - - 1 0.7 llow
Interest - - e 6.0 120.7 et S R e SO R AN
Delivered
upon '
Request < s te Tl S el RTINS i i S PR T
Cheap ' g
Loan ) B - - 1 AN = : S e 0
Feasons for
Buying from
Cooperatives  (n=2) (i=7) s (ni=) =it (n=11)
Aot Available in
Cooperative 2 100 3 429 1 100 1 100 - - 7 636
Endorsed by the
Cooperative . - - 2 286 - - - - - - 2 182
Cheaper = - 2 286 - - Ael- - & TR IR B
Cooperative i \
has no {
Stock - - - - 1 100 R - S| W )|



Problems in Procuring Fertilizers from Cooperatives

70

Problems Matalam
Planted (n=28)
No problems 12 429
Sometimes

nostock 12 429
Expensive

fertilizer 6 214
High cost of

fare 2R
Delayed

Delivery 4 143
Notavailable 8 2856
Delayed Release - -
Cooperative

lacksfunds 2 7.1
Inadequate

funds 1 i
Cooperative has

‘notransport 2 7.1
Poor Roads 1 36
Costly to.go

to the Cooperative

just to find out no

stock is

available 1 36
No stock due to

lackofcash 1 3.6
Delayed Pro-

curement

fromDavao - -

Table 9

Survey Sites

M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
(n=23) (n=29) (n=29) (n=30) (n=139)
9 217 24 828 22 759 21 70.0 84 604
I45860. 90 58S 7.0 9. . 69 2 6.7435: - 252
PRI - =960, 10:8
8 348 2 69 1 33 13 9.4
S = 5 172 3 103 12 8.6
A G R  GE R CTSERR 1 [o £.
i s g I T 5 167.6° 43
313100 - - - 5 = R 53l
3 130 - 3 4p 2.8
R3] ol R - S ALY
o i - S S a1 Bt DI LS
3 g 3 A = S S O
H s - - - - - a0
o ) i T P 7 S el

TAMBAR,

Table 10

Solutions to Problems in Procuring
Fertilizers from Cooperatives

Survey Sites

Solutions New Cebu

(n = 6)

Antipas
(n=8)

Matalam
(n=18)

M'lang
(n =24)

Wait till
stocks are
available
Just wanted
for the
fertilizers to
be delivered 2
Borrowed
fertilizers from .
traders at 20%
interest 1 5.6
Done nothing
for the high
cost of
fertilizers 2
Follow-Lp as to
when fertili-
zers are
available P
Borrowed money
to buy
fertilizers 2
Rented transport |
facilities W BEL A A
Done nothing '
for high
transportation
cost - - RS 5 5 2
Daone nothing for
poorroads 1 56 1 42 - - - -
Used manure - S 142 - - RO
Stay overnight ‘
to wait for the
stack to avoid
extra transport
expense 1

B 133,34 144 1 583 £65 8L 8313 SN0 510

IR S-h e s - = 5 625
6 250 1 11657 == z
1.4 1601208 - = e

1 0 D AT S e

1635 52 1 8ia N G ] O R L

G >

95.0

AR KR ot v Rt S

Magpet
(n=9)
2220029
2200589
- - 8
SR A )
VRS
- =3
RO e T )
Tl I3
- -2
- =)
S|

71

Total
(n=

65)

44.6

13.8

123

10.8

10.8

6.2
4.6

1.5



Table 11

s Solutions to Problems in Procuring
' Fertilizers from Cooperatives

Survey Sites

s Matalam  M'lang  pNew Cebu  Antipas
A l ‘(ﬁ = 18) (n = 24) -(l'l X 6) (n H 8)
RIREN56 =

Table 12
- Type of Farm Relative to Water Source
' Surve y Sites

m - Matalam  M'lang  New Cebu Antipas.
R R % F % F %

Bellis 0y s SR LRI R e

RebNEac7 0 o7 1 367 5 100
s R R S
L S

e AR
w100 30100 30 100

— TS M BT T

TApN RA

Magpet Total
(h=9)  (n=65)
7 S 7] 1.5
b Sl | 1.5
z R N 155
Magpet  Total
F b F 9%
3 10036 233
25 833 93 62.7
26 A O T 67k
- SRl W)
7 e (0
30 100 150 100

TAMBARA
Table 13
Number of Hectares Irrigated and Rainfed:
Rice and Corn Areas
Survey Sites A
; ; A
::Q::)rirsm Matalam  M'lang New Cebu  Antipas  Magpet T9‘-‘“>t.
0y
I ::L%a::‘g,hs (n=5 (=28 (n=19) (n=19) (n=5) (=
" ’ 032
£ o s e T 0N 67, O/ e O A /A (e 4 800
12.;'3 3 600 9 321 6 36 - - | .29.0‘12 33
PERSY |50 Janiong s 2 s o S
35-44 | M 5 v v . |
Mean | 235 1.27 1.79 1.15 1,53/
B. Rainfed -
s [ Lot g S e 0= 0
| 00 7 875 1 100 14 933
:'12-;'3 eI e e T 250 - DR
| Mean | 0.95 0.95 0.95 12 ' 085 1.qz _
:C.Numbe#of . | s W
ll:raei:;ed R (H=0) (0 =28) NN (D= MO BT =19) (n=5) “ :“-
! 100 ' 17 654 38
- 5- 346 1100 7 389 4 133
i5.5-1":4 o oy b 7 s 2 62 a
Rk | g g S 71 98]
' gg-iﬁ : O BIRENE = BRI A SR G 38‘.5: )
{45 =7 | T B 1 | gg 1o e
5.5-6.4! - - - - = = 3
f

Mean |
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Table 14
Rice Production Per Hectare Per Cropping
Since October 1989 to December 1990
Survey Sites
Rice Pro- Matalam  M'lang  NewCebu Antipas Magpet  Total
Production
PerHectare  (n=7)  (n=30) (n=21) (n=8) (nN=6) (n=72)
Number of
Harvests:
i 3 429 4 133 - - S 623581 16.7 13 18.1
9 4 571 21 700 14 667 2 250 5 83345 639
3 SR RE N 6.7 7N Ta3 3 <t 125 - - - 13 180
Mean 1.58 2.03 2.33 35 1.83 20
Average Number of
Sacks of Rice
Harvested Per
Hectare (n=7) (n=30) (n=21) (n=8) (n=6) (n=72)
5-19 e e R S ) 95 - = - = G 6
20-34 1 ke e N AR O3 3 N GR7.6)V() f - 14 194
35-49 e 1 FRIEl R AR = - 1 167 5 6.9
50-64 3 428 6 200 6 286 1 125 3 500 17 264
65-79 - = 101333 2 il R - 13 1841
80 - 94 2 286 11 367 1 48 - - 2 33316 222
95-109 == R 33 - - - - - =] 1.4
~ Mean  54.86 72.5 424 36.38 64.5 56.64
Average
Number of
Kilos per
Sack of Rice
Harvested
Per Hectare (n=7) (=300 (n=21) (n=8) (n=6) (n=72)
40-59 6 857 28 933 20 952 7 75 2 33363 875
60-79 TR 413 e DM 1675 1 48 - - 2833134 3 g2
80- 99 SR (W SRR TEE TR 2161 8089, 3 % 314 Vi 4.2
Mean  52.36 50.83 50.45 54.5 52.83

68.17

75
Table 15
Corn Production Per Hectare Per Cropping
Since October 1989 to December 1990
Survey Sites
Corn Production y
Fer Hectare Matalam M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
(n=26) (n=1) (n=18) (n=30) (n=26) (n=101)
Mumber of
Harvests:
1 2 7.7 1100 1 56 5 167 4 154 13 129
¢ 207619 8N 13 722 19 633 21 809 73 723
< 4 154 - - 4 222 6 200 1 38 15 148
Mean 2.08 1.0 2.17 2.03 1.88 2.02
lverage
Humber of
Siacks of Corn
Harvested
IPer Hectare (n=26) (n=1) (n=18) (n=30) (n=26) (n=101)
5-19 5 19.2 1 100 1 55 4 133 9 34620 198
20 -34 13 500 0 O 6 333 9 300 4 15432 317
35 - 49 B3 - 31 657 SR O AN 269 21 208
50 - 64 - - ST 3 167 3 100 5 192 11 108
65 - 79 2 Tl B 2 Jai 48 3.3 38 9 89
80 - 94 - - =g s 1 SIS - - CRR R L))
95 -109 - - Taa 2 Ul e sk S LTt () (¢
Mean 31.04 12.0- 50.33 49.0 33.35 40.12
Average
Mumber of
lilos per
Back of
shelled
Zorn (n=26) (n=1) (n=18) (n=30) (n=26) (n=101)
30 - 59 - - 1 100 - - - - - R R L)
30 - 69 1 38 - - 2 111 - - 4 154 7 68
'0-79 1 38 = & 3 16.5 2 66 9 346 15 148
i0 - 89 16 615 - - 12 66.7 23 76.7 12 46.2 63 624
10 - 99 8 308 - - 1 55 5 167 1 3815 1438
Mean 86.42 54.5 81.17 85.5 78.35 70.98
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Table 16 ‘ Table 17
Utilization of the Post-Harvest Facilities of the Cooperative Problems in the Use of Post-Harvest Facilities
Survey Sites Survey Sites
Utilization
of Post- Problems Matalam  M’lang New Cebu  Antipas  Magpet Total
Harvest , , (n=1) (=15 (n=14)  (n=230) (n = 66)
Facilities Matalam  M'lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
Use of Post- PRrs 500 9517 it g 1)
Harvest No answer .
Facilities (n=26) (n=1) (n=18) (n=30) (n=26) (n=101) No Problem - - 5IEC3 1S I 7.1 18 60.0 24 480
No 103330 = - - SRR OB 0108 =18 10058413 enough for
' 2% ; 7 500 8 267 23 46.0
Post-Harvest members 8 533 6
Facilities s
Truck is often
Used (N=2) (n=29) (n=14)/" (n=21) (n = 66) delayed in trans-
: orting rice
Orie . ALY 2 200 148 g v e 5 S q 0.6 fprom r%sidence
Trucks 2 100 28 966 14 100 21 100 - - 65 984 to Cooperative - - 13 867 - - R 16 320
Post-Harvest . t
Facilities I"S::?;:;'gg: i
~with '
haulers - - 4 26.7 - £ = - 6 120
Charges (n=26) (n=1) (n=18) (n=30) (n=26) (n=101)
* i it Hauler 1 100 - - 3 100 4 80
Drier g A A U T S & ; ek ol omn Decrepit Hauler
Trucks 1100 14 933 14 100 20 100 - - 49 98.0 Drier not enough
for members - - {1 KA BE7AE T} i A - 2 40
Poor road ehll s s AT i o b o 2 NGO
Labor is
expensive - - (|87, - = s = 1 20
Lack of supply
of sacks - - 1 67 - = = 3 i 20
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Survey Sites
Table 18 E::’nejrs of Matalam  Mlang New Cebu f_'mtipafl I:lagpet Total
: 0 F, F Y% o %/ PR Eeen
Solutions to Problems in the Use of Post-Harvest Facilities Produce F 3 2 .
S i Buyers of
urvey Sites e
Soione  Mtam Mlang - NowCobu  Antpas  Magpet Tota Sy
1 n=10) (=13  (n=12) (n = 36) - 09 967 27 900 28 933 27 90.0141 940
ennojeves 30 100,729 SBL o0 L i ol e AR o
Noanswer Sl e T ] 8 LI 3 L Traders/ Bk urs ) 3
Just wait for 12 B, x22ie Cooperative - - 1733 /&3 15a00 4
thehawler - - 10100 - . £1; Sl '
Hidiother SOl 19 528 Total 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 30 100 150 100
vehicles S0 s R o T S oak
Done nothing ; Table 20
for the
delayed h S J
Don::gfhin;%ir L1 1 DU 10T - - 13 361 Reasons for Selling Farm Produce to the Buyers
the decrepit ; 4
hauler 1 100 S z y 4 ! S : 1 28 gurvefysnes
Sold crops to ’ uyers o ; :
traders RN 00 e : il s Farm Matalam  M’lang . New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
it - N CARC R R
i i Reasons for
Selling to A L _ 145
Table 19 Cooperatives: (n=30) (n=30) (n=30)  (n=28) (n=27) (n=1 )

Members of
Cooperatives
Payment for

R e Bredlios 7 233 13 433 13 433 10 333 14 467 57 380

Buyers of . SurveySites Lbar 3 933 14 467 13 433 19 633 21 70095 633
Farm Matalam  M’lang New Ceb ; High Buying. 140
Produce B e A DR et ol Frice 1 laa 42 dolo 5 ABT A (33 2 eRo R
Marketing Reasons for
g Farm Selling to _ A
Produce Traders: (n=1) (n=3) (h=2) -(n=3) (n=9)
;gs 30 100 30100 30 100 ' 30 100 30 100 150 100 E"”‘E‘O‘;;;‘:aﬁve FUTRE A A e e P
e R NN Payment for
Credi S T e 833 2 100 3 100 10 833
Total 30 100 30100 30 100 30 100 30 100 150 100 Eag‘;’s:;‘h AL R T ? RSB
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Marketing

Proportion of
Corn Sold

100
76-99
75
50-74
50

26 - 49
25
1-24

Total

Proportion of
Rice Sold

100
76 - 99

1
3 111
1

"

—_

Matalam
F %

(n=27)

17 63.0
4 148

3.7

3.7

a7
30 100

(n=3)

2 667

33.3

TAMBARA

AMBARA

Table 21

Marketing of Farm Produce

Survey Sites

M'lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpe Total
F % " F % F % F % F %
Proportion
_ of Rice
(n=1)n=17) (n=30) (n=23) (n =98) and Corn
Consumed
1 100 12 705 14 46.7 14 654 58 59.2
- ZE S NS N2 6P IS s 1.5, 17« 178 Proportion
A - - 1 3.3F 3.8 3 3.1 of Rice
- oA IS EDRRRIB AR 16 11912042 1 1222 Consumed
- - 1 SIGRRNANR 33 - -5 L HE G|
- - - - 1 33 - - 2 2.0 100
- - - - - - - - - 76 - 99
2 b = = = = - - 1 1.0 75
50-74
30 100 30 1000 30 100 30 100 150 100 50
26 - 49
25
(n=30) (n=21) (n=6) (n = 60) 1-24
PG 7| 48 - - = - i3 5.0 Proportion
R3] 4D - [ 65785 R 813 of Corn
e 6 286 - - TR 6 7 Za i1, Consumed
8 267 1 48 - - 1 16.7 12 20.0
14 467 4 190 - - 2 33320 333 5-9
4ER13 g BR9.008- W -8 B 816,70, 91.15.0 10-15
IRARBIA I O8 | 0 51 K L 2 SN 167 15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40 - 44
45 - 49
50 - 54

O =+~ = N

T o BT V- BEE o6 I o I

Table 22

Proportion of Rice and Corn Consumed

Survey Sites

New Cebu
(n=22)

1 4.5
2 9.1
5 238
2 9.1
2 9.1
7 318
3 13.6
(I'I = 5)

2 400
2 400
1 20.0

Magpet

(n=6)

1 o

N — b

(n=9)

- 10

3
16.7 8
16.7 11
16.7 12
166 9
333 15

11.1
1.1
11.1

—

22.2
33.3
11.1 6
g 1
- 408

(n=

81

Total

(n= 68)

14.7

44
11.8
16.2
17.6

132
22.1

42)
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Table 23 Table 24

Problems In Selling Farm Produce to Cooperative Solutions to Problems in Selling Farm Produce to Cooperative

Survey Sites Survey Sites

Problems Matalam  M'lang  New(Cebu Antipas  Magpet Total Solutions Matalam  M’lang New1CebU Antipas  Magpet  Total
n=23 n=26 n=12) n=10 = 9
S | ( )l ) ( )  (n=16) (n=87)
of Respondents Waited till the
with Marketing : ‘ payment is
Problems 23 767 26 867 12 400 10 357 16 593 87 60.0 released 5 217 25 92 6 500 6 600 15 938 57 655
Problems Met ; Done nothing
: about the low
Delayed fgfm“' , buying price of .
tance ‘ crops 8 348 - - 3 5 5 = 1 6.3 11 126
payment 4 174 15 577 g 750 - - 14 87542 483 ' -
Stock the crops
Low buyer : in the coopera-
price IR 7E 0358 ot 6174 15 45010° 1. /. 6.3125. 287 tive when buying
priceislow 3 130 1 3.8 = ol

Lackofcash 3 130 12 462 2 167 5 500 2 12524 276
Borrowed money

Lack of trans- fromothers 1 43 4 154 3 250 -
PO ERAIENB 7T, 53'8% ¢ 4, 1383710012004 - b - 951103
Apply for cash v
High cost of trans- advancess 1 43 4 154 1 83 -
portatlon T 304N AR A L 3 £ 8 o 7 8.0
| Rented vehicles 3 130 - - 3250 -
ck of trans-
ortation to : Wiait till trans-
haul produce 2 87 . . - - =i e RO LD o g portation is
) available 2 8 s 3 250 1
naccessible L -
transportation M B - - - - 3 i 2 2.3 Done nothing for
1 43 high cost of
poorroad 3 o ez = - - - B 4 1 1.1 transportation5 21.7 - - - - -
Floods caused Sell some crops
igher tranzs-t LA to traders to -
portation €08 2 NG - 2 TR Bt SN et R havemoney 1 43 1 38 1 38 -
warehouse 18 125 : Done nothing for
from the Ry thepoorroad 1 43 4 154 3 250 -
Cooperative S S SRR E S SN R
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Technical Assistance Received
Table 25
Technical Assistance Received Problems Survey Sites
n
Availiqg Matalam Magpet  Total
Survey Sites Technical (n=17) (n=21) (n=114)
i Assistance
lecl_'u;lcal ?llataiam Mlang  NewCebu ~Antipas  Magpet Total .
ssistance n=25 (n=29) (n=27 & -26) (n=131) umber with
Received Il ) s EURE (ne=26) Problems in
Availing
Received Technical Technical
Assistance: Assistance 5 294 2° 9552218108
No 4 R T S TR 19.2 17 130 Problems
Yes 17680 28 966 27 100 21 875 80.8114 87.0 Met: ~(n=5)  (h=11)(n=2) (h=2) (=22
Type of Technical Lack of , ,
Assistance Received: technicians 33 N60I0T B2 7 RO (00 1 500 1 50015 682
Farm Limited ' '
management 5 29.4 21 750 18 @67 10 476 714 69 605 technical
Proper use assistance
offertilizer 3 176 2 74 3 111 3 143 4 19015 132 given 2400 ©3" 27,31 . 10 1i50.0% 1 550,08 5-F SRS
Seed ’
production 2 115 . . ¢ . 38300 510 ggigh 14N 123 Delayed
Loans A ki R R T R response for ‘ -
Proper use ! the request 2 400 2 182 - - AN - e L
of chemicals 2 115 7 250 1 370 B2 5 9I5 B 2Mn1015
Soil Proce§s of
analysis G R I IR RN SRR L TR ¢ B glait7i0 organic
Rapid farmlpg
composﬁng 1 59 4 143 ¥ ) 1 4.8 ki R 6 53 Is tedious = = = =] = = 1 500 1 500 2 9.1
Organic
fertilizer IRGNES ORI 107,41 ¢ s Sk 1 48 5 44
Properseed 3 115 - . D2 SRR N 3000, 26
New farm
e niip 1SR A = R S e IR )
Integrated
Pest _
Management - - 1 36 S S R T L
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27
Table Table 29
Solutions to Problems in Technical Assistance :
S R Activities Undertaken by the Cooperative for the Members
s S Survey Sites
Solutions Matalam  M'lan NewCebu Antipas  Magpet  Total o :
(n=5) (n=1%) (n=2) (n =p2) (n=2) (n=22) Activities Matalam M'lang ~ NewCebu Antipas  Magpet Total
F % F v %inE % <F- 1% 0 R e
- Asked other General =
farmers for A?Semblles 15 50.0 29 96.7 15 500 15 500 12 400 86 573
e s a0t 8l 707 ol i o0 s 3 . 44 eal6 Meetings 16 533 25 833 10 333 6 200 26 867 83 553
Done nothing PMS 14 467 6 200 10 333 8 267 8 267 46 307
technicians 3 600 2 182 - SN {5000 1 1500 7 31:8 Members 8 :267 2 . 3 100 12 40105 0NNE7A0 FaNN A
Seminar on
Done nothing Seed
for the ~ Production 1 3T 1 33 12° 400 1 3315 100
limited Seminars en
assistance’ ' - - 3 973 - - 4 500 - - 4 182 Farm Manage-
Slowly ment - - 1 733 5 167 6% 1200 15 3.3 S RAaT
followed the Seminars on
process of SoiIAnaIysis = = - - 4 133 7 233 1 33 12 8.0
organic Project Orient-
farming = AL SR - - s 0R 50101 1 2254900 ation SRS 3 S INREE SRR 637 BT 010 e - g EARI0.
Training on
how to use
Fertilizers
Table 28 _ properly 2B e - - 20067 N I3
Give Credit
Rating of Participation in the Activities Line e el ERE ORI QR e b B L (1]
Undertaken by the Cooperative: Credit J
Assistance 1 SIS - - < - - - 107
- Survey Sites Forced_
Savings - - IAS el 17 - h AT - =0
Fertilizer Matalam  M'’lang New Cebu  Antipas  Magpet  Total ComDOSF
Usage R 0 TR (I s e Y R e Farming RIS i A SR S o B
Merchandising - - R PR - Sk - = O

Very Active 13 433 17 567 6 200 3 100 5 16744 293
Active 16 533 12 400 23 767 27 900 25 83.3103 687
Not Active e 330 #1538, 33 - I - S oIN3 0

Total 30 100 30100 30 100 30 100 30 100 150 100
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Table 30
Assistance from Other Groups/Agencies
Survey Sites

Receipt of Matalam  M'lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total
Assistance [F 4 e s SO WM 5% F %
Assistance

Received:

None 24 800 10 333 21 700 29 967 19 633103 68.7

Yes BURCODRZOMGE/ENIgIRag A a0 11 . 36.7 47 1313
Type of

Assistance

Received:

RPEP bIRIODRIRIGERO5:088 gl 100 ' = 12 10 -90,1:44 93:6
Bigay ng '

Bayan 1R 67 e 1 < - £ L 1 21
Water

Management 1 167 - - : s b 4 X ¥ 4 241
Loan Gl Oy s SR RS 00 W M g 17,42 1 V4.8
PRRM SR LD () - & e L e 2.1

Table 31
Compari§un of Income Received from Farming
to Family Expenses for the Last 12 Months

Perceptions Survey Sites

About Farm )

Income Mataiazn Mlang  NewCebu Antipas  Magpet Total
Relative to FAnare ro AELRCOGH " A e S R SR A T
Family

Expenses

Farm income

wa's.enot.lgh10

 cover family '

expenses 300 6 200 6 200 9 300 5 16735 233
Farm incomeé . :

was not enough

to cover family :

Expenses 66.7 22 733 24 800 21 700 23 787110 733

T'AMBARA
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Table 32

Assistance from Other Groups/Agencies

Receipt of Matalam
Assistance F %
Farm income

was not enough
to cover family

Survey Sites

New Cebu

M’lang Antipas Magpet  Total

Fa o iE % F % F e el
22 733 24 800 21 700 23 767110 733
2 6.7 = 5 3 = 2 66 5 33

30 100 30 100 30 100

30 100 150 100

Table 33

Changes in Family Income (1989 - 1990)

Expenses 20 66.7
There was an
excess of
farm income
relative to
farming expen-
ses 1 3.3
Total 30 100
Change in .
Income Matalam
F %
Number of
Respondents
with Income
Changes 29 96.7
Percentage
increases in
income; (n=14)
Don't know 3 214
1-20 2 143
21-40 6 429
41 -60 1 7.1

_uL;

Survey Sites

M’lang New Cebu  Antipas Magpet  Total

B oM % F Yo F | 5195 0 S
23 767 27 900 15 500 22 733 116 77.3

(n=8) (n=7) -~ (n=2) (=5 (n=36)
TRAGY21p A = S S - - 4 114
v 6 857 1 500 3 600 4 114
e - - = = S0 0RSTERST 98
2 250 - - = e 200 SR AN T
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Survey Sites
Change \n
\ncome Matalam  Mlang  NewCebu Antipas  Magpet Total
P10 e i RS A = % F % F % F %
DIEISURRE [T IR 50,05 001 143 5 = | - = = Ak
il = T e R 2 - 1 500 - SRR 3 . 8.3
Mean Percent
Increase  37.8 67.6 19.1 50.5 22.5 38.6
Percentage
!iecreases in :
income: (n=14) (n=8) (n=7) (n=2) (n=5) (n=36)
Don't Know Vi AR R iy AU : - s - -G8 19318
1-20 3 200 4 267 9 450 1 77 9 52926 325
SIESORN2RN33% 1| 167, 6. 3000 2 164 4 235 15- 187
GIS600'5 1333 40266 - - 4 308 1 59 14 175
23?61 ROUBRRIINS{4:31 5333 . 4 200 6. 461 1 2:.11.8 19
BlI=00M 1, 6.7 - - 1 SIONE e - 1 SI9ENG N3
Mean Percent
Decrease 443 44.8 32.5 53.6 29.3 39.6
Table 34
Utilization of Any Additional Income
Survey Sites
Utili?_ation of A
Additional Matalam  M'lang New Cebu Antipas  Magpet Total
(n=14) (n=8) (n=7) (n=2) (n=5) (n=236)
Paid tuition
; _;or children 6 429 4 500 2 286 1 500 2 40.0 15 41.7
a
outstanding
loans 302142 4 50,0% - 5% 71.4° 1. 25000 < - 13 36.1
Bought
appliances 2 143 2 250 - - - - 1 200 4 111
Deposited in -
the bank 20443 - - - - - - i 200 3 83
Deposited as
fixed deposit
in the coop-
erative S AR R 250 AL 14300 - - SSRR3 N 8813
Others - - Sh - - - - 1 200 1 2.8

TAMBARA

Comments F
Management

No comments 3
There is a
good manage-
ment 12
It's okay since
| have not
experienced any
delay in the
release of
fertilizers 1
Lack skills in
management 1

Technical Assistance
No Comments 12
It is good

for it helped

the members on
proper farm

management 9 30.0 13 433

Limited
technical
assistance
resulting
to low
production

Additional
knowledge
in farm

management 7 23.3

Matalam
Q

Yo

10.0

Table 35

Comments on the Cooperatives

Survey Sites

M'lang
Ry

82526

400 16 533

3.3
3.3

40.0 13 433

7233 e

18933

13.3

New Cebu
F %
4 13.3
12 40.0
8 267
2 6.7
iR
12 400
1 3.3
5 16.7

tipas  Magpet
Al p% F % F
g 300 10 33334
7 233 6 20083
7 233 6 20022
6 20,01 10" 33309
o5 833 26 867 83
4 133 6 200 44
1 % 33015 G 6iTA 3
LSRR i e

Total
%
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Survey Sites

Matalam ~ M’lang

Comments F
Loan Assistance

None
Assisted
farmers in
reducing
for farm
inputs 4 A
Delayed
release of
loan 2
The Production
|oans is not
enough for
one hectare

F62

Post Harvest Facililiqs
No comment 3 1

Cooperative has
no post harvest
facilities (e.g.
sheller, drier,
thresher,
warehouse) 27

Lack hauler

Lack space for
drying =

Training

No comments 10
Provided
additional
knowledge
on proper
farm manage-
ment 20
The trainings are
inadequate 5

% F

00 4

213146

6.7 14

8 276 8

00 9

333 9

66.7 14

16.7 10

%
13.3
20.0
46‘.7'
30.0
30.0

3.0
50.0

20.0

30.0

46.7

33.3

New Cebu
F %
TR 2813
19 633
9 300
11 36.7
2 2.7
12 40.0
P 233
9 300
13 4883
11 36.6

Antipas

F

13

10

18
12

23

%

433

333

13.3

23.3

20.0

60.0
40.0

13.3

76.7

13.4
10.0

Magpe
F %
25 833
3 10.0
ST 67
2NN 313
2313
2 6.7
4 133
22T 343
4 133
3 100

TAMBARA

F

42

29

29

51

55
41

21

73

56
32

Total
%

36.7

28.0

19.3

19.3

34.0

36.7
27.3

14.0

487

36.7

213

N 3

Table 36

Recommendations for the Cooperatives

Recommendations
Management
No answer 9333
Continue proper
management of
the coop 10
More training
needed to
improve their
skills 3
They should
avoid
“palakasan”
(unequal
treatment) 2
Must have ceiling
on credit
Avoid juggling
of funds - -

37.0

Technical
Assistance

Mo answer 2
Continue the
assistance 3
More technical
assistance 11 61.1
Loan Assistance (n=24)
No answer . 2 8.3
Gontinue the
loan assist-
ance 4
Increase the
amount of
loan 8
Farm inputs
should be
made avail-
able 1

16.7

33.3

42

(n = 14)

Survey Sites

Matalam M'’lang

(n=8)

9 409

4 18.2

(n=17)
3 176
10 588
4 235
(n= 26)
1 38

3 115

4 154

9 346

New Cebu Antipas  Magpet ~ Total
(h=7) © (n=2) " (n=5)sa=et)
14 538 g 331 8 38148 414
4 il s - 1 48 19 164
5 = - - 1 48 5 43
= - 1 48 - - 5 43
SRR B R
1 38 - - - = 4 3.4
(n = 23) (n = 5) (n = 4) (n = 67)
10 435 2 400 1 25018 949
12, 522" 130 600" = (ERINED R
5 21.7 o - 3 75.0 23 34.3
(n =23) (n=17) (N=8)  (n= 95)
B D 17 G 20 4 e {3I0ee
18 783 7 412 3 60035 g5,

= 5 294 5 100 22 232

] e S e

93



94

Survey Sites

‘Recommendations Mat£aM M'lang New Cebu
Buying price

of products

should be

high enough

to'pay the

loans g2 4 174
Post Harvest

Facilities (n=28 (n=26) (n=23)
No answer G 3 N58
Cooperative

must have

post-harvest

facilities

such as

drier, hauler

miller, and

warehouse 24 889 - - 8 421
Increase number

of hauler

trucks £ - 14 66.7 8 421
Complete the

post-harvest

facilities 4 148 9 429 1 5.3
Training (n=24) (n=26) (n =283)
Noanswer TRRES DR dS, v 1 4.8
Moretraining 14 700 13 61.9 20 952
Continue traj-

ning that has

beenstarted 2 100 9 429 2 9.5
Technicians (n=18) (n=19) (n=24)
No answer - J (163 4.2
The coop must

have techni-

cians 2L el - 10 417
Increase the

number of

technicians 6 333 5 363 8 333

Antipas

4

23.5

(n=17)

7

12

29.2

50.0

2

6

TAMB

Magpet Total

(ﬂ :5) (n = 9f

350 15 = 15.

75.0 50 50..

9 375375 34 343

:
2

2

12

71.4

28.6
(n = 14)

14.3
85.7

7.1

3

4

7l

2

- 14 14-

(ﬂ, :5) (n = 95
=g, 2.f
375 55 71.
50.0 19 24.7
(n=8)  (n=83
- 4 4.t
87:5/31. |37.8
25.0 22 26.f



