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Part I.  A Case of  Peri-Urban Agriculture: Philippine Setting
The  national government agencies launch a new program designed to promote high production in agriculture. 

Agricultural production programmes were generally supplemented with introduction  of   agricultural production research programmes or facilities usually  established jointly  with recognized academic institutions to develop ‘new or modern  high-yield technologies’.

The local government agricultural agencies assist the national productivity program in the dissemination of  ‘new or modern high-yield technologies’ developed, or identified by the national agencies.

Both national and local agencies launch  and intensively promote agri-production programs  country-wide,  recommending ‘new high-yielding farming technologies’.   In past experiences, these programs recommended and promoted the generous use of  commercial inputs particularly fertilizers, agri-chemicals,   and high-yielding varieties.  

To support the said production programme particularly  the promotion of  high-yielding technology,  the government launches a economic package through its financial system (through government banks) a low–interest agricultural production loan  that will bank-roll the acquisition of farm inputs, farm machineries,  and related capital requirements.

The loanable amount is fixed according to prescribed budget for each  type of  crop or livestock to be produced.   These parameters makes the Philippine agriculture  a model for a  ‘budget-based’ agriculture. 

For some agricultural sector particularly the lowland rice industry, the government built irrigation systems that in some places span from one municipality to another or in some cases traverse many municipalities.  In the past,  banks particularly the rural banks extend financial facilities to lowland rice farmers in similar process to other crops mentioned nationwide.    Unfortunately many irrigated areas particularly in urban areas were demolished to give way to the development of residential subdivisions.   These occurrences of converting irrigated lands into subdivisions were attributed to many factors some of them were;  low returns of  cultivated land despite of abundant water supply, the area failed to attained the economic of scale (agrarian policies particularly limiting the area of ownership has something to do with this),  and water supply become unstable because of some changes in the social characteristics, or land use pattern along the neighboring or upstream areas, the original farmer passed away and no other person can be trusted with the farm, or the farm was turned-over to non-farming heirs.   

In most experiences, the farmer beneficiaries of  financial packages extended by government programs for agricultural production applied all the required inputs prescribed by government farm technicians.  At the start of applying of ‘new technology’ most farmers particularly the corn farmers  have indeed multiplied their yields a lot higher compared to their ‘old’ technology.  However,  despite of higher yields, the farmers would  to incur financial losses in the long run due to various reasons;  adverse market dynamics which include low price during peak harvest season,  high cost of transportation, low demand as other buyers shifted to suitable and more stable source of  alternative raw materials,  insufficient government (NFA) buying capacity, poor post-harvest processing (poor control of moisture content),  and interest costs as many of those farmers have outstanding loans from other parties, adverse climatic condition particularly drought, and  annual inflation.  All  of these adverse variables combine to eat up any potential advantage of applying ‘high yielding technology’.    Finally the agricultural processes end up in a situation where the  added benefit of applying high–yielding technology fails to sustain or support the total socio-economic needs of the families (which includes education, health, leisure, and other related forms of family well-being) of the farmers for the whole cropping cycles throughout the year.  In order for a farmer to sustain the total family needs, they were obliged to look for supplementary source of income to add on their income from  agriculture.  In  CDO many corn growers settled down in urban centers (many tend to live as squatters in depressed areas) to drive pedicabs during off-seasons.  According to statistics, 37% of population growth of the city was attributed by internal migration (towards the urban centers ).  As one farmer have said; ‘ they settle down in the city because farming in their place became unprofitable.’   

How can farmers provide education to their families with an average yield of 1.5 to 2.5 tons corn grains per season?

Sooner, after a couple of years, those people uprooted from their farms learn to adjust to their impoverished lives in the blighted areas. Later their family survival would rely mainly on their livelihood in the city; their children enrolled to public schools marginally enjoying the educational amenities  in urban centers which could not be found in their localities of origin. As some family members were able to find menial jobs (local farmers generally have skills not suited for blue-collar jobs in the city), the farming family become adjusted to the difficult life in the city.  In this process, farmers were slowly transformed into sources of  urban commercial labour. To those who own their lands, farming eventually becomes a secondary mode of  survival, and by definition they finally become - ‘marginal farmers’  meaning – farmers who do farming as secondary  (or supplementary) source of livelihood.  Giving rise to the conceptual definition of marginal urban farmers.  The fact that  farming became not their  primary source of livelihood already, their field production levels  unfortunately  become ‘marginal’ or sparse.

A father of six who turned his back on farming (he died more than 20 years ago) once told us during early 70’s (during the heydays of introducing hi-bred seeds and new grades of commercial fertilizers); ‘we have come to the point were we have to choose between yield and profit, the government have chosen yield!’   ‘Our source of indigenous seeds (exotic rice and corn varieties) are fast disappearing, the technology were designed for high yielding culture, and so the national pricing structures goes with it.’  ‘The small farmers cannot afford to sustain it.’    

The low production due to inability to achieve agricultural sustainability, obliged the national government  to import cereals to sustain other related sectors particularly the animal feed industries.  This intervention even further fixed the market prices to levels  the local farmers cannot compete as constrained by the dynamics of the local agricultural economics.  The much smaller average farm sizes, agrarian reform priorities,  the market facilities  extended, and the agricultural technology focused by the national government, were some major factors that contributed to the inability to achieve production of scale.  Relative to budget-based  agriculture, the cost of production, and the kinds of high-yielding production inputs and technology promoted by the Department of Agriculture ran in contradiction to the diminution of rice lands through agrarian reform. In late 80’s, the Philippine Local Autonomy Act was not being thought of  yet.  At these times national policies were centralized yet.  

It was tragic indeed the small farmers were not consulted genuinely by the government down to the grassroots level before it  embarked on some landmark farm production programmes.  There was no dialogue between the national government and the local farmers particularly the small farmers. The small farmers were not given the change to speak their apprehensions, capabilities,  and the availability of their local indigenous resources.  In my simple recollection of those  periods, the national leadership just wanted to leave some political impressions to the country, and attain some personal gains while in power. 
Recalling my experiences when I was a young boy yet in a far flung rural area during those ‘good ol farming days’  long time ago,  I used to savor the aromas of those exotic Philippine rice varieties which tastes were truly  incomparable,    capable of ‘immersing the whole house’ with their  ‘good feelin’  scent- the maria gakit, azucena, bisaya, denorado and many more… I really missed those delicacies,  and I’m willing to pay more, or perhaps with some varieties; double the price, just to occasionally enjoy the taste of  those rice grains  but sad to say,  they were now long foregone.  I may not be able to see the authentic grains of those native varieties in the rest of my days hereon. 

In my simple recall; ‘if the Filipino farmers were allowed to sustain competitive profits despite of low production levels compared to the global average,  perhaps the local  agriculture was still at its heyday today, and intact-with all its glorious varieties and species…’  In fact,  I perceived  this failure to achieve agricultural sustainability throughout the country was a major factor contributing to the accelerated destruction of our natural resources particularly our forests which started in the early 80’s.  At present, in the farflung barangays of CDO, timber poaching became a major source of income and subsistence among local residents, farming just follow second. 

Currently most farmers rely on new government agricultural support/ production programmes as sources of fresh capital.  This pitiful farming experience in our locality, which is also true to many places of the country,  has been cyclical for as long I can remember.  Indeed it was one example of  an agricultural system that was not sustainable in terms of production-because it failed to deliver the profits the small farmers need.

Part 2.   Integrating the EPM process to UA 

Currently the CDO LEPM Project Unit and the PUVEP project of Xavier University joint hands with other two European cities, Dinant of Belgium and Schkelingen  of Germany in the process of  establishing a GIS-based Urban  Environmental Management Planning and Food Security project (GUEMPFSP) supported by the European Aid.  In this project UA and the SCP LEPM processes will be combined;  infusing the LEPM experiences gained from the newly terminated 3-year SCP EPM Project in CDO (1999 to 2001) and the marginal farming technology of  Peri-Urban project of Xavier University. The GIS  technology will be further processed by the participating organizations of the two European cities.  This PUA project being developed through the EPM process will thematically integrate broad-based participatory city environmental management in marginal agriculture.  

The CDO LEPM project was established as a joint project of the City government, League of cities of the Philippines, Department of Environment and natural Resources,  and UNDP/UNCHS.  Chris Radford a senior adviser from UNCHS, Noel Duhaylungsod  the national adviser from UNDP and team of specialists from PMCU of DENR introduced the broad-based participatory process to the City in 1999.  

In reference to Urban-Peri-urban Agriculture, in simple situational perspective, its major difference from rural agriculture is that UA have the following characteristics:

1.) the farm land is under constant threat of conversion for residential, industrial, or commercial development.  Thereby making agricultural expansion and development very much limited because the tenure of farming human resources, and land cultivation is unstable. 

However, in the Philippine setting, the establishment of  a legal system requiring Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the issuance of  Environmental Clearance Certificates (ECC) from the DENR plus the requirement of clearances from the land regulating agencies of the government made a giant step in controlling such critical conversion of land in urban areas.

2.) The agricultural priority is towards the intensive use of  land area, while rural agriculture is towards expansive use of land.  Thereby  making the cultural configuration and choice of crops critically distinct also.

3.) Mostly, the interest of farming venture is always supplementary to economic activities in the urban centers, placing  UA  very close to marginal farming. At this instance the role of  livelihood in situational analysis in UA whom Martin, Oudwater, and Gundel mentioned in Methodologies  for Situation analysis in Urban Agriculture (Topic 2) becomes outstandingly dominant.

Revisiting the past experiences with Philippine agriculture as manifested in the Part I case plus our experiences with the local EPM process in Cagayan de Oro City,  a  peri-urban agriculture project  (such as the one we are currently developing establishing now) can be established with the following participatory bottom-up SCP EPM processes:

1. Tap  the resources of the local barangay as project facilitator (the political subdivision of a municipality) where the project is located.  The resources will be mainly composed of local political authority and power of the barangay council, manpower, equipment, and political network  of the barangay government.   With our  Local Autonomy Laws the barangays were equipped with a complete political structures to govern; headed by the Barangay Chairman as CEO; has a legislative body composed of the members of barangay council; enter into an agreement; create and impose rules, regulations and related penalties; impose taxes; raise funds; acquire resources and obtain related  political powers and legal personality similar to all governing structures of the country.  

In our experience there were two categories of facilitation; 1.) Activity facilitation which will involve the LEPM project unit as facilitators, and 2.) Project facilitation  which will involve the LGU.  In our CDO LEPM process experience, the political position of  barangays government units makes them ideal main engines of  grass-roots democratic participation.  

2. Mobilise the local community resources; political – LGUs, community – NGOs,  public – Academe, and LGU-based agencies, and the beneficiaries-stakeholders. 

Mobilisation process  starts with an invitation sent by the Barangay council to all relevant private, community, and popular organizations for a consultative meeting (stakeholders).  Inasmuch as these organizations would send their chosen representatives, this would start an institutional linkaging for the project (the seed of institutionalization).  

The members of the project assembly are extensively briefed by the LEPM Project Unit on the character of the UA project to promote trust, confidence, and transparency in the conduct of the activities. The stakeholders are those who are affected, can contribute, or can benefit from the proposed activity.  In our LEPM–UA situation the entry points were environmental management and food security.  The participants undergo awareness process through situational analysis presentation of the LEPM staff.  In this process non-spatial and spatial information in the forms of charts and GIS maps come into play. In our three years of experience with participatory process in 11 environmental projects already established, no group (from industrial executives to fishermen to scavengers) ever failed to demonstrate their commitments to the project concepts presented.

In this assembly called by the barangay council all the participating organizations are considered and become project partners. With all the  administrative clout, capabilities, and political linkages with other local government and non-government institutions, the barangay government unit usually provided the needed materials and technological tools (while the project unit provides technological tools) along the process to ensure success to the project.

For a more focused decision-making, the above mentioned project assembly creates a Technical Working Committee (TWC) composed of  a few selected persons capable of  performing peculiar tasks particularly the elaborated initial technical assessment of the issues.  At the start, the participants are made aware of the following credits: a.) The project is spearheaded  and managed by the Barangay Council headed by the Barangay Chairman.  b.) The LEPM project unit serves only as facilitator.  C.) The whole project ownership belongs to all the people of the LGU comprised by representatives and officials  of the LGU and participating  organizations; from the barangay council to the beneficiaries.

3. In the presentation of project concepts during the initial phase, the project facilitator provides the guiding support and performs ‘backstopping’ functions.  

4. The TWC define the major management concepts of the project, and formulates the project rules of engagement, and criteria for selection of sites, and beneficiaries.  This is where the GIS would support the process critically. In a multisectoral grouping, laden with various interest, the formulation of  rules of engagements, supporting spatial and non-spatial facts, and criteria for decision-making are required  elements of conflict resolution. In a broad-based participatory process we do not strike for an easy compromise, but we  exhaustively look for  a win-win situation because we recognize, value, and provide space for the individual interest of all participants.

5. The project assembly gives final decision on major issues such as  selection of sites and beneficiaries based on criteria and recommendation of the TWC through an exhausting process of consensus.  In a consensus process of decision-making,  all efforts are exhausted to avoid dividing-the-house. In many situations decision-making by dividing-the-house and voting are considered desperate moves.  On such rare situation, the role of Chairman is to give the final judgment in case of  stand-off or to break a tie in voting.  

6. Consensus is achieved by the process of  discussing pros and cons of an idea until such time no contesting opinions are raised; and total silence means general approval.  In the initial stages of  a project this process of decision making is a very time-consuming and exhausting,  but the participants learn to appreciate the value of personal sacrifice and quality decision. Later, once the stakeholders learned the art of consensus, the facilitator would  wonder  how fast they can decide without harming, instead strengthening the group’s unity and harmonious relationship.  In the process of consensus important negotiations usually evolve, this tremendously help striking a balance between conflicting interests.   

7. The project assembly also validates the rules of engagement  and other related principles defined or formulated by the TWC.  While the Barangay Chairman  serves as the chairman of the project assembly, he or she also serves as the Chairman of the TWC.   

8. Along the process from the start of mobilization process documentation is  emphasized. Proceedings of meetings are collected and processed compatible to the process documentations procedures that will be done finally at the termination of the project. Consiquently, insights are also being prepared fro time-to-time.    

From our experience, a.) effective monitoring process comes only after a realistic (basing on real-world experiences) and adequately comprehensive project concept framework.  ‘Adequately’ - because only those relevant anticipated activities were considered and  presented during the planning stage.  b.) the monitoring facilitators must also be alert to include project management relevant social dynamics that surface from time-to-time along the process c.) The project facilitators must be made aware that the production outputs are only secondary measures of success.  The true output of the project is the total experience well captured in process documentation.

9. The project implementation operation commences.

In our experiences with the process of involving the local Barangay unit as facilitator in a participatory project, opened up and expanded the minds of local executives from usually traditional autocratic politics to participatory democracy.  The process involved in moderating a participatory consultation meeting  and obtaining general decision through consensus transports the  barangay officials to an experience of providing political space to all ideas contributed by their electorate.  On the other hand the unified decision or opinion of the participants or stakeholders () of which the barangay council spearheads,  generates a comprehensive demand for the local political administration to deliver.  Although it appears that the participatory process is standing on a political platform, it is working on a political reality thereby  generating an environment of real-politics in a participatory democracy.  In fact this is one political bandwagon local politicians would like to ride on.  

As far as the problem of participation is concern, the observation of  Mitlin and Thompson (1994) regarding some commonalities in context between urban and rural settings was true .  In our experience one of this commonalities is their humanity. Although economic dominance of those who have can be apparent at the onset of the process, dealing on  issues that concerns basically everyone, such as  solidwaste management, were everybody has personal and family interest to protect,  these socio-economic distinctions disappears over time. At the end of the process every participant is meeting each other eye-to-eye.  In fact in our experience, providing space for all interests is the strongest entry point for broad-based participation.  Nevertheless, this process must  be handled with care; particularly in relation to empowerment of the poor.  Empowerment in participatory process is not a roadway towards militancy, or promoting class struggle.  Participatory is at is best at   listening and responding  to all sectors – from the most powerful to the poorest.  This is what we learned form our 3-year experience from LEPM project development.

The only significant obstacle we meet when mobilizing the poorest group is  the income opportunity they lost when attending participatory meetings.  In many cases some staff dig out their pockets to provide fares for some representatives from far flung barangays  to travel home.  

The observation of Meacon Mbiba was also true; participatory activities have also caused some burn-out and disillusionment among participants, and have created more problem to the poor.  Not only that, the barangay project facilitator has to spent large amount of money also to feed the participants during seminar/workshops which usually takes a day or two. That’s why the activities must integrate right from project inception transparency  or  awareness to  the participants regarding the limitations on resources and travails of the project development to undergo.

From all these experiences the lesson we learned is that in formulating a project concept, a common ground for all kinds ‘interest ‘ of target participants must be considered well before launching the activities.  The rest of needed participation can be supplemented or encouraged by applying stakeholders analysis.  

As a hindsight, our local experience with broad-based participatory approach to  sustainable environmental management process is being replicated horizontally as Barangay Puntod has already completed its 3-batch integrated solidwaste seminar–workshop at its own expense (Feb 5- 8, 2002) and other urban barangays are already on schedule.  In our entry point the UA food security is anchored on environmental sustainability  through promotion of organic compost as fertilizer. Fortunately the LEPM process will also be replicated vertically nationwide.  The national government through the Department of  environment and Natural Resources (DENR),   and National Economic and Development  Administration (NEDA) has already approved and established its National support Program mandating all LGU through the country, from cities to municipalities, to establish their Local ENRPM agencies.  In this replication program the NSPMO will facilitate the capability building activities.  This is a gigantic task for our government and nation, but this is the only option.  (Perhaps by next year, if God is willing,  we are already at the midstream of our  replication program)

It must be reckoned that a basic parameter for sustainable agriculture based on  Philippine experience is that the technology priority should not be the high total production yields but towards significant relative profitability ratio (or savings) at optimum production levels through minimal cost of inputs and family labour.  The key word is relative because it depends on the individual perception of the farming family in relation to their peculiar socio-economic needs.  The participatory technology development described by Jean-Marie Diop in the Integrated Soil and Water Conservation Phase 2 Project was an excellent process of involving the participants in agricultural research and development through promoting the development local innovations.  The CDO UA project being established through the LEPM process is almost similar to that process described by Jean-Marie Diop except in CDO, its LEPM project unit was organized solely to serve as project facilitator, and that the focus will be more on the identification, formulation, and adaptation of  appropriate technology for sustainable marginal urban agriculture through efficient use of indigenous inputs and limited water resources (‘survival technology’).  The interest for innovations will follow through in the near future, after the participants learned to enjoy the benefits of marginal farming and became totally ‘engrossed’ to agri-production.
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