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Abstracet

JCRAF hay been conducting research on contowr hedgerow svstems for the past decade in
Claverre, Misamis Orfental and Lamtapan, Bukidnon in northern and conwral Mdanao, Philippines
Focus was much on assessing the management strategios that address kev technical consiraines of the
comour hedperow system. We  observed that adoption by farmers was fow for many reasons. including,
high lahor in establishment and maintenanee of the hedgerows, resource competition abave and hefow.
ground, hetween the hedgerows and associared crops, limited valwe-added from the hedgerow pruning,
and poar species adaptation. We concluded that low adoption of the conventional hedgerow system wus not
only due to some technical constraine but, largely, 10 socio-ceonomic and mstitntional consiraings fuced
by pouvr furmery in the uplunds.

inoview of this. we refocused our effors towards finding alrernative sysiems gt address the
techntcal and wstitusional ixsues of conservation farming. We found that naaval vegetanive filter sirips
(NVS) provide simple selution 10 the wechmeal constraine of soil conservation on stoping furms. NES are
buffer strips faid eut on the contour in which narral vegeration is allowed 1o re-grow inw thick, profecrive
cover. AVS prevides the following advaniages: effective in controfling soil erosion v 3% casv to
extablish and easy ro maintain: end does not compete with the associared allev crops. NVS alyo provude
the foundenon for farmers to evolve into complex agroforesiry systems with fruit and timber trees and
other perenniels—thuy, improve wal farm producivine. We now see o tremendous surge of adoption of
thes syytem, enhanced by o dissemingnion approuch, colled “Landeare ",

Operatienally, Landcare i an approach that fosters rapid and mexpensive disseminanon of
technologics through the group and farmer-to-farmer method. It also refers to a4 movement of
autonamaus furmer-led organizanons supported by local governments with backstopping fram rechnical
service providers-- that share knowledee abowr ststainable and profieable agriculure on sinping hands
wihile conserving nawral  resonrces. The approach iself  has developed into o dvnamic voluntary
mavement with now more than 5000 farmers involved in 250 groups from five municipalites in northern,
central and eastern Mindanoo. Local governments provide support through policy incentives and funding
for rraimings and projects. Furmers share their knowledge. skills. leadersinp and experiences. apari from
the labor, fime and low-cost materials they invest for group acivities. On the other hund, technical people
providde knewledge, skills and focilitunon for group formation and development. Toduy,  Landeare
becomes the melting pot for farmers and other community members to discuss issues, share lossons, invest
teddents, skills and other resources geared towards better land hushandry and prowetion of the enviconment
Trom degradation 1t threads a parh for construcrive. long term and practical action at a communite level
for wackling environment and sustainabiline tssues for the well-being of people and their cammunines |t
enconrages participation, cost-sharing and co-management armed ar addressing sustainabilin: concerns in
institution-butlding.  The challenge 1o scale-up Landcare in the Philippines iv enormous ay NGOs. local
governments and naronal government agencivy come to seek support jor implementing Landcare in therr
respective ades. However, we dare nandiud, thar Landcare mainams oy culture of o demumd-drnen
process,  inclusive fo u range of suey il communitics aim to fackle Fhre vssenntal clements e the
phenumenyl success of Landeare lies heavily in ity quest to implement approprivte techeologios, promoe
partnerships and institution-building.

Thus paper deseribes our vxpericnees o developing techmica! amd institutional innovations o
reverse land degradation problems, in the Philippine uplands and its potential spread in the tropics.




[ Introduction: Challenges in the Uplands

The uplands form a significant portion of most countries 1n Southeast Asia. They
account for 80% of Indonesia’s, 70% of China's and 72% of Vietnam’s total land area
(IIRR, 1995). The Philippines had more than 40% uplands with 20 million people eking
out for a living. This account for about 30% of the country’s total population, and are
farming in areas with slopes greater than 18% (Cruz and Zoza-Feraml, 1988, Mercado
AR. 2000). Biophysical conditions in the uplands vary with soil types, fertihity, climate,
topography and vegetation within small areas and shorter distances. People in the uplands
are experiencing dramatic changes in many areas of their survival as they cxplore
devclopment opportunities, and face the threats of development aggression. Hence, hoth
diversity and change characterized the upland arcas.  Problems in the uplands arc
cnormous as in the lowlands, but, it is now widely recognized that the uplands serve as
the backbone of the lowland cconomy. Among others, insecure land tenure, limited
technical skills, unavailability of alternative hivelihood, poor access to market and capital,
and other form of public services, flanked the upland communities, leaving them at the
dilemma of conservation and destruction of the resource base.  These conditions are
aggravated by increasing ratc of population pressure, The highlunds of Java and the
mudland region of northemm Vietnam are densely populated.  Natural growth and
migration from the lowlands resulted to farmers cultivating in steeper slopes and poorer
soils, and leaving lands in shorter fallow perieds. Pressure for increased food production
for subsistence has led to the transtormation of these hilly areas for agnculwural
praduction uses (Mercado etal. 2000). The expansion of production areas has been
pushed toward unfavorable sloping lands, and to the forest margins. Besides, lots of
prime agricultural lands have been converted to non-agricultural uses to give way 1o
urbanization.  Inappropriatec farming practices in these fragile arcas contributed
significantly to the degradation of the resource base such as severe soil crosion, loss of
bro-diversity, sedimentation of downstream arcas like rivers, crecks, coastal arcas. and
farm lands.

Upland degradation resulted to a loss of 65.1 million hectares of forests in
developing countries, and large land areas of 5 to 8 million hectares have gone out of
production each vear (FAQ, 1995). In the Philippines, 5.2 million hectares of uplands arc
severely eroded at the rate of 2,046 metric tons per year. with Mindanao having the
biggest share of the severely eroded areas.

Sustainable land usc i1s one of the focal issues in the debate about rural
development in the uplands. Appropriate technologies. people’s active participation and
proactive policies are key components to achieve sustainable upland development. The
“appropratencss” of tecchnology remains relative to communities with site-specific
conditions, but it should be able to address both the production and conscryvation
objectives of the resource poor farmers in the context of their bio-physical and socio-
ccononiic environments,

The use of mmproved technology to increase productivity and intensifying
cropping to increase total annual productivily is necessary. Soil crosion is a major



problem in improving and sustaining productivity. In fact declining corn yields as much
as 300 to 700 kilograms per hectare per year have been observed in sloping areas where
no soil conservation have been practiced (Fupsaka et al, 1989, Mercado, vt.al,, 2000},

Land management systems that improve and sustain  productivity. while
intensifying cropping to increase total annual productivity and at the same time reduce
production costs to enhance profitability was indeed a very difficult combination of
approaches (Garrity, et.al, 1998). Moreover, farming systems research has become more
challenging when it made « shift from Farming-Systems to [.and Husbandry Research
placing morc cmphasis on examining the why component of understanding the
biophysical and socioeconomic factors that centribute to land degradation (ITIRR, 1997,
Garrity, 1998).

The upland situation continucs to grow 1n complexity and sensitivity, They have
not grown 1 numbers only, but also in character. The Philippines as in many other Asian
countrics has been 1mplementing social forestry and community-based resource
management (CBRM) types of programs. Aside from these, there are now agrarian
reform commurmties, and the recent ancestral domain claims of the indigenous peoples.
These programs manifest efforts of increasing access by uplanders to resources -—and
thus, form the new face of upland development. Two million hectares are targeted for
Certificate of Ancestral Domain Claim (CADC) for the 12 million indigenous peoples in
the Philippines. These different tenurial instruments and projects in the uplands follow
different recipes of program intervention.  But in most of these projects, difficulties in
sustaining specific activities at the local level are not attributed to project funding, but in
the weaknesses of peoples’ organizations or institutions to sustain group action. and
commodity-focused technologies that do not provide options for farmers to diversify their
systems, The situation is also worsened by unclear policies and uncooperative outside
stakeholders, Clearly, the basic 1ssucs are, fechnological appropriateness; grassroots
institutional structure; and appropriate policies.. Upland management in its very
essence 1s situated within the complex and broader system of intertwined networks of
social, economic, physical, biological and political linkages that it generates sensitive
vested economic and political interests and demands (Elmer Mercado, 1998).

Il The Sire

The project  sites are located in two adjoining provinces in Northern Mindanao.
particularly in Misamis Onental and Bukidnon, In Misamis Oriental, the focal site 1s the
municipality of Claveria, where [CRAF has been conducting research on conservation
farming and agroforestry.  In Bukidnon, the central site is in the municipality of
Lantapan. Research in Lantapan is focused on conservation farming, tree species
cvaluation and watershed management. Both sites have similar biophysical conditions.
Although, the province of Misanus Oriental is located in the coast of Macyjalar Bay,
within the stretch of Cagayan-lligan Economic Development Comidor, Claveria remains
the only landlocked and upland municipality of the province. On the other hand.
Lantapan is nestled within the heart of the province of Bukidnon, which is cntirely a
landlocked upland plateau and 15 a major watershed of central and northern Mindanao.



In Claveria, the perception that soil erosion is a serious problem 1s widespread
(Mercado. et. al. 2000). Most farmers are clearly aware of the reasons for declining crop
yields and possible strategies to combat the soil degradation process, Sloping fields in
Claveria experience up to 200 t'ha of soil loss (2200 mm/year rainfall). About 95% of
the cropping activities {mostly corn and some vegetable) occur on lands of more than
15% slope {Garrity and Mercado 1994, Fupisaka et.al, 1994, Mercado et.al, 2000). As is
typical for the majority of cultivated upland areas in Southeast-Asia. Soils in Claveria
are generally degraded and acidic (pH 4.5-5.2) wath low available P,

In Lantapan, farmers predominantly grow corn throughout the landscape.
Sugarcane 1s also becoming an important industrial crop and high-valued vegetables are
also grown in high clevation arcas. The municipality covers more than half of the
northern portion of the Manupali watershed, which was declared critical and a reserved
watershed 1n 1992, The upper northwest portion are the foothills of the protected
national park, “Mt. Kitanglad™. The headwaters of the tributuries of the Manupali River
on the southern boundary come from Mt. Kitanglad. In turn, the river supports a major
irrigation system for low-land rice and a reservolr that runs a big hvdroelectric plant for
the National Power Corporation.  Sixty one {61%) of the area have slopes greater than
40% and elevation increases as onc proceeds northwest to its highest elevation,
determined to be 2,938 masl. Soil erosion has been identified as one of the major causes
of declining productivity in the watershed, In a relatively small area, {31,820 hectares)
population growth in Lantapan 1s high at a rate of 4.18% in the last succeeding census on
population. If this trend will continue, the population of Lantapan will double in less
than twenty years. In late 1994, we started our rescarch in Lantapan through USAID-
funded SANREM CRSP (Sustainable Agriculture and Natural Resource Management-
Collaborative Research Support Program rescarch on tree domestication and conservation
farming (NVS and Ridge Tillage System}.

11, The Technological Challenge: Natural Vegetative Filter Strips (NVS)--component
of a system

The concept of contour farming and hedgerow system is widespread among
farmers and technologists in the Philippines. This was introduced by the Mindanao
Baptist Rural Life Center (MBRLC) in Davao del Sur, as the Sloping Agriculture Iand
Technology, or meore popularly known as, SALT. It has assumed a generic definition of
all conservation technologies for sloping lands. SALT is actually a package of soil
conservation technologies and food production which involves ten basic steps and four
layers of technology packages from SALT 1 to 4 (MBRLC, 19%0). MBRLC has
successfully spread the technology through extensive farmers tratning, and SALT has
become a flagship extension program of the Agriculture Department. In fact, the
Environment and Agrarian Reform Departments have promoted the technology package
in their project areas. The adoption of SALT became project-based and were often
subsidized by public or private project funds. Positive results have been observed and
reported in a number of experimental and demonstration sites and  farmers’ adoption.



However, we observed that spontancous adoption by tarmers is limited.  We reckoned,
perhaps, there were a number of constraiming factors affecting spontancous adoption,
which could be either technical or socio-economic In nature, or both.  After vears ol
implementing on-farm research and working closely with farmers. we identified some
key constraints to adoption (Mercado, et. al., 1999.2000). These constraints include

High labor requirements to establish and maintain the hedgerows

Limited vilue added to farm income

Unanticipated problems in soil fertility due to hedgerow competition

Irregular width of the alley

Too dense hedgerows in moederately to steeply sloping farms

Poor species adaptation and lack of planting materials

Insecure land tenure
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Intensive examination of the many facets of the conventional hedgerow systems
was done within more than a decade of ICRAF’s on-farm research in Claverna. Misamis
Oriental, which was later on, extrapolated in Lantapan, Bukidnon. The study concluded
that, hedgerow systems of legurninous trees consistently increase maize yield by 20-30%,
but reasonable yield cannot be mamntained without external nutrient supply. particularly
P, in addition to the tree pruning. However, increasing labor requirements in establishing
and managing the tree hedgerows are not sufficiently compensated by the observed vield
mcrcases.  Marginal returns to the management are usually low. Likewise, the use of
productive forage grass hedgerows were t0o competitive with the associated crops. Many
farmers have no animals to fced the abundant forage grasses and commercial supply was
not yet popular i those days. This led farmers to abandon the system after some vears of
trial (Mercado, et.al., 2000). Our observation was that, the technology package was
mostly adopted by farmers with high labor and cash capital to procure the hedgerow
materials and maintain farm ruminants, while supporting institutions were draining their
resources in providing subsidies to implement the technological package. Sustainability
of the system or of the project approach became a major issue.

This does not imply that farmers are not interested in erosion control.  Survey
results revealed that soil erosion was among the top concerns of farmers in the area. This
implies that technologies should require minimal costs to the farmers as well as, to the
institutions supporting the program. It is very difficult to apply a single solution or
untfied technological packages to address the biophysical and socto-economic conditions
in the uplands.  Rather than trying to design and promote a whole-farm systems,
cxperience has shown that it 1s more usciul to develop and promote components of
systems (IIRR, 1997).  Farmers can then handpick from a suite of technologies that
could be adopted or adapted on their farm.

Wo observed that the concept of contour hedgerow systems remains a popular
idea despite farmers’ complains on their complexity, Some farmers experimented the
concept by starting with crop residues placed along the contour hnes to form “trash
bunds™. These bunds allow rapid revegetation of native grasses and weeds and soon
formed hedgerows with natural front-facing terraces. Some farmers tried laying out the
contour lines but didn’t plant anything on them. These lines developed into natural



vegetative strips (NVS), which we later observed superb in soil crosion control and
reduced maintenance labor to a minimum (Garrity, 1993, Agus, 1993, Mercado, ctal.
20000

The NV'S has caught the attention of many more farmers in Claveria. By 1994, 1t
was cstimated that over 150 farmers have adopted contour hedgerow systems while the
number of pruned tree hedgerow tields decreased after 1990, This time, the hedgerows
were predominantly NVS. There was also an observed change in the farming norm, from
plowing up-down the slopes to contour plowing.

ANVS: Evolving the components of ¢ conservation farming system

Farmers® interest on NVS spread like wildfire. We noted that perhaps, we were
witnessing a spontancous transition in the agricultural norm n these communities, since
it was not common for technologies to be widely appreciated and adopted without project
nomenclaturcs,  We began to examinc the evolution process of NVS by conducting
verification trials and found out that the establishment of NVS requires only a fraction of
the needed labor compared to the conventional contour hedgerow of tree legumes. The
only labor required is the laving out of contour lines which 1s just around 2 person-days
per hectare, and in pruning for maintenance of the NVS. The NVS are narrow contour
strips of naturally-growing grasses that arc developed by deliberately leaving 50 cims-
wide of unplowed field area and allowed to vegetate naturally. The amount of labor
required to prune or maintain the NVS 1s proportionate to the spacing of hedgerows.
Mercado et al. (1997) found out that NVS spaced at 6 meters apart dominated by
Chromolaena adorata required 15 person-days per cropping per hectare or 30 person-
days per vear. This was less than a quarter of the time required for conventional tree-
legume based contour hedgerow svstems (Crarrity, 1998).

Wec also found out that farmers who have not practiced contour farming arc
finding difficulty in laying out the contour lines more accurately. The usc of A-frame in
laying out the contour lines was becoming popular, however, farmers are still scarching
for morc cusy-ways of doing things. We had uncovered an extremely simple and
practical means of laying out the contour lines through the cow’s back method. The
cow’s back method invoives plowing across the slope during land preparation. and
maintaining the angle of the cow’s back on the level. When the animal i1s heading
upslope, its head should be higher  than its back; when it i1s off-course downslope. the
rear part of the animal Is elevated compared to the front. Stark (2000}, found out that the
cow’s back method was on the average less than 2% accurate compared to A-frame and
the hose-level method. This is acceptable for practical purposes; particularly in the light,
that farmers sometimes, simply eveball the contour lines. Recently, we also tried the use
of a small “Triangular Frame” as a gadget for laying out the contour lines. This is uscd
by placing a pole at a particular point where to start laying out the contour line. The pole
is marked at man’s eye level, The triangular frame is positioned perpendicular to the
clbow while citing the marker on the pole. The method follows the principle of an
Engineer’s transit. The advantage of using the tnangular frame. is that, contour lincs can
be layed out even if the grasses arce taller than usual, and cun be done by the farmer alone.



Total crop area loss (proportionate 1o the number of hedgerows) was also cited as
a factor constraining the installation of contour farming. Conventional recommendation
requires that hedgerows should be separated by only 1 to 1.5 meter drop in clevation.
This will result to a crop area loss of about 15-20 percent of the total farm area.  This
problem is aggravated with more labor required to establish a number of contour
hedgerows. We conducted trials to determine the effect of reducing the density of
hedgerows with that of the expected control of soil loss, and found out that hedgerows
spaced at 4 meters vertical drop are still effective in reducing soil loss (Mercado ct. al.
1997)., Even a single NVS placed on the contour halfiway down a 60-meter iong slope
reduces soil loss by 40%. We concluded that farmers could space their hedgerows at
much wider intervals than, what the conventional rule-of-thumb suggests, cven up to 8-
12 meters apart on such slopes. Now, farmers have open options for the hedgerow
density depending upon their future plans. More hedgerows can be added in between the
old ones, when farmers gain confidence on the effectiveness of the practice. The wider
intervals of NV'S 1s particularly appropriate when farmers decide to convert or enrich the
NVS with fruit and umber trees.  This stage starts the cvolution of an agroforestry
system.  We  encourage farmers o enrich the system by planting fruit or timber trees,
annuals or perenmials on or above the NVS, to compensate for the opportunity loss
assoclated with the crop area loss, and to improve total farm productivity.  After
establishing their NVS, farmers begin to raise seedlings of fruit and timber trees and
started planung them on the NVS. Again, the spacing of trees depends upon their farm
plans. Tree canopies start to close 3-4 years after planting, this time, it 1s no longer
feasible to plant crops on the alleys, except when farmers opt for shed-tolerant plants.
But, farmers can also intreduce ruminants under the trees. Those with wider alleys can
still plant annual food crops between the rows of the trees and grow fodder grasses
between trees along the row. A wider spacing of NVS is very useful for farmers where it
is desired to continue growing food crops as the fruit and timber trees mature. However,
farmers with larger farm sizes tend to opt for somewhat closer hedgerow spacing, und
move food crop cultivation to other parcels once the tree canopics shade the annual crops.
The fast growing trees have a 0-8 year ¢ycle. Some farmers also cstablished cash
perennial hedgerows like pineapple, banana, guava and coffee. With this, farmers tend to
have closer hedgerows in order to have more rows for cash crops. Some farmers
revealed, that they cam more from cash crops, than from the maize or annuals planted on
the alleys. Farmers also planted forage legumes mcluding Flamingia congesta and
Desmodium rhinzonii. Timber species planted include the eucaipyvins species, acasias
and Gmelina arborea. The fruil tree species are mangoes. rambutan, duran, jackfruit
and citrus, We summanzed the following benefits of using the NVS as a foundation for
farmers to evolve into complex agroforestry systems:
¢ Controls soil erosion by more than 90%,
¢ Low-labor and low-cost requirement for ¢stablishment and mamtenance
¢ Competition effects on adjacent field crops are minimal
+ Foundation for agroforestry development



1V. The Institutional Challenge: Landcare

The greater challenge lics much on how promising technologies can be widely
shared to farmers and the development of an institutional framework that allows 4 space
for social capital enhancement towards improving the net natural assets.  Adoption and
technology modification process has been well-documented by IRRI staff (Fujisaka et al.
1998), but little attention for extension follow-up was given.  In 1996, 25 farmers have
come to ICRAF and requested for a training on conservation farming. At the end of the
day, the farmers have become committed and decided to organize themsclves, in order to
share the technology. Since then, we have become committed to ensure that knowledge
derived from rescarch will reach the user groups. However, we were concern about how
a dissemination process of promising technologies can be implemented at minimal cost
without compromising the desired impacts. We alse rccognized that the social dynamics
involved in upland development is equally, if not more, complex than the technical
aspects. We summarnized the following challenges in institutional development:

¢ Forming and norming. Group formation 1s critical when 1t 1s imposed and driven by
conditions and limitations. It 1s also difficult when the expectations become too high
and are no longer attainable. Therefore it is important, that the formation process 1s
demand-driven, voluntary and cvolutionary. In this process. the norming stage is part
of the formation of groups.

¢+ Eunhancing participation. Participation is now a by-word in community development,
but in reality, it incurs high social costs. The elements of quality participation often
g0 beyond the matrix and are difficult to account or quantify. In most cases, drawing
participation and enhancing it, requires more than what a4 project’s  budget  can
support. It therefore, requires high level of facilitation and social relations.

¢ Sustaining groups. Once the groups are already formed, the next headache 1s on how
they can sustain their activities. The groups’ Facilitator will need to work hard to
provide the kind of facilitation needed for the groups to be able to joumeyv nto the
different stages of group development. The Facilitator need to exert a conscious
effort of following through the periods of rise and fall of the groups and implement
mid-course actions with the groups.

¢ Socio-cultural, political and economic contexts. Communitics generally have
common contexts, however, there are still tiny and detailed context specific issues
that need to be surfaced in order that better understanding of differences will be
achicved.

Today, 1n addition to conducting applied research resulting in the development of
appropriate technologies, we initiated a technology dissemination program to ensure that
derived innovations will reach to user groups (Mercado ct.al. 2000). In the context of
participatory action research (PAR) we developed and  1implemented, an approach that
rapidly and inexpensively diffuses conservation farming and agroforestry technologics.
The approach was found effective 1n speeding-up the dissermination process and in
strengthening government extension programs. [t also encourages local govemnients to
provide technical. leadership, logistics and policy support. This approach resulted in an
unexpected boost in farmers” adoption of soil conservation technologies and agroforestry



practices, and an unanticipated formatien of an wstitution that is now emerging as a
dyvnamic Landcare movement of farmer-led groups in the Philippines.

IV, a What is Landcare?

l.andcare means the conscious act of caring for and protecting the land trom
degradation. through the practice of appropriate land management systems. It is also an
ethic used to describe the judicious utilization of natural resources.

Operationally, landecare is an approach that fosters rapid and inexpensive
dissemination of conservation farming technologies, agroforestry practices and other
natural resource management svstems. It is founded on knowledge-sharing, skills
cnhancement and appropriate cducation-- hence, the mawn strategy used 15 Information,
Education, and Communication (IEC). It retics en the active participation of participants
in building networks and hamessing  support  for communal activities. Based on a
convergence of common agenda, it enhances the development of’ a social capital among
three key actors; the farmers, the Local Government Units, and the Technical fucifitators
and other service providers.

As a movement, it refers 1o groups of individuals who are concern about the long-
term health of the land. The members share knowledge and resources, and practice
appropriate land management systems that earn more money and conserve natural
resources. Effective local community groups and partnership with local government units
is the core of the [.andeare model (Campbell. 1996}, Groups respond to 1ssues that affect
them and are more hikely committed to find and implement solutions on their own wavs,
than those imposed by cxternal agencies. The figure below illustrates the tripartite
relationship of key actors in Landcare.

Fig.l: The wiangle of Landcare: grassroots Landeare groups, local government units (ILGUY and techmical

service providers and facilitators {ICRAF, DA, DENR. others). The success of Landcare as an approach is
dependent on how these 3 key actors interact and work together.

Concerned Citizens
(Furniers, Women, Students, Youth, Professionals. Business groups, cle.)

— Support

Feedback request

\ echnical Facilitators
(ICRAF, DA, DENR, etc.)
IV, b Landcare Approach: A convergence model of development

Local Government Unit




The Landcare approach represents a convergence model of institutional
development. [t emulates that social capital formation 1s triggered, when there s
convergence of Interests and desired goals are common  among participating
communities. institutions and individuals.  In [andcare. the key actors share the costs
and benefits of the program. Farmers share their knowledge, skills. experiences and
exhibit leadership, and also share labor and low-cost matenals for group activities and
projects, apart from the actual cost of their participation. On the other hand,  local
Govemments provide leadership, financial, technical and policy support to landcare. In
Claveria, the Local Government has allocated through a local law, an annual budget to
support Landcare-reluted activities and projects. Technical facibitators and service
providers, provide the necessary technical support and facilitation for group formation.
The key actors may have their own context-speeific agenda, but their complimentary mix,
and the sharing of resources provide the opportunity towards mecting broader goals
common 1o the key actors-—thus, share the bencefits perceived  from producing private,
quasi-public and pure-public natural resource goods,

IV. ¢ Who are involved in Landcare and what are their gouls?

Landcare 15 a voluntary group that 1s currently represented by a large portion of
farmers. However, interests from other sectors, like women, students, youth and the
rofessionals are emcrging. This implies a wider applicability of l.andcare for a range of
community stakeholders in varving situations. They are:

—

Concerned citizens in the community who are:

* Willing to share their talents, skills and other resources

e Usually resource poor

o Want to improve their livelithood

e Willing to learn, share experiences and employ new sustainable farming techniques

¢ (Committed to resource conservation and protection

» (Committed to the creation of workgroups that implement sustainable agnculture and
natural resource management strategies

o Tillers, non-ullers, owners, tenants of the land

2 Local Government Units (I.GUs) can provide
Policy support for the institutionalization of conscrvation farming, agoroforestry
practices, other practices for sound environment and natural resource management,
and budget allocations through creation of local ordinances,

o Leadership 1n facilitating the formation of Landcare Groups and their related-
activiues

e Capacity-building program for the over-all development of Landcare

¢ Financial support for Landcare activities and projects

3 Technical Facilitators (ICRAF and other line-agencies who can provide)
s Appropriate  Technologies for sustainable agriculture and natural  resource
management

o Facilitation for Landcare formation and their activities



e Information, Communicaton and Education programs
s Network-support for Landcare groups

The issues in Landcare are varied and usually location-specific, and they respond
and define their goals on these basis. Generally however, they aim fo:

e Protect, conserve and restore the resource-base: soil fertility by controlling suil
crosion and employing other conservation technologies that increase and sustain farm
productivity.

s Engage n lield level acuon research that address other issues on sustainable
agriculture and natural resource managenient.

e Develop marketing strategies tor agroforestry and  environment-friendly  tarm
products

s Strengthen and empower local people to think, create and initiate activities that
improve livelihood as well as protect the environment from degradation.

 Sharc technical knowledge among rescarchers, extension agents, local officials,
farmers, students, women. professionals, business sector. civie groups and other
members of the community about sustainable agriculturc and natural resource
management.

e Scek technical and other forms of assistance from government and non-government
ageneies as well as privale companies.

e Draw support from all sectors for the common interest of land care,

» Foster and safeguard the welfarc and interest of its members.

IV. d& Facilitation: the core of Landcare formation and development

Landcare develops  through a fashion of facilitation. Tt 1s concerned with
empowering groups and the institutions that work with them, to create and respond to
changes that ultimately affect their well-being. A Landcare facilitator 1s usually
assigned to facilitate group education and training, formation and networking Hefshe
enables the group to harness outside support, and to draw local action. Hefshe also
conducts participatory monitoring and evaluation of the stages of group maturity and the
progress of activitics and projects.  The Facilitator can be anybody from the local
government, NGO or any service provider who may served cither on a voluntary basis or
as commissioned staff from a project or institution.  The approach gives value to the
creation of a learning environment for all key actors to understand with more depth on
the why's and how’s of the development process. Normally, the Facilitator begins with
implementing a broad and open-ended awareness and education program. Farmers’
interests are developed as they gain knowledge and skills from trainings. Changes in
attitudes and practices become evident in their application of the training skills into their
own farms. Through constant interaction and facilitation, groups can grow more
cohesively with shared goals and aspirations,

When initiating the development of Landcare, we outline the following start-up
activitics, although, there are always room for improvement and creativity in developing
the program.



Fig. 2. Schematic diagram of Landcare Development

* Nepeorhing and comsulialion with hey LOL and lime agenes paitnes
) . - Freparation of Informaton, Fducaton aed Comemuscatzan mates sl
Preparatary stage
; . Sade st
o ) IEC —[ v Radio Uruliastine
Traimmg & Bducatiom ”
» NuTsie WORK ® Suness
Establishoment & Mgt
. NS Batablsbren )
. D asr ansd * ' .:r\‘..._n Lribm:e g
Asewzal Propagation L R
v Sl Analysis ® necl assislange
. Farm Plannng to Lanters
- Cirherg
Fornuation of Lamleare - Kub-vitlape Tevel
Groups . Village ievel
: Federaton 0! & (Continues facilianon,
strengtheming of Lancare Landcare Chapters at Yruming and educatu
Crroups Municipal Level
* Teum ailding ®  Pockaging anneentne
] Orgamzalional 1’ncchuni:,m 1Rl motis aty
Dlesglupnwr: furmers 1o adopt
. S COTISUTYBLON ATATIICEs
TR e MKE
- Prac ation of
aulaitivs

IV, e How does Landcare work?

In the beginning., groups are usually formed informally  with unstructured
planning and group management styles. They start with smaller goals of: acquiring
knowledge and information on conservation farming, getting trainings and applying their
knowledge and skills on their farms. As the groups mature, they begin to share their
skills with other farmers and start to engage in community-level activities, such as, the
establishment of tree nursery and implementing tree- growing programs in their
community. They continue to grow in looking at broader personal and community goals,
such as; farm and non-farm hivelihood alternatives, river rehabilitation and community
cleaning and greening programs. At this stage, some groups developed from informal to
formal groups, but are still operating informally. What is encouraging is that, they come
together  veoluntarily with more intrinsic motives. although extrinsic benefits are also
highly perceived.

Most of these Landcure groups are based in the sub-villages (sitio or purok) and
arc lederated at the village (barangay) and municipal levels.  More than 6,000 furming
farmiies are involved and have successfully shared conservation farming technologics by
themselves, with facilitators, or with technical resource persons. They have established
more than 350 communal and individual tree nurseries. Hundreds of thousunds of {ruit
and timber tree seedlings have been planted on (he NVS. on farm boundaries, on



bufferzone of protected areas, on riparian areas, and some were  planted on small-scale
tree plantations.  Somc groups have also imitiated community-based projects such as:
stream rehabihitation, bufferzone reforestation, water quality momtoring and advocated
for policv-reforms that support natural resource management. Some of them have also
linked with other service providers, including the business sector  for funding their
activities. Landcare 1s becoming sectoral and industry-based, as more and more other
sectors are getting involved. We have also initiated a program for Landcare in schools,
while religious groups, indigenous peoples, professional groups and other people's
organizations are affiliating to Landcare.

Local governments provide crucial political and sustained financial support to the
Landcare Association, as part of their mandates and public accountabilities.  The
municipality has its own funds that are earmarked for activities on environmental
conservation, A sizable [raction of these funds are, or can be targeted to Landcare
activitics that enhance natural resource conservation. The Local Government can be
cncouraged to develop to a formal natural resource management plan- -such as the one in
Lantapan which can help guide the allocation of funds. The Municipal Agriculture
Office usually heads the coordmation and facilitation of Landcare activities. This can be
mainstreamed 1 thelr extension programs and elevated to the muncipal development
agenda.

The villages can also allocate financial resource {rom their regular internal
revenue allotment (IRA} through the Human Ecological Security (HES) Program, which
represents one fifth of the total development funds of the village. These funds can be
used to organize the conservation teams and Landcare Association activities at the village
level. The municipality of Claveria allocated 50.000 pesos (about 1,000 USS) to each
village to support Landcare activitics. External donor agencies can best support the
development of Landcare by allocating resources for leadership and human resource
development, comimunications equipment and transportation to cnable the Landcare
leadcers to make maximum use of their time, and perhaps livelihood kickstarter,

IV.f The Essentials and Fundamentals of Landcare

The ability of farmers and communitics; and the opportunitics to work with Local
Government Units and Techmeal Fucilitators constitute the fundamental elements in the
development of Landcare.

The fundamentals of Landcare are therefore represented, by the key three actors;
the Farmers, Local Governments and Technical Facilitators. In particular, we refer to the
“ability to work together” and the “opportunity or space for working together” as
indispensable in Landcare, least it cannot exist.  The abihity of the kev actors to work
together refers to a social capital. It is significantly important in the development ot any
“development systems”. No amount of financial or physical capital can supercede the
value of relationships. trust and reciprocity—without them, programs can easily fall
apart.






While working with groups, we underscore the importance of understanding the
essential elements that underpin the success of Landcare. Earlier, we 1dentified them as
the facets ot Landcare.

¢ Components of appropriate technological packages. Simple and low-cost
technologies appropriate to the socio-cconomic conditions of the upland dwellers in
rclation to their hiophysical environments arc more readily accepted by fanmers, than
sophisticated and expensive technological packages. The NVS is a very basic
technology where farmers can easily adopt or adapt. and cvoelve to more complex
svstems when they gain more confidence on the efficiency of the technology. Upland
farmers usuallv lack the kind of education obtained by their lowland counterparts,
therefore, they need technologies where they could casily cope to understand and
implement on their farms without necessarily needing public subsidies.

¢ Puartnership-Building. The humble beginning of Landcare as a program with very
modest funding necessitates partnership-building.  The key actors recognized their
own limited resources against their enormous tasks. But. they have also recognized
their respective potential towards meeting common goals. The tasks are recognized
to  be best achieved only through resource-sharing, knowledge-exchange and or
complementation of available expertise.

¢ Institution-building. The process-oriented approach n Landcare supports the
formation of Landcare groups as “Institutions™.  Central to Landcare 1s not just the
material or financial elements of running projects, but the learning cxperience in an
environment that allows them to emerge as Institutions.

In practice, Landcarc Approach adheres to basic development principles of
participation, demand driven and step-wise support which forms the working values
and culture of Landcare.

¢ Participation. Quality participation is an important factor in the success of
Landcare. It1s cntical. because it hastens the building of trust and commitment. that
in turn. shapes their formation, maturity and sustainability, It is recognized however,
that participation has limits and may come in different forms. It also allows some
delays and fatigue, but 1t provides the foundation for long-term sustainability, when
consciously and appropriately nurtured. We are more than concern with the quality of
group participation 1n Landcare, than the number itself. The caveat however, is that,
the more you try to increase the degree of participation, the more challenging it
becomes, to gain and and maintain high quality participation. Thus, when we test the
different modes of scaling-up Landcarc in other locations, we remain mindful on the
process of formation, and spend more time in educating and norming our partners
with the Landcare culture.

¢ Demand-driven. With limited resources though, we try to cater requests coming
from different organizations for the development of Landcare. But, we encourage
self-selection by our partner organizations rather than, we selecting the sites,
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VI Conctusion

Landcare as an approach provides more space to accommodate context specific
conditions while maintaining the clements where 1t has been successful.

The development cost is efficient and effective. because ot 1s shared by all those
involved in the program. However, it is a critical challenge to uphold the basic culture of
Landcare where 1t has made a distinct contribution to  this part in the uplands. The
ultimate resolution, 1s to maintain, if not enhance, the quality of the process and content,
as it aims to reach out more farming communities that have context- specitic issues under
diffcring biophysical and socio-economic conditions. Governments and supporting
private institutions can channel their investments to Landcare in a way that enhances their
ability to increase their network and hamess wider support.
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¢ Step-wise. lhe technogies adepted by Landcare groups come by components rather
than packages, where farmers find 1t difficult to implement.  The activities are
evolving and the minimal support also comes in a drip-feeding tvpe. This approach
proves 1o entice more nvestments from the participants. and builds-up stronger
commitments. Landeare invites participants and treat each other as equal partners,
rather than. project beneficiares at the receiving end.

Vo Impacts, Sustainability Indicators, and Challengos
V.a Impacts so far

Landcare resulted in an unprecedented boost in the adoption ol soil and water
conservation technologies by farmers.  Adoption of these technologies provided both
short and long-term benefits toward 1improving farm productivity, increasing income and
protecting resource degradation. Collective action of farmers at farm level have impacts
on natural resource management at 4 landscape and community level. Beginning with
shared-labor and knowledge sharing activities, farmers’ interests  continue to develop
with wider community environmental 1ssues and livelihood-generating initiatives. In less
than two vears of landcare in Lanfapan, farmers have propagated more than 804000
seedlings of fruit and timber trees and outplanted more than 70,000 on farms, rverbanks,
roads and in the bufferzone of the protected area. More than 800 farmers have adopted
agroforestry systems and scil and water conservation tcchnologics. They have also
extended community development services by revegetating streams and advocated
policy rcforms for  appropriate rivenne management.  The Lantapan Landcare
Association  has instituted ltong-term plans with their government accreditation as
secdling producer and supplier and have bigger plans of cstablishing a mini-suwmill to
supply a local demand of wooden boxes. In Claveria, more than 2000 farmers have
successfully adopted the lechnologies and have also successfully reonented the policy
direction of the Local Govemment Unit through local ordinances that provide annual
allocations for Landcare-related activities. Landcare groups were able to produce over
hall a million of seedlings in 36 different species of fruit and timber trees.

New municipalities  that are  starting to devclop a Landcare Prograni. have
clearly mainstreamed the program into their extension and development agenda. This
indicates a promise of sustainability of Landeare. However, Landcare should not be
expected to be a "Be-All and End-All” approach. nor should be expected to completely
replace the conventional extension system. Qur expericnce however, provided robust
insights on how the potential of Landcare Approach can be widely adapted in Philippine
uplands and elsewhere in the tropics as we continue to find ways to address basic issues
confronting the sustainability of conventional projects and programs.

One of our major work in Landcare is to monitor and evaluate the secial and
biophysical 1mpacts of the program.  We therefore, develop an iterative plan for
participatory monitoring and cvaluation (PME). This is currently implemented and our



carly  observations indicate some remarkable mmpacts in the social  and insututional
dimensions of Landcare:

*

* & * &+ + >

Transtormed norms in agricultural and natural resource management

Influenced and challenged policies

Improved decision-making

Harnessed private sector support

Drawn other local PO support (People’s Organization)

Effected the reorientation of the local extension program

Effected the reorientation of local budgetting

Regenerated strengths and revitalized energies which rudiated to cormmunal action

V.b Indicators to Sustainability

Sustamability s a major concem of Landcare. The success of Landcare groups 1s

overwhelming and has exceeded beyond our expectations, but we remain mindful on the
issues confronting their sustainability. We recognized that, while there are known factors
attributing to the success of [andcare, there are also unrecognized and unknown 1ssues
that might defer the development of Landcare. Early on, we rccognized some indicators
that may sustain Landcare, as we continue to understand the loose ends to fill-in  the

£aps.

Local. Landcare groups exist at the very local level, the “sub-village™ Tt 15 more
convenient for members to participate In activities al the sub-village than at the
village or municipal levels. There is more interaction of members and common issues
are easily identified and addressed when the members are not too spatially scattered.
Multi-sectoral participation. Landcare 1s a farmer-led process, but its tlexibility
allows other sectors to participate. It 1s open for other sectors to directly involve or
support Landcare activities. Today, students. religious groups. the business sector
and professional sector are getting involve in Landcare.

Grounded on information, knowledge and appropriate education. The main strategy
that supported the formation of Landcare is the implementation of a broad
Information, Education and Communication program. It 1s founded on knowledge as
a basic resource in effecting lasting changes in attitudes, skills and aspirations.
Existing policy support. There are now local policies promulgated to support the
sustainable implementation of Landeare. Eg. A local policy promulgated in Claveria
that provides incentives to farmers adopting soil and water conservation technologies
and the annual allocation of local funds to support Landcare related activities.
Muinstreaming in the local develupment agenda. 'The recent scaling-up efforts paved
the way to mainstreaming Landcare in the local development agenda, that it brings
landcare culture at the fold of the conventional extension svstem.

Central to the long-term and universal agenda of development. Undoubtedlv,
Landcare forms the realization and localization of the global agenda for sustainable
development.



Vic Challenges to sustainability

While these exciting developments are underway, however, the sustamability of the
[Landcare movement gives rise to six significant concerns (Van-Noordwicjk, 2001 )

¢ Iirst, given s growing popularity, the movement runs the risk of “projectising”, that
15, attracting the support of projects that do not understand the concept, and that
provide funds in a top-down. target-driven mode defeating the whole basis of a
farmer-led movement.

¢ Second is the issue of long-term sustminability. Networking and the stimulation from
outside contacts are considercd to be cruciul for long-term success. This can be
achieved through Landcare Federations. as has e¢volved locally in Claveria, and
through provincial and national federations, which are currently being explored in the
Philippines.

¢ Third, group leadership is a time-consuming and exhausting task, particularly when
undertaken on a voluntary basis. Landcare is still young in both the Philippines and
Australia but leadership “hum-out” has already raised concerns,

¢ Fourth, Tocal initiative to achieve ‘Landcare’ targets can lead to less-democratic forms
being used, or to pure coercion. At onc stage a school in Clavera proposed that
children could only graduate from primary school 1f their parents had adopted a soil
conservation practice promoted by Landcare.

¢ Fifth, local government may perceive the Landeare formula as a way of achieving its
targets that are not necessartly in the best interest of all farmers; where conflicts over
land tenure and the presence of recent migrant farmers domiinate the local agenda, a
different type of organization may be better in channeling local aspirations.

¢ Sixth, the application of Landcare in differing conditions and in wider geographic
scales . may corrupt the process, thereby losing the basic elements where it has been
successful  The challenge to scale-up Landcare remains in the maintenance of its
voluntarv-nature and therefore, mainstreaming Landcare in the government programs
should be taken with a grain of salt.

Vid Challenges in Scaling-up

The challenge to scale up Landcare is enormmous as it face the dilemma of diluting
the strength of the triadic approach once it is introduced on a large scale. As a supporting
institution, we also face the challenge of keeping our own balance sheet. This means
that, when we scale-up, we should reach-out to more people, more quickly at the least
cost. Scaling-up meuans, more resources needed, more stakcholders mvolved and more
partnerships—and more complexities, While we are testing a vanety of modalitics to
scale-up Landcare, we also find ourselves under the complex context roof of scaling-up.
These arc institutional, pohitical, technological and methodological 1n nature, Being able
to overcome these context roof will determine if the highest potential level of scale is
achieved {Gonsalves, J., 2001}, To scale-up etficiently i1s to build strategic partnerships
with strategic allies. in which case, can not happen overnight. To overcome, the context
roof, we outline the process when scaling-up Landcare (Catacutan, et. al, 2000):
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