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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

In 1978, the U.S. Agency for International Development loaned the
 
Government of the Philippines (GOP) $3 million for the Bicol Inte­
grated Area Development II Project. The project is a combination
 
of land reform and irrigation development covering 2,300 hectares
 
(5,680 acres) in the Bicol River Basin, Southern Luzon. The Aid­
financed co.oonent included the construction of access roads,
 
drainage, and pump irrigation facilities, and the procurement of
 
pumping equipment. Thi Philippine Government was to provide for
 
homesite development, land consolidation and tenure reform, train­
ing, and applied agricultural research. By the end of the project,
 
the GOP Project Management Office was to have organized two farmer
 
associations that would manage the irrigation systems. The San
 
Ramon Association is currently operational. The Minalabac Associa-

Lion has been organized but is not yet functional.
 

Erroneous projections made during the project design and changes in 
the economic environment have raised serious questions about the 
economic viability of this pump irrigation project. The potential. 
economic benefits of this project were based on several acsump­
tIf:,s. Because many of the more important assumptions are no longer 
')dltd, the achievement of a self-sustaining, small farm irrigation 
system is questionable. The project could also fail because the 
price of rice to farmers has not kept pace with the cost of produc­
tion inputs. Between 1981 and 1983, the farmgate price of rice 
received by farmers rose 22.5 percent while the prices cf fertilizer 
and electric! ty rose by 40 and 35 percent, respectively. In tihe 
past year there has been a 100 percent increase in electric rates, 
and the rat,,s are still climbing. These substantial increat;es in 
costh have raised doubts about the ability of farmers to pay the 
full cost of system amortization, operation and maintenance. 

The Project Paper estimated that the average annual water fee neces­
snry to meet amortization and other expenses or the irrigators' as­
tiociations, would be equivalent to 21 cavans "a cavan is a bag of 
rice weighing 50 Hlograms) per irrigated hectare. Our estitmaite of 
these same costs for the project tirea when the project is c(cmpleted 
is about 40 cijvan. per hlactnre -- tsubstantial)y more thnn project:ed. 
'The pretient iinnual wnter fee is 28 cavans per hectare. 

Even at the assessed rate of 28 caians per hectare, the farrers are 
not paying the full irrigation fees. For example, the Snn 1asmon 
Association recordts howved the farmiers were pnytnp, on]y 11bot ' e 
third to three-fourth,; of the afirsesed rate. Almost every firmvr 
ht pnid l;omethli ng, but: riot the tul l fee. Official of' the A.'.u­
cdat Ion stated ftrirer; 'may not have paid their fu]J s .m;ted feet; 
beciuo;! of ret;t.ntrrerit towiirdt; the. GOP's Project tlringe.rment Office 
(J1MO) which h[:d riot provided the agreed upon fnrinnia oIIpprr: 10 

the project. 



Because of the changes in he economic environment, the project may
 
not be economically viable. AID and the GOP Ministry of Agrarian
 
Reform need to develop and implement a plan of action to increase
 
farm income and reduce costs if this project is to succeed. In this
 
regard, the GOP needs to provide more financial assistance to the
 
farmer associations during the start-up and phase-over of the i.:ri­
gation system.
 

In addition to needing financial support, the farmer associations
 
are not receiving adequate technical guidance for the operation and
 
maintenance of the system. As a result, the irrigation canals and
 
drainage ditches are not being properly maintained. The San Ramon
 
Association was also not following the rotation water delivery
 
schedule because it did not receivti required technical assistance
 
from the Project Management Office. The result was misuse of the
 
irrigation system by the farmers. Inspection of the system revealed
 
a number of illegal water diversions. The diverted water was flow­
ing to fields not scheduled to be irrigated. Further, little co no
 
water was getting to one of the four targeted irrigation blocks.
 

J,,tl1 the cleaning and effective water rotation of an irriga.tion sys-
Lm are importaint ways to improve its efficiency and reduce electritc­
ity costs. If the Project Management Office and the farmer ansoc.a­
tions continue operating in the present manner, the viability of Lhe 
project will be threatened because of highar operating costs and re­
habilitation requirement.
 

A number of recommendations were presented in a 1984 technical evalu­
ation, which were directed towards improving the efficiency of the 
irrigation t;ystem. These recommendationa should have been but were 

not implemented by either the AID Mission or the Philippine Govern­
ment. 

'1his report includps several recommendations which, when carrier] 
out, should improve the chances of project success. These include 
the development of an action plan to ensure that the irrigation
 
syqtem in economicnlly viable to the farmer (see page 6), provtton
 

financal and technical assistance to the irrigatorHi'of additional 
association8 (see piige 10), and implementation of the recommnnda­
tions contained in a recent technical evaluation report (see page 
11). 

Management Comments 

USAID it; in general agreement with the thrust of this report and has 
begun taking ,.ctLon on these recommendations. The USAII) pointed out 
that actual electricity us~e to date has been lower than the pro)Jected 
rates, which mty affect our finding on economic viability. 

Where appropriate, th rport was revised to reflect other iiinngvnient: 
comments.
 



INTRODUCTION
 

BACKGROUND
 

Since the early 1970s, AID has committed over $30 million to the de­
velopment of the Philippine Biol River Basin--an area in southern
 
Luzon characterized by severe poverty, land tenure insecurity, low
 
aricultural productivity poor irrigation and drainage land areas.
 
e Government of the Philippines (GOP) more than matched the AID
 

commitment with $75.5 million. The overall objective of the devel­
opment program is to raise the socio-economi. level of the people
 
living in the Bicol River Basin to the national average by 1990. 

In Jinuary 1978, AID signed a $2,250,000 loan agreement (No.
 
492-T-046) with the GOP in support of the BLcol Integrated Area
 
Development II Project. In August 1978, this agreement was amended
 
to increase the amount of the loan to $3 aillio,. Because of sev­
eral recent pnso devaluations, the US dollar cost of the p,:oject %ias
 
signIficantly reduced. Consequently, in June 1984, the USAID deobli­
gatcd $675,000 in project loan funds.
 

This project is a combination of land consolidation and irrigation
 
efforts covering 2,300 hectares in the midrile Bicol River Basin.
 
There are approximately 1,230 small-scale farm family beneficiaries.
 

Because rains are not dependable and adequate facilities are lacking
 
for irrigation and drainage, dry season yields were extremely low.
 
Project planners estimated that byproviding year-round irrigation
 
to this area, an annual yield of 180 cavans per hectare could be
 
attained, an increase of over 200 percent. Irrigation water for
 
most of the project area is ti be pumped from the Bicol River and 
the remainder from ground water sources. The AID-f nanced compon­
ents include the construction of access roads, drainage and pump
 
irrigation facilities, and procurement of pumping equipment.
 

The Philippinr Ministry of Agrarian Reform (MAR) was appointed as 
the lead GOP implementing agency. The MAR is managing this project 
through a Project Management Office (IMO) located in Bula, Camarines 
Sur. 

By the end of the project, the PHO was to have organized two irriga­
tors' associations, which would be controlled and managed by the
 
farmers. These associations are to operate and maintain the irrLga­
tion system and access roads. The San Ramon Association is currently
 
operational. The inalabac Association ha. been organized, hu- -is
 
not fully functional becaune the irrigation ,ubsyntemn under Lt,.3 ro­
oponsLbi]ty are not yet operational.
 

Prior Audit
 

There was one prior ai, Lt of this project -- "The Bicol Program-
Philippines", Memoranidum Audtt Report No. 2-492-01-1, dated 

I
 



October 6, 1.980. This report reviewed three projects in the Bicol, 
including this project. At the time of the previoum audit, only 
$8,900 of the $3 million loan funds for the Bicol II Project had 
been disbursed and $500,000 accrued. Nonetheless, the audit con­
cluded that implemintation problems of the project appeared to pre­
clude it.s successful conclusion. The principal inhibiting factor 
cited in the audit report was the inability of the MAR project 
management staff to efficiertiy award and administer construction 
contracts. The result was poor workmanship and slow progress on the 
part of uonstruction contraetors. 

PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY
 

The purpose of this audit was to (a) evaluate the integrity of the
 
project and USAID and GOP compliance with epplicable laws, regula­
tions, rules, and established policies and (b) determine the economy
 
efficiency, and effectiveness with which finar-:ial, management, and
 
program responsibilities were carried out.
 

Ii meeting our audit objectives we (1) reviewed GOP and AID project 
,,ecords, (2) visited the project site several times to inspect the
 
irrigation facilitiec, and (3) held numerous discussions with offl.­
cials of USAID, the Philippine Program Management Office, the two
 
farmer associations, the National Power Corporation, and the two
 
electric cooperatives serving the project area. The audit findings
 
were also presented to GOP and USAID officials nnd their comments
 
are reflected in this report as appropriate.
 

The review was made in accordance with "The Comptroller General's
 
Standards for Audit of Govex.nmental Organizations, Programs, Activi­
ties, and Functions".
 

"-2-"
 



FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

AID AND THE MINISTRY OF AGRARIAN REFORM NEED TO DEVELOP A PLAN OF
 
ACTION TO ASSURE THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF THE PROJECT
 

Erroneous projections made during the project design, and changes in 
the economic environment have raised serious questions about the eco­
nomic benefits of the project. The project will need stronger sup­
port from AID and the Philippine Government to improve its chances 
of long -term success. The first step should be the development of a 
plan of action to assure the economic viability of the irrigation 
system. 

Some Original Project AsEumptions Were Invalid
 

Important assumptions made in the Project Paper in 1977 are no
 
longer valid. Thus, the achievement of self-sustaining small farm
 
irrigation systems it in question. Among the invalid assumptions

tire the following: 

"The farmgate price of rice relative to all
 

other goods does not significantly decline."
 
A January 1984 USAID study concluded that
 
rice prices have not kept pace with produc­
tion input pr.ces. For example, between 1981
 
and 1983, the price for rice paid to the
 
farmers rose 22.5 percent while the prices
 
of fertilizer and electricity rose by 40
 
and 35 percent, respectively.
 

"Stable economic and political conditions."
 
Since the Fall of 1983, the political and
 
economic situation in the Philippines has
 
not been stable.
 

"Economic, financial, and consumption incen­
tiven will be nufficlent to encourage the use 
of irrigation systems and modern production 
technology to increase production." Because 
of changen in the'economic and financial incen­
tiver, (i.e., high inflation, several devalua­
tionti, fnd price controls on rice), this asoump­
tion doeH not reflect the present ni.tunt:ion. 

Farmers Unable to P,,pny Futll Construction and Homerito Development
Cos t 

The Project Paper a. tried that all construction ind homeite devel­
opment costs would 1,L chary(,d the irrigators' Arnnociations as llonn 
to be amortized over a 40-year period. The Projoct Paper nninlynin 
indicated the average fnnuil water fee necessary to moet the amorti­
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zation and other expenses of the Associations would be equivalent to
 
21 c vans of rice per irri ated hectare. Our estimate of these same
 
costs for the project area when the project is completed is about 40
 
cavans per hectare -- substantially more than projected.
 

An evaluation of the project performed in 1982 shows that system
 
user fee could be more than three times higher should 100 percent of
 
the loan be repaid by the Associations. Only if the GOP obsorbed 70
 
percent of the loan amortization costs would the farmer's fee be set
 
at some reasonable amount. Below'are fee rates calculated by the
 
evaluation team under four assumpcions.
 

Irrigation Fee Under An
 
Amortization Amount Amortization Period Of:
 .. 25 yrs. .. . .... 40 yrs.
 

100 percent 82 cavara3 77 cavanb
 
50 percent 44 cavans 42 cavans
 
40 percent 37 cavans 35 cavans
 
30 percent 29 cavans 28 cavans
 

Program Management Not Providing Agreed Upon Financial Support
 

The two farmer Associations are supposed to take over responsibility
 
for the operation and maintenance (O&M) of the irrigation subsystems 
as they ore completed. Funds for O&hM are derived from irrigation 
fee collections paid by member farmers. The project implementatton 
plan calls for a gradual transition of financial and managerial re­
sponsibilities from the PMO to the Associations over a 5-year period,
 
with the PMO paying all electric costs for the first 2 years of pump
 
operations. In the third through fifth years, the Associations were
 
to pay a percentage of electric costs ranging from 25 to 75 percent.
 
The Associations' collection of irrigation fees during the transi­
tion period war to help build their capital base.
 

The PMO has not been providing the financial support as called for
 
it the projoct implementation paper. The PMO has been so short of 
funds thait the electricity to irrigation pumps has beon cut-off
 
several times for nonpayment of b1Ils. Because the P1O has not 
received adequate funds from the GOP, the possibility of more power 
cutoffs for nonpayment of bills looms in the futtlre. The San Ramon 
Association has loaned the PMO money to pay recent electric bills. 
An of May 1984, the PO owed the Association $)2,900. This loan to 
the J'MO has ro(luccd thi. abi Iity of the San Ramon Association to 
provide credit anniftance to its members for needs:, fertilizer n, find 
other cheiicals. 

The Asnsociation could reduce their operating costt by making direct 
payments for olectrctu:y to the National Power Corporation. Such a 
move cion nave the At;., ,ciattont about 45 percent nnnuklly on electric 
cost. Currently, th, two Asnociationn buy their power from local 
electric corperativ, .. These cooperatives purchase th electricity 
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from the National Power Corporation for resale to customers, which
 

include the San Ramon and liinalabac Irrigation Associations.
 

Farmers Are Not Paying Assessed Fees 

San Ramon Association farmer members are not fully paying their
 
irrigation system user fees. Our review of the Association revenue
 
statistics indicates the member farmers are only paying between one­
third to three-fourths of assessed fees. The shortfall in fee col­
lection has occurred during periods of good harvest. For example,
 
the harvest of 92 cavans per hectArc during the 1983 dry season was
 
considered quite good. However, San Ramon Association members paid
 
only about one-third of the assessed fees. The collection statis­
tics for this season follows.
 

Potential Colloctions 5,760 cavans 

(480 hectares x 12 cavans) 

Actual Collections 1,918 cavans (33%) 

Shortfall 3,842 cavans (67%) 

Upon inspecting the collection records, we noted that almost every 
farmer had paid something, but not the full irrigation fee. A San 
Ramon Association official stated that 30 hectares remained to be 
harvested, which would account for 360 cavans. Other reasuss stuted 
for the shortfall were
 

--	 farmers chose to pay off uther debts incurred dur­
ing the previous two poor harvests, and 

--	 resentment that the Irrigators' Association has 
had to loan money to the HO to pay electric bills. 

The San Ramon Association also needs to improve record keeping for 
racording fee collections. Entries were not being posted for the 
following cat.egoriei: area irrigated (by each farmer); total irri­
gation fee due; and outstanding balance for the season. The records 
also (lid not contain any columns for outstanding balance from prior 
seasons, and cumulative balance due. Entries for all of these cate­
gories are necessary to properly control fee collections. 

Conclusions and Recommendation
 

Changes in the economic environment have significantly increased the 
cont of pump trrigation for project beneficiaries. Farmer income 
has not kept pne with t:ho e increases. Although aware of thene 
changes, neither the (;()I' nor AID have taken action to counter thin 
aeriotin cont nqueeze wi the fMrmern. An important anstimptton In 
thin project wan thar the l'hiltppine Governmnt would provide the 
necesnary fundini; fo W-,1 during the early yearb of the pioJoct. 
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This has not happened. In addition, the users of the irrigation
 
system are not paying their assessed fees which are required to keep
 
the system operating. If actions are not taken promptly to strength­
en and improve project implementation, it is very likely that the
 
project will fail. An imminent danger is that the electric bills
 
will not be paid and the irrigation system will sit idle until fur­
ther government support is provided. Accordingly, we recommend that:
 

Recommendation No. 1
 

USAID/Philippines, in conjunction with the Ministry of
 
Agrarian Reform, develop and implement a plan to ensure
 
the economic feasibility of the pump irrigation system.
 
Such a plan should provide a course of action which ad­
dresses the following issues
 

a) 	increasing production costs and the rcgulated
 
price of rice,
 

b) 	direct power purchases by the irrigators'
 
associations from the National Power Corpor­
ation,
 

c) 	cost to farmers for infrastructure amortization,
 

d) 	appropriate GOP funding of OM costs during 
the start-up and transition of system manage­
ment to the irrigators' associations, and 

e) 	irrigation fee collection shortfalla and record­

keeping.
 

ManagemenL (ortrijents 

The USAID ngrv.-.; with our findings and conclunions contained in thil: 
section. 11SAID officauls also are concerned that the increased olec­
tric rates threaten thue economic viability of rice production under 
pump irrigtit on. The LISAIID plans to work with the Ministry of Agrar­
ian R..form to d.* lopiind implement a plan which addrennes the Lti­
nuen rninied in the reconimendation. 

THE 	iO.JEf:CT MANAGEMENT OFFICE NEEDS TO i(OVIDE 1OitE TECHNICAL 
'
As9 A -T7 . T '.;R ASSOCIATIO'S FOR' EFFECTIVE o0 ;RAT ION 

The J'MO ne.do, to prepare de.tatled nntructionn on the operation sond 
mitintenance (i the. 1r,,jec irrigation ylitem. In addition, mores I'V) 
teochnicail antil.nijoinu, ..re.qtired to orient the Ansiociation, to pro­
cedure i for rotiitlot, i wnt.tr delivry and nythtem maintenanco to ru,­
duco- oporanst, c ,*if g the irrigotoll,id ip,tiret propor tunctiontig of 
syatem. 11 th111It, nt, dldi., improper mintennnce Of the irrtigti 00 

eeyesteem will co.rtniri ly lend to proect fisiltre or toibsm tnt i lurehsabhil-
Stntion contu. 
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In November 1982, a USAID consultant recommended that an operations
 
manual for the project should be developed as soon as possible. A
 
1984 comparative evaluation repolt on the three AID-sponsored small
 
farmer irrigation projects in the Bicol also recommended that the
 
PHO develop and publish a detailed operations manual with rules and
 
regulations governing the use of water and the relationships between
 
farmers and operating personnel. The manual has received a low pri­

ority because the PMO efforts have been directed towards completing
 
the construction work. No target date has been set for the comple­
tion of this manual.
 

The rotation irrigation 1/ schedule, the only part of the opera­
tions manual developed by the PMO, is not being followed. The
 
farmers at San Ramon were supposed to but did not follow a rotation
 
irrigation schedule in May 1984, when the irrigation pumps were
 
turned on. Association officials told us the rotation schedule was
 
not followed because the PHO has not provided adequate assistance or
 
information on how scheduled water usage was to be accomplished.
 

An illegl diverhsin 
blocking wntor flow
 

sfl ofl/ httiLtionltirrgio on o~tn tlhe Wont widel 1y usmed of moihsri 
w,,t.r It'ilivery ,.'ith(,.e . 11r.,o inlly, it conijit tiN f providtf igfo./1vi 
uij,'r of n Joit, Pi m1dJttch tie esxrtltltviv title 0of wnt',r for n tpirl-

Iftc prto l it l - wo, *tr t#onft itil.r "ol7'In turn".t.r r* it uta.h b 
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Our inspection of the systom confirmed this. Few, if any of the 
locks that were supposed to be closed were closed. Flashboards at
 
most of the water turnouts were missing and there were numerous
 
illegal diversions of water in the system. The result was that
 
little if any water was getting to one of the four targeted irri­
gation blocks (R-12, Block 29). Further, most of the water was
 
flowing to fields not scheduled to be irrigated.
 

(Above) Another illegal diversion is blocking water
 
from being delivered to an end user.
 

(below) An end user never expected water to reach
 
his Ind and pumps his own water.
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San Ramon Association farmers also were not cleaning the canals, lat­
erals, and drainage ditches to allow for the proper flow of water.
 
The carrying capacity of many of the farm ditches and laterals were
 
restricted because of a heavy growth of vegetation within their chan­
nels. This growth retarded the flow of water, reducing its velocity,
 
causing the water level to rise in the canal section. This increase
 
in water surface or depth of water increases the length of time re­
quired to fill a canal section. The result is an increase in pump­
ing expenses.
 

When we first visited the project site in March 1984, it was harvest
 
time and the canals, laterals, and farm ditchea were full of weeds.
 
San Ramon Association officials told us that they planned to clean
 
the system before the irrigation pumps were turned back on for the
 
new planting season. However, when we visited the site in May 1984,
 
the pumps were running, but many laterals and farm ditches were
 
still not cleaned.
 

4S
 

, An irrigation
P'' . lateral choaked with 

, > -,. .... weeds. 

S 
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Conclusions and Recommendation
 

The irrigation system is not being adequately maintained by the re­
cipient farmers. Improper maintenance of the system will lead to
 
higher operating costs and substantial rehabilitation costs. Mainte­
nanc3 activities must be continuous to ensure the water channels are
 
clear. Inadequate or delayed maintenance results in the inability
 
of the system to deliver water economically and equitably to the tar­
geted fields. In order to ensure that the irrigation system re­
ceives proper maintenance attention, the PMO needs to develop and
 
implement an operations manual which provides detailed instructions
 
for the operation and maintenance of the project irrigation system.
 
Accordingly, we recommend that
 

Recommendation No. 2
 

USAID/Philippines require the Project Management Office
 
to develop and implement an operations manual for the
 
project irrigation system.
 

Management Comments
 

The USAID concurs with this recommendation.
 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE SYSTEM OPERATION NEED TO BE
 
ADDRESSED
 

In January 1984, an evaluation report was issued on all three AID
 
financed irrigation systems Ln the Bicol. The report, "Introducing
 
Irrigatod Production to Small Farmers: A Comparative Evaluation of
 
Three Small Farm Irrigation Projects in the Bfcol Region," had a
 
number of recommendations which have not yet been addressed by ei­
ther the PMO or the USAID. These recommendations deal with such
 
topics as turning the system over to farmers, covering the cost of
 
the system, and improving system productivity.
 

The evaluation report was the result of a joint GOP-USAID effort
 
which focused on how the investments in these and similar projects
 
can yie!O sustainable benefits to the target populaton and the
 
Philippine economy. The evaluators found that:
 

1. 	 The three projectd providt a basis for achieving
 
increased agricultural prcduction, employment,
 
net incomes and quality of life for farmers in
 
the areas.
 

2. 	 Technical dep'.gns were essentailly sound, but
 
meeting design standards reqiired additional
 
attention.
 

3. 	 Institutlc,al development appeared to be the weak­
est aspecL of the projects.
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4. 	 The Bula-Minalabac project (the subject of this
 
audit) had the greatest chance for success in
 
generating sustainable benefits.
 

5. 	 Farmer involvement in decision making from the
 
beginning war important to high preformance.
 

6. 	 Integration and coordination mechanisms reflected
 
an increased capacity.
 

7. 	 Projects improved the areas' economies, but there
 
is little analysis to allow evaluation and correc­
tion of project activities.
 

8. 	 The process of establishing a mature water supply
 
system requires at least 5 years after completion
 
of the physical system.
 

The evaluators made a number of recommendations that would improve
 
the projects' chances of success. The recommendations were ad­
dressed to these four problem areas:
 

1. The systems have the potential to deliver a reli­
able water supply, but actions are required to
 
make them sustainable.
 

2. 	 Expectations of the Associations were unrea­
listic and it is necessary to define their
 
functions and build their capacities.
 

3. 	 The pump irrigation systems may not be able to
 
cover the costs of OM and amortization.
 

4. 	 Rice yields are lower than designs anticipated,
 
but improved water management, crop technologies,
 
and access to credit supported by agricultural
 
services could bring improvements.
 

Conclusions and Recommendation
 

Several of these are problem areas covered by the findings of this
 
report. If the GOP and USAID had taken action on the prior recommnon­
dations, improvements would have been well underway by now. We be­
lieve these recommendations are still useful and appropriate act:.on
 
may preclude the nec,usity of audit findings of deficiencies in
 
uther AID-funded proectn. More importantly, timely action might
 
make the chances for project success much greater. Accordingly, we
 
recommend that
 

Recommenda:ton r,). 3 

USAID/Philipp,.-s review with the implementing GOP
 
agenciev recommendati.ons presented in the report
 
"Introducing Irrigated Production to Small Farmers:
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A Comparative Evaluation of Three Small Farm Irri­
gation Projects in the Dicol Region" and take appro­
priate corrective action.
 

Management Commnts 

The USAID stated that the lack of response to the evaluation reco­
mmendations stems primarily from the inadequate GOP funding to carry 
out MAR's responsibilities under the revised implementation plan. 
The USAID believes that until an adequate OLM budget is provided by 
the GOP, there is little possibility that any of the major recommen­
dations can be implemented. We believe that eath of the evaluation 
recommendations should be considered by MAR and the UGAID, and ei­
ther accepted or rejected. Further, a plan for implementation 
should be developed and appropriate funding from the GOP should be 
sought to carry out the recommendations which are accepted. 
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EXHIBIT 1
 

The project status, as of June 1, 1984.
 

AID Funded Activities 


Pumphouses Built 


Pumps Installed 


Irrigation Canals (Ke) 


Drainage Canals (K.) 


Service Roads & Paths (Ku) 


IHctarage Irrigated 


Barangay Water Facilities 


GOP Funded Activities
 

Multipurpose Buildings 


Elementary Schoolhouse 

Homesites Completed 

Homelots Developed & Dist. 

Pit Privies Const. or Approved 


Certificates of Land Title Issued 

Irrigators' Associations 


Training (various individuals) 


a/ Almost completed. 

Planned Actual 

8 5 

15 15 

154 i/ 

92 a/ 

76 a/ 

2,062 480 

3 1 

7 6 

1 

7 2 

1,010 650 

1,230 480 

1,230 1,230 

2 2 

1,230 1,368 



APPENDIX A
 

LIST OF REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
 

Recommendation No. 1
 

USAID/Philippines, in conjunction with the Ministry of Agrarian
 
Reform, develop and implement a plan to ensure the economic
 
feasibility of the pump irrigation system. Such a plan should
 
address the following issues
 

a) increasing production costs and the regulated
 
price of rice,
 

b) direct power purchases by the irrigators' associ­
ations from the National Power Corporation,
 

c) cost t- farmers for infrastructure amortization,
 
d) appropriate GOP funding of OmM costs during the
 

start-up and transition of system management to
 
the irrigators' associations, and
 

e) irrigation fee collections shortfalls and record­
keeping.
 

Recommendation No. 2
 

USAID/Philippines require the Project Management Office to
 
develop and implement an operations manual for the project
 
irrigation system.
 

Recommendation No. 3 

USAID/Philippines review with the implementing GOP agencies
 
recommendations presented in the report "Introducing Irri­
gated Production to Small Farmers: A Comparative Evaluation
 
of Three Small Farm Irrigation Projects in the Dicol Region"
 
and detL.rmine appropriate corrective action.
 



LIST OF REPORT RECIPIENTS
 

USAID/Philippines
 

Director 


AID/W
 

Bureau for Asia:
 

Assistant Administrator 

Deputy Assistant Administrator (Audit
 

Liaison Offficer) 

Office of the Philippines, Thailand h Burma
 

Affairs (ASIA/PTB) 


Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination:
 

Office of Evaluation (PPC/E/DIV) 


Bureau for Management:
 

Assistant to the Administrator for Management 

Office of Financial Management (M/FM/ASD) 

Office of Contract Management (M/SER/CM) 


Bureau for External Relations
 

Office of Legislative Affairs (LEG) 

Office of Public Affairs (OPA) 


Office of the General Counsel (GC) 


Office of the Inspector General:
 

Inspector General (IG) 

Executive Management Staff (IG/DIS) 

Policy, Plans 6 Programs (IG/PPP) 

RIG/Il/Manila 


Regional Inspector Generals:
 

RIG/A/Washington 

RIG/A/Nairobi (East Africa ) 
RIG/A/Dnltar (West Atrica) 

RIG/A/Cairo (Egypt) 

RIG/A Karachi (Near East) 

HIG/A/1.itin America 
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