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Acronyms/Glossary

CA - Community Association

CBFM — Community-based Forest Management

CBFMA — Community-based Forest Management Agreement
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Sitio — unit of barangay
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Introduction

In the global effort to seek common solutions to combat climate change, v@pitarss and
means are being advanced to meet this urgent goal. And one area thatirggradet of
attention is forest conservation and protection. Increasing conceredtediat deforestation,
which is considered as contributing significantly to global warming.dtatearing releases
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, accelerating the greenhouse affantedt this,
industrialized countries, corporations, big conservation NGOs, the World Bdrdtlzer
multilateral fund agencies are proposing what has been coined as AvoidedséforgAD).

Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDAD, iasalso known,
calls for preserving forests to serve as “carbon reservoirs.” $oureries like India and
Indonesia have urged an ecosystem and landscape approach to include fordisatiehabid
restoration as possible AD schemes. Past conservation strategieschammodated
reforestation, afforestation, and forest protection and development.

AD proponents are lobbying to have AD and REDD projects included as a roitigation
under a new protocol on climate change. Under the present rules of the KgtotmPthat ends
in 2012, AD does not form part of any of the Clean Development Mechanisms (CDddj am
that allow industrialized countries to go around their carbon emission imtaaps by investing
in emission-reducing projects in developing countries. Like most CDMs, Agatpsimilarly
target developing countries to implement AD projects through economitives Developing
countries will be compensated through grants, aid money or carbon funds to keapdktsr f
intact and prevent forest degradation.

AD projects, which are soon to be piloted in several countries, have a lbtdnige carbon
financing that includes the carbon credit market. The World Bank \piirtedly take the lead in
setting up and managing an AD international carbon fund. For developing counsriegehs

the prospects for a renewed flow of foreign funding into their foresttpisethat most of their
governments would likely find hard to resist. But this also raisesusquestions: How effective
and sustainable are such projects? What are their impacts on thardr®lihoods of local

and indigenous communities?

The Philippines provides a useful example, having been a recipient ofous@gvironmental
loans that were concentrated in forestry projects. Over the last tadesethe government
through foreign financing has implemented programs in natural resource memagperotected
areas, reforestation and watershed rehabilitation. One of theskenRsdional Resources
Management Program (RRMP) under the bigger Environment and Natural Rsso8extoral
Adjustment Loan (ENR-SECAL) program funded by the World Bank. Undertaken in severa
regions of the country, the RRMP sought to rehabilitate watersheds in apldicdigenous
areas.

This case study tried to draw out lessons from the RRMP implementatiboylpaly in regard

to its impact on indigenous communities. Specifically, it looked into whétlkeeN/B project
succeeded in improving economic and environmental conditions as were its ed@iess and
how sustainable the forestry initiatives were. The study was condodied indigenous
communities in two provinces of the Cordillera region where the RRi®carried out. The
field research, conducted in July and August, was supplemented by a reviejecdf maports
and documents and interviews with key government personnel and offioialshe environment
department and local governments.



I. Philippine Forests: Deforestationand Rehabilitation

Due perhaps to the magnitude of forest denudation in the country, the Philippinescome a
pilot area for various reforestation programs and approaches througgatiseIn less than a
century, it has lost almost 80 percent of its forests, making it thergawith the thinnest forest
cover in Southeast Asta.

The causes for deforestation in the Philippines are varied. Forebalggen blamed on legal
and illegal logging, migration, agricultural expansikainginor slash and burn cultivation, elite
control and corruption, and poverty. But considered to have inflicted some of gjestbig
destruction was overexploitation through industrial logging. Logging peaked k960s when it
became one of the country’s leading industries, with Japan and the U.S. asxpajor e
destinations. Timber concessions then covered some 11.6 million hectaresatly wrta-third

of the country’s land aréa.

Commercial logging declined only after1986 when Marcos’ 20-year rule caamegiod and a
new Constitution ushered in broad policy changes including in the forestry getigrban was
imposed in primary forests and the government embarked on a nationwide agéfarest
campaign. Timber license agreements, which had placed the management of thach
country’s forestlands in the hands of a small economic elite, gaveowent, more democratized
approaches.

The programs had a variety of names but these all basically involved toetoaestation that
offered economic incentives to groups to undertake forest rehabilitetiam the late 1970s to
1980s the government launched the Family Approach Contract Reforestatmomugity
Contract Reforestation and Corporate Contract Reforestation. The togiaerally had a
period of three years, after which the reforested areas weneet teethe government.

The Integrated Social Forestry Program, which came in 1982, targetedofaregants, enabling
the government to additionally tap this sector in tree planting. The 1S#&h developed a 25-
year tenurial instrument renewable for 25 years, allowed particigaatstipy and cultivate
upland areas in exchange for reforesting degraded lands and serving agulm@sto protect
these. While they could benefit from forest resources, certaintetj\such as harvesting timber
crops, were still subject to government regulation.

The period from the 1980s-1990s saw the entry of foreign financing through bilatdral a
multilateral arrangements into the forestry sector. Such agencies dsited States Assistance
for International Development, World Bank, Asian Development Bank, Ford Foundation and
Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund/Japan Bank for International Cooperatidegrov
environmental loans or grants to fund the implementation of reforestatigraprs throughout
the country..

The programs had the expressed intent to promote sustainable and ecuigsblégvelopment
and management as well as to reduce poverty in the uplands. Among these waddzaiis
Regional Resources Management Project undertaken from 1992-1997 and extendegdar.one
More comprehensive than earlier forestry approaches, the RRMP madegityronganizing,
livelihood and infrastructure development as integral components of tnegtettion program.
The RRMP, along with the Natural Resources Management Programme and Upland
Development Programme, funded by the USAID and Ford Foundation respectivelg,tes sai



have provided a model for the community-based concept and mechanics of the Community
Based Forest Management (CBFM) program.

In 1995 the government declared CBFM (Executive Order 263) as the natioteajystom
sustainable forest management. All earlier people-oriented fpmsigrams, as the ISFP and
contract reforestation schemes were called, including the RRMP,.cadee the CBFM
program. The CBFM is an integrated approach to build the capacities oéjsemplanizations,
local government units (LGU), NGOs and other agencies to become partnersmingent in
managing, developing and protecting the country’s forests. It provides altegare
instrument called the Community-Based Forestry Management AgreenifiviE].

II. WB-funded Regional Resources Management Project

The Regional Resources Management Project was a pilot program imgaerbg the Philippine
government to rehabilitate and develop watershed areas. The RRMP washpatS $369 M
Environment and Natural Resources - Sectoral Adjustment Loan provided mathky orld
Bank and OECF. The environmental loan, which had two components -- policy and imtestme
was intended to fund a broad program to preserve the country’s remaining laicdipegesity.

The Regional Resources Management Program was one of three componentseusiiks M
investment component. The other two were: 1) a monitoring and enforcement ptogiewelop
government agency capabilities to monitor logging operations and enboes&ry regulations
and 2) a conservation program to support the management of 10 priority proteatedrader the
Integrated Protected Areas System.

The loan’s policy component supported development of an Integrated Protecesyatem,
Philippine Economic-Environment and Natural Resources Accounting System, e
reforms including adoption of Community-Based Forest Management, and devolution of
environment and natural resources management responsibilities asesbimahre Local
Government Code.

Project Design

The Regional Resources Management Project was an integrated compaiseitprogram with
the aim to harness and mobilize upland communities in the sustainable development and
management of watersheds while raising their productivity and inconiésgéd on the
assumption that an organized and empowered community, with sources of livetitermilite
their economic well being and with teunrial security, would have greatevatioh to protect
and conserve the environment.

The RRMP was envisioned to be replicated in other watershed andcfomastnities, and thus
also provided for the institutional strengthening of local governmeritsvéra to take over the
project and its expansion to other areas. The project employed broagiesréttat combined
community organizing, training, livelihood development, restoration of denuded ianpasving
farm technologies, provision of land tenure and infrastructure developrpeifiGlly the
RRMP had the following components:

1. Local Social Development



This involved community organizing, formation and strengthening of commusibgiasions
(CA) and cooperatives, farmers training and barangay development planningefdehCAs
were assisted in establishing Community Information Planning Systernentailed
participatory development planning, assessment, monitoring and evaluatiofi,as we
implementing and managing livelihood and environmental conservation projects

2. Community Resources Development

The component consisted of two activities: on-farm and off-farm site devehbphe former
was directed to individual farmers who were encouraged to adopt farysitegns and
technologies to enhance upland agriculture and productivity such as seikoagervation, soil
fertility improvement, improved cropping practices and gradual conveigiparennial cropping.
These were demonstrated through the establishment of model microwatarsted f

Off-farm site development focused on improving the management of the community
watersheds and natural base. Community associations were to undestéketigh
reforestation/agroforestation and to protect and manage existing nataestsfin project sites.

Part of this component was putting in place land tenure instruments shehCestificate of
Stewardship Agreement (CSC), free patent, and additionally in indigereass tre Certificate
of Ancestral Land Claim (CALC) and Certificate of Ancestral DomamirGl(CADC). The
DENR in the early 1990s had started to set in operation the recognition arehtefi of
indigenous peoples’ land rights through CALC and CADC.

3. Livelihood Development

The component’s premise was that economic improvement would bring about sistainab
management and utilization of natural resources by local communities. Tiet jpictivities
aimed to address the need to augment incomes through alternative ldeltdwoes to reduce
resource use in the community’s natural base. The project provideds/hvelihood training.

RRMP provided for a financing mechanism called the community revolvimdy (CRF),

managed by the CA, to serve as a pool of financial resources to fund liveléoges of

members and of the organizatiéhseed fund of P60,000 started the CRF in each site, and could
be built up from donations, members’ contributions and CA profits from economittiastsuch

as lending or products trading. CA members were enjoined to contrilthie @RF by giving a
percentage of their wages from work in RRMP-related infrastructojeqts.

4. Infrastructure Development

This component entailed building or improving infrastructure to faalipabject activities and
service delivery. A project assumption was that providing basic infdgte would stimulate
local economic activities that in turn could influence more rationiation of natural
resources. A second factor was the generation of temporary employméet lfmeal people. The
infrastructure projects were mostly contracted out to the commusibgiations, local
governments or firms who were required to hire local labor. This wasedsoas the entry point
for local governments to participate in the RRMP with funds and equipmemndgdae them by
RRMP.



Some of the infrastructure built were school buildings, government orpaufiose buildings,
multi-purpose pavements, new and secondary roads, road improvement, trars path§,
bridges, culverts, water supply and irrigation systems.

5. Institutional Strengthening

This involved capacity building through a 4-year training program for DENR &td personnel
and program committees from provincial to barangay level. Part of tMPRIRsign was the
eventual turnover of project management to local government units. Thelseain line with the
Local Government Code passed in 1995 that devolved certain natural resouage meant
functions to LGUs.

Organizational Structure

The RRMP had an organization structure that drew broadly from regufasfsidl levels of
DENR and from provincial, municipal and barangay local governments units. 8gatihent of
Environment and Natural Resources was the lead agency with the main itapyofwsi project
implementation. At the national level were a Steering Committee tidadthe DENR Secretary
and a Project Management Office that provided overall policy directidmpegram
management.

A Regional Project Management Office headed by the DENR Regiorat®imwas the key
project implementor. Direct supervision and control of project operatignsitia
provincial/community environment and natural resources offices (PENERRO). At the
community level were watershed management units, also mainly DENR pdysdmme
supervised the implementation and monitoring of project plans and progragyswére the
focal point for coordinating all support activities to be deliveredriméa participants.

Barangay development units, mostly barangay officials, in target comnsungie responsible
in mobilizing members of the community and in coordinating implementation g@gpro
activities.

The provincial and municipal local government units participated on twisiegeproject
beneficiaries and as implementors. During project implementation, thegerdenstitutional
strengthening through training in preparation for the devolution of theqgbrdjt the same time
they were actively involved in carrying out the project. They providetisipport, assisted
DENR in organizing provincial, municipal and barangay committees te@¥e¢he project, and
implemented project-related infrastructure.

On the provincial level, participating personnel were provincial goveypoovincial planning
and engineering officers, and provincial development councils. At the murmipalvere
mayors, barangay officials and municipal development councils who providetidadership
and support to farmer-beneficiaries in project sites.

In RRMP’s target regions in Luzon, a consultancy group, the Orient Integratetopment
Consultants Inc, was contracted by the DENR to provide technical assis&nices in four
areas of concern: implementation management, institutional strengthenéeg adsistance to
component project and training administration.

RRMP in the Cordillera



The Cordillera Administrative Region (CAR) was one of five regiong&/RRMP was
implemented. The others were Regions 1 and 2 in Northern Luzon and Regions 9 and 10 in
Mindanao. These regions were selected based on their watershed e@retagpmprise around
43 percent of the country’s forest cover.

The Cordillera, which sits on 1,829,368 hectares or a sixth of the country’s lantsaehain of
mountains that form the spine of northern Luzon. A region of natural riches, it idexausthe
“watershed cradle” for this part of the country. It hosts nine nmajer systems that provide
much of the irrigation and energy needs in northern and central Luzon. The regomamhy is
predominantly agricultural, producing rice, vegetables, fruits, mapscand cut flowers as main
crops. Mining is another key industry as the Cordillera is abundant in inilegrasits that
include copper and gold.

The majority of the Cordillera’s population of 1,365,220 (2000 census) are indigernmlaspe
Eight major ethnolinguistic groups and various other sub-groups collectalédy ¢gorots
inhabit the region. Despite the region’s natural wealth, the Igoketsnost other indigenous
groups in the Philippines can be counted among the poorest sectors in Philipjatye Sodil
recently, all Cordillera provinces formed part of the country’s “@0J as the 20 poorest
provinces have been tagged.

The RRMP had a total cost of US $64.2 million. Of this, the CAR had an allocation oc2P260
million for the whole duration. The RRMP was implemented in then all five (currently six)
provinces of the Cordillera Administrative Region. It covered 25 barangmyg of which were
expansion areas, in nine municipalities involving a watershed area of 32,14%#cthe case
study focused on two indigenous communities (see boxes): 1) an Ibaloy community in
Tinongdan, Benguet province in southern Cordillera and 2) a Kalinga communityukpBk
Junction, Kalinga province in the north.

Project Impact
Forest Rehabilitation

The RRMP performance received good ratings from both the government and the World Bank
The Bank rated the project’s overall outcome as satisfactory, piiygjcal achievements as
having surpassed targets set in the 7-year work and financidl prenProject Management

Office gave an even higher rating of “very satisfactéryfie Northern Luzon regions were

ranked as the top performers, with the Cordillera AdministrativedReégisecond place after
Region 1 with an overall accomplishment of 94 percent.

Almost a decade after RRMP completion, a fair gauge of the project’'ssswsluauld evidently

be substantial tree growth or vegetative cover in targeted denudead larthe two study sites,
there is little physical evidence of this. Most of the reforestatites have reverted to grass lands
with only sparse trees that may have sprouted more from natural régengran to the project’s
planting initiatives.

In both Pinukpuk Junction and Tinongdan most of the reforestation sites wereimaimed and
eventually abandoned or were burned and not replanted. Some successfilatitraleifforts
can be found in on-farm sites, where tree patches have survived. But overadll sate,
estimated at 30-50 percent in Pinukpuk barangays, is still considered logt firesesimilarly
did not spare many of these.



The failed reforestation can largely be attributed to the disiritegraf community associations
soon after or even before RRMP ended and lack of funds to maintain and protiect ataas.

Community association

Community associations, which had the responsibility to develop and manage #reoffiggrm
sites, were essential to the success of the project goal of feststation. They were given 3-
year contracts amounting to P10,000 per hectare to undertake site developmesigraited
watershed areas. The contract specified nursery development sbsteli of plantation and its
maintenance. But in most of the sites, little or no maintenance work was rexddeplanting
phase, as many CAs disbanded soon after.

As the study shows, some community associations were organized merely tpfqualibject
contracts. As such there was no serious commitment to project goalsh@mpeejéct or even the
contract ended, the CA stopped operating. In other areas, CAs were not set uENRIEtBXf
themselves took over site development, defeating the purpose of makinfptestation

initiative community-based. Local people served only as hired labor inffeeedt project
activities.

Some anomalies were also observed in fund disbursement contrary to ttierasténancial
transparency emphasized in project seminars. Some farmer paricipegived less than the set
cost per hectare and wages for hired work were similarly suspedtede been lower than
stipulated in contracts.

Some local government officials may also have taken advantage of teet fappffering their
own land claims for reforestation. Sites were identified by commuretylmers and barangay and
municipal government officials, but this was apparently used to bengéitrclkemded individuals
in the community.

It is apparent that the projects did not utilize or maximize existingolitical structures,
rather it embarked on an ambitious plan to organize community associatiswne instances it
utilized existing associations that were originally set-up for differeasons, like credit
cooperatives.

In indigenous areas, indigenous socio-political structures exist sidedbyvith government
mandated structures and are usually governed by elders. If the projectsdeadindo these
structures the projects would have had more chances of succeeding bedaeisetri¢dte
relationship of indigenous communities with the forests.

Maintenance

Another reason for the low reforestation rate was the lack of fundsimtamaand protect the
sites after planting. As it was, individual farmers found the P10,000-pé&aredund given by the
project insufficient to cover all site development costs The amounbavaky enough for land
clearing and planting, as those with bigger areas had to hire workersefTlitdd or no funds

for maintenance and protection.

On the other hand, as a DENR personnel noted, the community association could nottee expe

to take care of whole reforestation areas on their own resoucese off-farm sites spanned up
to 100 hectares and located far from residential zones. Ideally the whateuodgnshould be
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involved in forest maintenance but not all joined the CA and thus not everysramanitted to
protect reforested areas. Moreover it takes years for treeduoemahich for pine is at least 50
years. For farmers who live a hand-to-mouth existence, the priority isnt@ é&ing to survive
more than tree protection.

Because the sites were not maintained, much less protected, theseoveepeamne to fires. In
Tinongdan, while the community formed a fire brigade and set up fire zonesptbheed to be
inadequate because, as some residents emphasized, maintenance workingsGieaning of
forest areas is vital especially in the summer when dried fallgedesnd pine needles left to pile
up can act as a tinderbox.

Local conditions further abetted the occurrence of fire in the sitéshwetter protection
measures could have addressed. The off-farm site in Pinukpuk Junctioasisigeland one
kilometer from the residential area with a river to be crossedéifoan be reached. There was
neither bridge nor boats for easy access. These factors made ittdiffithe community to save
the plantation once a blaze started. Tinongdan’s bane, with its pineed@reas, is forest fires,
and some of the reforestation sites had burned down in the past even @nettof RRMP.

The few successful reforestation efforts can be seen in individdalmnsites in both Pinukpuk
and Tinongdan. This accomplishment is attributed largely to their locatid being private land
claims. Being nearer home lots, they can more easily be maintained and gré&adtalthough
the lands are mostly claimed under tax declarations, the sense of ow@Ebars to have made
farmer-owners invest more care in the trees they planted even B Blosed. A Pinukpuk
farmer who cultivated a fourth of a hectare to Gmelina said he nragdt@ibecause it was his
and could harvest from it. Such farmers were also more appreciative objibet’p goals. A
farmer in Tinongdan cited increased food productivity, less erosion, the efgblanting trees
and making use of the land as her gains from the project.

Some farmers however asserted that some tree species used araletfsuitvatershed
rehabilitation. The RRMP recommended the planting of the fast growingitanaeborea, and
while it generates faster tree cover and quicker profits for farriteloes not yield water and
instead absorbs it. An Ibaloy woman found that a spring that had long senaexdasity’s
water source disappeared when she planted Gmelina on her land.
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PINUKPUK JUNCTION , with approximately 2,200 hectares, is one of 2&hgays in the northeastern part of Pinukpuk tomalinga
province. It is populated mainly by Kalingas wittetPinukpuk tribe as the dominant group. The peagdenainly farmers, with rice and corn as
their major crops; and peanuts and legumes asrsagamducts. They plant rice on both hilly and figigated low lands, and supplement their
income with fishing, fuel wood and bamboo collentamd cottage industries.

Reforestation

The RRMP was undertaken mainly in Pinukpuk Juncsiod in the three expansion barangays of Cattabdgapaco and Malagnat. Except for
Malagnat where only individual on-farm sites tatglil0 hectares were developed, the rest had off-faforestation areas ranging from 5
(Mapaco) to 100 hectares (Pinukpuk Junction andiRatgan). Pinukpuk Junction additionally had omsgrwith an aggregate area of 20
hectares. The sites were planted to mahogany,,ramalina arborea, mango and citrus.

The Pinukpuk Junction Upland Farmers Associatiantrected the site development of the 100-hectastupaland in Piunkpuk Junction. The
association was said to have been formed in natyg@oomply with project requirements. The perbahind it was a barangay official who usg
the community association with a listed membersiip05 to get the contract. Instead of a genesrably, farmers were approached
individually to join the organization, with somesigents being signed up without their knowledge.

Most of the listed members did not participatehia site development. The barangay official hiredldad members of the community to establis
the nursery and to plant tree seedlings. Even @rildvere taken in to pack seedlings in individuadready for transplanting. Some farmers
noted that wages given to workers especially tidobm may have been lower than what were set icdnéract. After the planting phase, no
maintenance or protection work was done. An evalondeam came once for an inspection visit but nesached the site, which is a kilometer
from the settlement.

In Catabbogan and Mapaco, ho community associataanorganized as required by RRMP. Personnel dbdpartment of Environment and
Natural Resources instead took charge of site dpustnt, employing workers from the community tonple seedlings. Other residents from
other barangays who were not part of the projeatied of the seedlings provided by the DENR foiirtbgn use. There was similarly no
monitoring or maintenance done in the sites wherptoject ended.

All the off-farm reforestation sites in Pinukpuknidtion, Catabbogan and Mapaco later burned dowmamne not replanted. The survival rate of
trees planted was a low one percent but projesiopeel and other officials claimed it to be higtering the project duration. In Mapaco tree
seedlings that were reportedly eaten by cows weiteatly dug up by local people to grow in their obackyards.

Fire also destroyed many of the on-farm areas, aitli 30-50 percent surviving in Pinukpuk Junctamd Malagnat. Farmers cited the lack of
maintenance funds to protect the sites from fdimestSome residents in Pinukpuk Junction also nkeskthat farmer beneficiaries were given
different amounts for land preparation and plantiftgey were told that individual farmers would §ét0,000 per hectare but some obtained les
than this. One received only P10,000 for a wholnd€are area.

The project also created a land dispute betweemotity members. A farmer who was a member of threroanity association planted tree
seedlings on one hectare that he owned plus aneadjbectare that belonged to his neighbor. Whettetiter learned of this, he burned the
encroached hectare and planted it to rice. Thewasérought to court and has not been resolvedtm®

Livelihood projects

The Pinukpuk Upland Farmers Association had a conitjnoevolving fund of P120,000 to finance liveliimb and other income-generating
activities during the project duration but this ettelly disappeared. The organization’s officersktout the first loans, virtually dividing the fund
among them. They did not repay their loans, andratiembers who also borrowed from the fund followeid, leading to squabbles in the
organization.

Various livelihood projects were planned in Piunkgunction such as livestock raising, banana atchke processing, bread making and soap
production, but most of these were not implemeatedi those that were did not prosper. One progratentaken was duck dispersal but most of]
those who benefited were government officials @A membership. Other members got only a paiucks each, which ended up being cookg
Another venture was a bricks-processing projectheitmachine was later moved to a local governmoffigial’s house and eventually came und
his personal use.

LGU participation
The current mayor of Pinukpuk town was not aware®t responsibility over RRMP sites and of pasbres$tation projects within his
jurisdiction. This was mainly because no one héaeféd him on this. The town has no Environment Bliatural Resources Office.

He is in favor of reforestation in his town and neguested DENR for this since almost all of tivens are drying up. He claimed the DENR has
not succeeded in stopping rampant cutting of taeekillegal swiddening. He is willing to help ifoeestation so long as there are funds.

-

bd.
br
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TINONGDAN is the second biggest of eight barangays in timngitown of Itogon, Benguet province. With 12,51 6ectares, it comprises
about a fourth of the town’s total land area. Tidigenous Ibaloy are the predominant inhabitants wismaller population of other indigenous
groups, the Lowak, Kankanaey and Kalanguya.

Reforestation

Off-farm reforestation was undertakensitios (unit of barangay) Bagueng, Sabdang and Peticdle wh-farm areas were nearer the settlement
Tinongdan Proper. The aggregate area for bothaaff-on-farm sites totaled some 50 hectares. Tegespused were Gmelina arborea,
mahogany, alnus and pine while fruit trees sucivasado, mango, jackfruit, coffee, root crops aallable local seedlings were additionally
grown in on-farm areas.

Four community associations were organized for RRiM#nely, Tinongdan Multipurpose Cooperative, Bdltggrated Social Forestry
Development Association, Gueset Multipurpose Coapex and Senior Citizens Organization althoughldlsewas not involved in reforestation
but only in the implementation of infrastructurejects.

As in Pinukpuk Junction, many of the reforestasiies were not maintained and later destroyedrby Tihese were not replanted. Community
members cited various reasons for the failed refation:

forest fires invariably blamed on slash-and-burttivation, children playing with matches, and fogginating from adjacent barangays that
quickly spread to reforestation areas.

lack of funds for maintenance and protection. Furdsived by farmers were good only for land ctegand planting, leaving them with no
financial resources for maintenance and proteafqulanted trees. Some had to pay for extra labowbrk on their farms. A female farmer
who could not do the needed work by herself haurmfour neighbors to help in the clearing andthaosix persons to do the planting. For|
the half hectare that she planted, she receivedfoat thousand pesos from the project.

absence of fencing in reforestation sites, whiaised stray animals to eat or trample on seedlings
loss of interest in the project by community asations after they received contract payments arehviwelihood projects were not sustaing
lack of protection and monitoring of reforestatgites when these were devolved to the local goventmmnit

On-farm areas were comparatively more successfalrasnber have been able to maintain tree stand&man farmer, for instance, has started
harvesting from the trees she planted. Using saegsifrom her own backyard, she cultivated halfedre, growing mahogany, mango, jackfruit
and coffee, and in the surroundings, Gmelina. @rstbpes, she plantedadre cacado prevent erosion and cassava for an additianake of
food. The Gemelina and fruit trees can be harvesitadugh she does not earn any income from tier las these are only enough for home
consumption.

Livelihood projects

The Tinongdan Multipurpose Cooperative was an egxjstooperative, established by the DepartmentgyfcAilture before RRMP came in, with
most of the community as members. Instead of fograimother organization, community members decidadé the cooperative for RRMP. It
had already a substantial capital fund then, whiah further enlarged by the project's P60,000 $@ed and members’ contributions deducted
from their wages in RRMP infrastructure projects.

Well managed during the project duration, the coajpee’s community revolving fund grew to a milliday the time RRMP closed. A few years
later, however, the cooperative went bankrupt wineew leadership, whose management skills wereingaribok over and non-repayment of
loans became prevalent. The barangay governmekbtae the cooperative’s building, which is curtgntsed as a day care center.

A rice trading cooperative was also set up in Tgdan but was not sustained.

LGU participation

The Itogon municipal government has not been abtedate an Environment and Natural ResourceseéXdfitce its budget is already strained by
wage allocations. In the absence of the ENRO,dbal Department of Agriculture has taken respotigitiver all agroforestry programs in the
municipality.

The RRMP sites have not been included in LGU plagioir monitoring since its turnover. The DENR isrently in the process of evaluating and
validating previous areas of reforestation to awhiglication since Itogon has been the site of rséveforestation projects over the past years.
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Improvement of Economic Conditions

In addition to conservation and enhancement of the environment, RRMP also interitdrd$s a
poverty alleviation. The project was able to ameliorate economictemslin target
communities through the local employment generated by infrastructueetsrand the
livelihood activities that were launched. But gains were generally-bhedt lasting only during
project life span, and confined only to a part of the population, largely théenship of the
community association. Other members of the community were able to liemefthe
infrastructure projects but CAs also implemented some of these.

Most of the livelihood projects started by CAs and members, such as lkesiging and rice
trading, were not sustained. The activities involved limited produetioihdid not provide
substantial incomes.

Most of the community revolving funds of CAs grew during the project durdiginbad loans
and fiscal mismanagement eventually dissipated the CRFs in both sasdyfbis demoralized
members and may have partly caused the loss of interest in the project.

Where RRMP’s livelihood option did not last, the infrastructure componeog¢sded in
bringing a more long-term, favorable impact on the economic life ofttaogemunities. The
physical structures, mostly maintained by the local government, have thydo@uatributed to
stimulating economic activity. Not only did these bring in local jobs dubhiagcbnstruction
phase, the people continue to enjoy and benefit from their use today. For sm®etsein fact,
it is only the infrastructure now existing that they remember of theedRRMP undertaking.

The construction and improvement of roads, foot trails, tire paths and bhialgegonnected
isolated parts of barangays and brought mobility and ease in the access gdttodihscal
products. In Tinongdan the road improvement considerably cut down travel timsifients
from 30 to five minutes. Slope protection and irrigation works have also helpedsedarm
productivity.

Sustainability

As early as 1996 the DENR began the formal turnover of the managemeaiect pites to
respective local governments units. This was embodied in a MemoraridtutaCGuidelines in
Implementing the Turnover Process to Local Government Units and Communitieshender
Regional Resources Management Project

When RRMP ended, however, the management structures set in place toteagtanject did

not go into motion. A setback were the various limitations faced by muhicgad government
units, chief of which were the lack of financial and manpower resourcesgingariorities with

a change in political leadership, and more urgent local concerns. SincentheetuRRMP site
management has not been included in LGU development plans in both Itogon and Pinukpuk
towns.
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Part of the LGU commitment under the memorandum was the establishra@nEpn¥ironment
and Natural Resources Office (ENRO) on the provincial and municipaklebhe ENRO is the
main office tasked to handle the project sites as well as other DEjRtprdevolved to the
LGU. On the municipal level, an ENRO is still non-existent in Itogon and Pinukpuist for
lack of funds and other priorities. Benguet province has created an ENR®thutist follows
priority programs of the administration, which at present is solidenaahagement.

On DENR'’s end, monitoring and protection are part of the agency’s regtildties: performed
through its Community Environment and Natural Resources Office. Monitoring of thl°PRR
areas has not been a specific concern since the project’s devolutiohoatigovernments. In
addition the DENR similarly has its own priorities and thrusts thgpart current national
programs.

Project sustainability was dependent on the partnership of stakehaldecommunity
associations that were to maintain and protect reforested aredgdoernment units to provide
manpower and financial resources to manage the sites, and DENR to provmiisatestipport.
When the project terminated, this failed to take off, reflecting on RRMon-sustainability. The
CAs in the study sites had by then or soon after become inactive.

Social Costs

Reforestation projects do not only have environmental and, where intended, iecomoscts,
but these have social consequences as well that directly bear on indigenousit@s. Past
projects including RRMP have spawned values and attitudes that may workdnghan
against similar environmental initiatives. A common sentiment exptdgstarmers in the study
sites and government officials and personnel alike was that the paidicipetommunity
associations stopped when project funding ceased. The project was looked asra source of
income and immediate profit rather than for its long-term environrhgotés.

Because of the many reforestation projects entering local commuthss have come to be
associated with contracts that people can take advantage of faridiingain. The government’s
community-based forestry projects including RMMP stemmed from earlietaconeforestation
that used the economic incentive to mobilize local people to plant trees iredeareds. A
conseguence has been the setting up of organizations solely for the purposegf get
reforestation contracts, as was the case in Pinukpuk Junction. The madmaotivation for
which these are formed ultimately influence project commitment andlbperformance.

The entry of more and bigger projects supported by foreign funds may have fuelleerthe
practice of hastily forming organizations to qualify for contractstdgdn, reforestation
programs have come one after the other or at times even implementedrsaoudy. Over the
last two decades, it has been the site of both foreign- and governmentdipanjeets: Itogon
Watershed Subproject (ADB), Itogon Integrated Watershed ManagenaogedtPCordillera
Highland Agricultural Resource Management Project (ADB), Gdi@lnd Cordillera
Agriculture Development (EU), Cordillera Land Ownership Award (Depamtrof Agriculture)
in addition to the World Bank-funded RRMP. Multiple memberships have been foufsimP
ltogon because of the presence of various projects in the comrunity.

PO performance is how a major problem in the current Community-Based Maresgement
program, which continues to contract out site development to people’s otgaszdahe DENR
has suspended since august 2005 the issuance of new Community-Based Foresnbfanag
Agreements because of increasing infractions by POs of their CBEMANovember of the
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same year, DENR cancelled 233 CBFMA in 11 of the country’s 13 regions, incthaing
Cordillera, due to POs’ low performance. In March 2006, all existing CBFMAgit eegions
were also cancelled, again due to POs’ non-compliance or violation oAtreements.

Reforestation projects also tend to erode traditional systems of atieedabor practiced in
indigenous communities. In contrast to contract reforestation whereastany from land
preparation to planting of seedlings is paid, members of clans or communitiesolNectively
in maintaining and protecting forests.

More alarming are wrong values engendered by reforestation projeatsticdlly and

perversely lead to acts inimical to the environment. In some comnwimitieogon, cases of land
clearing and deliberate forest fires have reportedly occurred becgusiential financial gains
under reforestation projectsSome reforested sites are deliberately torched or lands are cleared
for these to qualify for funding under reforestation programs.

Another adverse effect is the division caused in local communitiesteR&ftion projects have
spawned land conflicts due to encroachment to enlarge plantatasneerevell as envy and
resentment among those who are not able to share in contracts. Some firasetdastrayed
reforestation sites are suspected to have been started by Individuaig fesm project gain’’

Finally, reforestation projects are creating cynicism in local pabplecan lead to apathy to
environmental initiatives. In Itogon where so many projects have been umthertith massive
foreign lending, the question is asked: “Where are the trees?” Towifaj remarks, coming
mostly from Itogon government officials and workers themselsbow a cynicism that reflects
the problem of sustainability plaguing past reforestation including RRMP

There have been so many reforestation projects but we see don't see any trees

If an inventory were made of all the seedlings planted, all areas incltiggngacific
Ocean would have been planted by now. The physical output is low when compared
against the huge amount of money put in.

What's left are skeletons of trees; there are no live trees.

The Itogon mayor’s statement is even more telling: “We do not feel thacinof any
reforestation project. After all the projects undertaken watillis big problem in many
villages.”

[ll. Indigenous Forest Management Systems

In interior areas of the Cordillera, indigenous communities have addtbssehkllenge of
sustainability, having preserved biologically rich forests through gemesaThis is due largely
to the way they regard forests around which they have developed systersisiniable forest
management and use. Indigenous peoples put a high cultural and economic vatasten f
Forests form an integral part of their natural resource base aldmgaeetiields and swidden
farms. These provide food, fuel, medicine, lumber for housing, headwatersgiation and
domestic use, and common pasture area.

Forests also hold religious significance and the indigenous spirituelsoedgarding forests are
now being discovered to have sound ecological principles of protection andvedioserThe
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Ibaloy, for instance, hold rituals in the forest, which they believe idwedling place of the
spirits of their ancestors. These beliefs help to deter destractivgies.

Governed by customary law, the indigenous forest management systems &uttbimstrary in
name according to the group but share underlying principles and beliefe.arbesalled
kidjowan(lbaloy), tayan(Kankana-ey)muyong(lfugao),lapat (Tinggian, Kankana-eyginobat
(Kalinga). These are still practiced today in differing degreesutirout the Cordillera depending
on how strong the indigenous culture and ways of life have remained.

The elders generally set the rules for forest use, management and prodectithrese are well
respected and observed. Watersheds are communal, while families or alaramsecondary
growth forests they lay claim to through previous swiddening or other ingesthlabor. While
owners share the forest resources with the community, use iy semilated. A member of a
clan or community is allowed to gather dried branches for firewood. Tegealso be cut but
only mature ones and only for specific purposes such as for building a houses® fio a
kanyaw a ritual feast performed during a wedding, death or for other socialgasp

Protection and maintenance are done through cooperative labor. The elderzeratabili
members to do the various work needed such as weeding, pruning, tree thinning, etrichme
planting and stem binding and, if needed, fencing to protect plants from sireglsrin the
summer cleaning and setting up fire lines are also done collectively.

Indigenous peoples know the water bearing trees, and these are speckdiedrdthese are not
to be cut, such as tlaibanglan balite, alumitin Benguetandsabbangwhite and red lauan in
Kalinga. The sabbang for instance holds water in its trunk while &sepce of alumit signals a
spring nearby, and its abundance ensures the water does not dry up.

Swidden cultivation, which has usually been blamed for forest firesnikady regulated as it is
allowed only in areas that have no trees. In starting a swidden, farrsecdefam an area, sparing
trees and plants with important medicinal and food value. Grass and othedéimestare then
burned and used as fertilizer.

The government is slowly coming to recognize the viability of indigenoustfpractices. The
regional Department of Environment and Natural Resources has recommendémptienaf a
national policy recognizing traditional forest management systerhe @drdillera indigenous
peoples? Although the national DENR office has yet to act on the recommendation, DENR-CAR
has started documenting their practices. This move acknowledges #s&$ toaditionally

managed by indigenous peoples have enhanced the region’s natural resoutues @uditbe
supported. Some of the most intact forests that have remained in the Goeditlehose found on
indigenous lands.

Today however several factors, including government-encouraged prograneading to the
destruction of forests in some indigenous communities. In ltogon, some lopd pe® clearing
parts of their forest to build green houses for citrus crop productioestHands are also being
sold for economic gain, which goes against the traditional beliefrisashould not be sold but if
forced to, must be offered to the nearest of kin. Increasing privatizationest bwnership has
been the result of the government’s campaign to have lands registelexdaved for the purpose
of realty tax payments. And as cited earlier, some intentionally burst foreas in order to apply
these under funded reforestation programs.

IV. Resource Rights Limitations
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When an indigenous person wants to cut a tree he has planted in a faméy-owaoled forest to
build a house, he first has to get a permit to cut from the DENR. Thisatiesthe tenuous hold
indigenous peoples have over their forests and resources. Despite thatfdey have
developed and preserved forests on their own, under current Philippinanidweslicies they do
not own forest lands or resources. This erodes their access and use tighitsforests and puts
them at constant risk of displacement by government projects includimgstation and
conservation programs.

The Philippines has enacted an Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act (IPRA), wbadnizes
ancestral land and domain rights, but it is not a guarantee againstelisgtda or rights
restriction. In various provinces throughout the country, reforestation and otleévmraent
programs are being carried out on ancestral lands even those issuedtifithtesrof ancestral
domain claims (CADC). In Palawan and Mindoro provinces, commercigbkaeetions under
the Integrated Forestry Management Agreement (IFMA) program ardiogesa lands covered
by CADCs issued to the indigenous Batac, Tagbanua, Palawan and Mangyan groups

Indigenous inhabitants are restricted from entering IFMA areas etles# are within their
certified ancestral domain claims. Some of these IFMAs cover wids thland. In Agusan
province, PICOP, a former logging company, holds an IFMA spanning some 50,000 haatdres,
plans to have an expired timber license converted to another IFMA covererglsather
barangays. Within these IFMA areas are indigenous communities déibdahobo who have
ancestral claims on the land. Traditional forests of indigenous groufiseaened by logging
allowed in IFMA areas. Akin to timber concessions, the 25-year IFMA ténstreiment issued

by DENR allows logging simultaneous with tree planting.

While the IPRA is the main law that provides protection for indigenoudg®aphas various
limitations, and other conflicting laws and policies are in force, tenai weaken its
implementation. Foremost is the Regalian Doctrine of the Philippine Gdiwstjtwhich vests
ownership of forest and other natural resources with the State tteeo®ns all lands of the
public domain which includes forestlands defined as 18 degrees and above in slopkeunde
Revised Forestry Code. In the Cordillera these lands constitute around:8bt méitotal regional
area. While the IPRA, which was passed in 1997, supercedes the 18 degreeasligion by
alienating ancestral lands, such a ruling applies only to individually-ownedanedwned
ancestral lands and domaiig he latter lands, even if claimed as ancestral, are considered
inalienable forestland covered by the Revised Forestry Code.

Other conflicting laws are the National Integrated Protected Arsi@i®y(NIPAS) Act and
various proclamations declaring forest reserves. Under the NIPAS fioemalgarks covering
five provinces in the Cordillera have been declared as protectecaactashumber of watershed
reserves are also being planned for inclusion. Indigenous communities inhesbitf paese
national parks and watersheds, and one of these, the Mt. Pulag National Badrédanountain
to the Ibaloy who consider it a final resting place of their ancestors.

Zoning within protected areas restricts use of resources that therindigjinhabitants have long
maintained and conserved. This adversely affects traditionahibagls and other economic
activities. While a Protected Areas Management Board includes indigesresentation, this is
too small as to influence policy decisions and direction.

The Indigenous Peoples Rights Act itself sets limits on land and res@htindigenous
peoples may enjoy. The law confines ancestral domain rights to areas\heyeakigtionally and
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actually occupied, and the right to develop land and natural resourcesoefswardship rather
than ownership! In the same vein, rights to exploit and utilize natural resources witb@sal
domains are considered only priority rights, since natural resources betbegState. Under this
provision, the State or parties granted authority can undertake jointe@mtproduction sharing
agreements in ancestral domains.

Prior property rights existing before IPRA took effect are also rezedrand exempt from
ancestral land or domain claims. Among such property rights are titteatqdicenses,
concessions, leases, permits, and sharing or management agreements.

While the IPRA provides for Free Prior Informed Consent of an indigenous cormgrfauretny
project to be conducted on their lands, current operating mechanics opeiGhe FP
manipulation to favor interests other than those of indigenous peoples. larthiée@ provinces
of Benguet and Abra, several FPIC certifications have been issued froR20@@®y the
National Commission on Indigenous Peoples, declaring there were no anaestiad dnd land
claims in indigenous areas applied for by certain mining comp&tlé® NCIP is the
government agency tasked to implement the IPRA.

There is little possibility that laws and policies that canflvith IPRA will be repealed or

amended in its favd?.As legally required, conflicting provisions of laws are to be harmonized or
reconciled by concerned government agencies. In the harmonization of Evegygaand upright
NCIP is needed to assert its jurisdiction and an interpretation civthtnht would advance and
protect indigenous rights and welfare.

Ancestral land and domain claims are running up against opposition from local gemernm
officials themselves. In Benguet the Bakun municipal local government filag@eal with the
NCIP for the withdrawal of the Certificate of Ancestral Domain Titienged to the Bakun
community in early 2000. The first CADT to be issued in the Cordillera, theabywpe made on
the grounds of unresolved boundary conflicts with neighboring towns. Other lGcelsfsee a
delineated ancestral domain managed by an indigenous people’s organizatiomaslaome
“shadow government” within the administrative jurisdiction of a munlitip&

Given these legal constraints, indigenous peoples continue to facatdritmeprojects that
could mean their displacement or weaken their own rights to utilizeftinests. Since most of
the lands they inhabit are considered watershed and forest resezgesyithremain a top
priority of national forestry programs that government may take in the napublic welfare
and additionally global climate change.

V. Conclusion and Recommendations

The stated objectives of the project in this case study are guitafzhing, including poverty
alleviation and abetting climate change. However, as evidenced by the Bagsgject has
failed miserably in addressing these complex issues. In fact, the questiowlzether these
types of projects are indeed the appropriate response to the ingrpagérty amongst
indigenous communities and to the issue of climate change begs to be asked.

In terms of poverty alleviation, the communities where the projects wglerented did not

show considerable increase in income. The community associations formeueimént the
projects were either dissolved or have become inactive due to lackmafifiheesources. While
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some may have earned some income at the time the project was imptesustténcome was
minimal and did not have much impact on the over-all income of the households.

But the bigger tragedy of the project was in terms of its environmempalcit. Despite the huge
amounts of funds that supposedly were made available to the communitiesriestedfon, there
is little visible sign of increased forest growth in any of the comnasitihere the projects were
implemented. One is tempted to ask, “where have all the tree seedlinf®@ gone

The reasons for such failure are quite numerous — from project design andemialiéon to the
choice of tree variety used for replanting. What is sad in all these & ¢jomtd number of tree
seedlings have been wasted — even those that were planted have gone tecaastethey were
not nurtured.

While forest restoration is vital particularly in watershecharén the light of renewed efforts and
interest towards avoided deforestation, it might be useful to bear in minalltveirig lessons:

Project Design

It is not enough to have noble intentions for projects to succeed, what matteis tinats
communities feel that they “own” the projects and these are meantresadheir needs.

Because the projects were conceptualized and designed from the outsidie thatyfully
consider the needs of the community or the objective situation obtainingdrethen Itogon,
what the community clearly needed was water, and the project did or couldivet tiés very
immediate and basic need.

Perhaps, the biggest flaw was the use of “contracts” for site ¢gewetd. The very term
“contracts” is indicative of the relationship that the project hal thié community members. For
most community members the term “contracts” inferred that money wastadein
participating in the project. This became the overriding reason foirfgrassociations and for
participating in project activities.

Also of great significance is the fact that the indigenous peoples doveoséeure rights over
reforested lands. Most of the areas are classified as publicdaddbus the people did not feel
the obligation to sustain and nurture it. In the few areas where the prajesvime degree of
success, the people had a claim of ownership over the lands through taatideslavhile the
project provided for land tenure instruments, these seemed inadequédecssdhe basic
demand of the indigenous peoples for land rights. Most land tenure instrusseets by the
DENR are up to 50 years at most, but indigenous communities that have keptréstdrifdact
have maintained these for much longer than two generations.

Project Implementation

Current reforestation programs are touted to be community-based, leushioetd not only be in
name but truly involve the whole community. Community organizing is a long graoelscan
not be done in haste just to meet project targets and timetables.arbdraditional socio-
political institutions and structures operating in indigenous commuttidéshould be
considered rather than impose another structural layer through the &orwitiew
organizations.
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The community should have a stake or ownership over the reforested site gRtaatily the
initial stage in reforestation. The more crucial phase is the emainte and protection of tree
seedlings until these reach maturity, which entails a long timengasense of ownership by
the community would ensure the commitment to protect reforested sites.oAdHit this will
ensure that the species to be used for reforestation will be appropriate.

Finally, the indigenous forest management systems offer models fainsix¢ development and
utilization of forest land and resources. While the DENR-CAR propos#héir recognition is a
beginning, more needs to be done before indigenous peoples’ forests angeddsyrillegal

logging, privatization and erosion of traditional values. Ownership rigbtgymy recognition,

must be extended to forests they have managed through generations and they musttbd suppo
in strengthening their cultural integrity.

Future reforestation projects must therefore aim to address therpisaue of securing the land
rights of the affected communities. Only then can communities truly owndfezisrand turn
them into sustainable initiatives.###

*the writers were assisted by community researchers Thomas Daamua¥irginia Bandao
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