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 The Department of Environment and Natural Resources highly appreciates and recognizes 
the initiatives of the Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau now the Biodiversity Management Bureau, 
in carrying out the management effectiveness and assessment of the 61 Protected Areas under the 
National Integrated Protected Areas System or NIPAS nationwide. It was not an easy feat, but it was 
made possible with the support of the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany through its 
Protected Areas Management Enhancement or PAME Project.

 The results of the study showed the challenges in protected area management. This was 
welcomed as it shed light, not only to the Department but to our conservation partners, on how we 
will go about addressing the gaps and limitations that are plaguing us from fully implementing the 
intent of the NIPAS. 

 The study provided direction to the Protected Areas Sector of the Department particularly 
on the strategies to be adopted and on what enabling policies to be formulated. Through the study, 
our partner donor agencies, which have been very supportive with this sector since the beginning, are 
also provided with a clear picture on where to focus its support and assistance. Based on our foreign-
assisted porfolio, grants for the biodiversity sector amounted to around US $ 66.28 million from 
2013 to 2017. 

 On the other hand, aside from the challenges, the study affirmed the efforts of more than 20 
years on protected area management in the country. With the NIPAS Act, the irresponsible utilization 
of resources is curtailed and conservation measures were put in place. 

 Clearly, the Protected Areas Sector of the Department has modest but significant 
accomplishments. The challenge now is to scale-up these best practices and learnings. The Department 
can not do this alone. The Department shares its responsibility with partners who have been there 
from the beginning, and hopefully will still be there throughout the endeavor. The result of the 
study as reflected in this report should serve as baseline in moving forward towards a functional and 
effective protected areas management.           

- End -
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 For over two decades, the Philippines has been in a constant quest to conserve its 
diverse biological resources to benefit the present and future Filipino generations. Despite this, 
biodiversity in the country still appears to be threatened. After the enactment of the National 
Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act,  a comprehensive and exhaustive effort to conduct 
nationwide assessment on the management effectiveness and capacities of the country’s protected 
areas is still necessary to further advance the goals of the NIPAS. 

 The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) through its Biodiversity 
Management Bureau (BMB), formerly Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB), and the 
German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear 
Safety (BMUB) through the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
commissioned the creation of a National Management Effectiveness and Capacity Assessment 
(NMECA) Report on Protected Areas in the Philippines under the Protected Area Management 
Effectiveness (PAME) Project. This study covers 25% of the 240 established protected areas 
nationwide. Its approach builds on the Management Effectiveness and Tracking Tool (METT) 
formulated around the framework of World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). The 
3-stage process of the NMECA study enhanced the use of METT by introducing key informant 
interviews (KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), validation meetings and feedback discussions 
with local stakeholders, summary and analyses by regional cluster groups followed by validation 
and consultation with DENR, local government units, and civil society organizations (CSOs).

 The NMECA report is divided into five sections with a background on the history of 
protected area management and international commitments of the Philippines to biodiversity 
conservation presented in the first section. The second section introduces the methodology used 
and processes undertaken by the study. This is followed by the results of the enhanced METT 
painting the state of management effectiveness of 61 protected areas in the Philippines. These 
are followed by three sections that apply different kinds of lenses such as the (i) NIPAS Law and 
IRR; (ii) changes in forest diversity and marine and coastal resources; and (iii) DENR Major Final 
Outputs and Rationalization Plan in giving more breadth to the contextual appreciation of state 
of management of protected areas. Lastly, overall findings, lessons learned, best practices, and key 
recommendations within and outside DENR’s mandate are offered by the NMECA study. List of 
references and annexes supporting the findings of the study is provided at the end of the report.

 From this end onwards, this report will, indeed, serve as valuable basis for describing and 
improving the state of management effectiveness and capacity of Protected Areas in the Philippines. 
On behalf of all Filipinos and for the benefit of our children and future generations, taking the 
recommendations of this study, we will work towards advancing the advocacies and common goals 
on the protected area management.
 

Theresa Mundita S. Lim
Director
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Biodiversity Management Bureau
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 The National Management Effectiveness and Capacity Assessment (NMECA) 
on Protected Areas in the Philippines Report 2014 represents a collaborative undertaking 
between the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) – Biodiversity 
Management Bureau (BMB) and the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature 
Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) through the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), for the joint implementation of the Protected Area 
Management Enhancement (PAME) Project. The NMECA Report is a consolidation and 
analysis of seven (7) Cluster Reports and 61 MECA Reports.  

 BMB, together with the GIZ-PAME would like to extend deep appreciation to the people 
and organizations, who in one way or the other contributed to the completion of the Report.

 First, Dr. Ernesto Guiang and Prof. Gilbert Magno Braganza, who wrote the 
NMECA Report and provided several lenses in analyzing the cluster and MECA Reports. 
Secondly, the Study Teams who had administered the Management Effectiveness Tracking 
Tool (METT) to the 61 PA sites and prepared the Cluster Reports, specifically CFG Team, 
Southeast Asian Regional Center for Graduate Study and Research in Agriculture (SEARCA), 
Silliman University, and the University of the Philippines Los Banos (UPLB) Foundation, 
Inc. Appreciation is also extended to the PAME Technical Working Group composed of 
representatives from other government agencies, and the BMB Technical Divisions, who 
willingly provided their technical expertise and experience during the review and enhancement 
of the NMECA. 

 Heartfelt gratitude is herewith extended to the Protected Area Superintendents 
(PASUs) of the 61 PAs, DENR Regional Technical Directors and Regional Executive 
Directors and Staff, members of the Protected Area Management Boards, Local Government 
Units, NGOs, and local communities, who participated in the conduct of the MECA.

 Special thanks is also given to the GIZ-PAME Team composed of Mr. Berthold 
Schirm, Dr. Oliver Puginier, Mr. Jose Antonio, Dr. Andre Uychiaoco, who not only made it 
possible for the Study to be conducted, but also provided valuable inputs in the review process.

 Lastly, we would also like to express gratitude for the contribution and assistance 
provided by the BMB Staff in the conduct of the MECA.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 Sixty one (61) protected areas (PAs) in the Philippines underwent a thorough and 
comprehensive assessment of the state of management effectiveness and performance, with 
respect to biodiversity conservation under the National Integrated Protected Area Systems 
(NIPAS) Act, using the management effectiveness tracking tool (METT) and complementing 
participative appraisal methods.  The METT was enhanced with key informant interviews 
(KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), validation meetings and feedback discussions with 
local stakeholders, summary and analyses by regional cluster groups, followed by validation 
and consultation activities with DENR field staff, local government units, and civil society 
organizations (CSOs).  With the individual METT results, findings from cluster assessments, 
and recent related reviews and studies, the state of effectiveness of PA management in the 
61 sites was determined and courses of key actions were identified to improve overall PA 
management effectiveness in the country.

 In the Philippines, the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature 
Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) - Protected Area and Wildlife Bureau 
(PAWB) - Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) support under 
the Protected Area Enhancement Project (PAME) conducted the enhanced METT in 61 
PA sites to serve as baseline for providing capacity building support, policy improvement, 
and relevant technical assistance.  This initiative is the most comprehensive review of the 
Philippine’s protected area management efforts. Since the passage of NIPAS Act in 1992, 
there has not been an organized and massive effort to assess the effectiveness of each PA with 
respect to conserving biodiversity and meeting the key objectives of the NIPAS Act.  Although 
the METT instrument has limitations, especially regarding the lack of and inappropriateness 
of some of the indicators, the instrument was enhanced by KIIs, FGDs, validations and 
consultations with local stakeholders as means to triangulate emerging patterns and results.  
The overall enhanced METT results and findings proved to be useful as starting points 
for connecting the dots with respect to the continuing decline in closed and open canopy 
forests and coastal and marine resources.  The overall METT findings also revealed areas 
where the NIPAS law could be made more effective by simply improving or developing 
specific guidelines for implementation, by allocating more resources, strengthening on-site 
management capacities, and by initiating legislative actions that will remove the impediments 
for improving on-site management effectiveness.    

 The overall average METT percentage scores for the 61 PAs surveyed was calculated 
at 58%. However, the general observations and feedback from the KIIs and FGDs indicate 
that the METT results are overestimations of the real conditions and further articulates 
and clarifies many of the key challenges and opportunities that substantiate and qualifies 
the METT survey results. Therefore, the overall management effectiveness in all the 61 PAs 
surveyed is POOR TO FAIR.  The reasons for this assessment are the following:

•	 Only 4 PAs are covered by Republic Acts (RAs) while the remaining 57 PAs are 
legitimized with Presidential Proclamations indicating that regular and sustained 
funding is not present;

•	 All the 61 PAs have Protected Area Management Boards (PAMBs) as their local 
governance bodies but their reevance and impact is affected by limited operational 
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resources, low buy-in from local government units and political interventions;

•	 Most have PA management plans to guide operatoinal planning and implementation 
of programs, projects, and activities (PPAs) but are outdated and not based on the 
current condition of the resources thus not having the necesasry strategic conservation 
and protection strategy;

•	 In all of the MECA reports, it was consistently mentioned that overall management 
of the PAs is significantly affected by limited financial and manpower resources.  This 
is shown by the following: 

o For many years (2007-2011), the protected area and wildlife sector (for 
both PAWB and the Protected Area and Wildlife Divsiion, or PAWDs, in 
the regions) was only getting an average share of 8% of the DENR’s total  
allocation from the General Appropriations Acts (GAAs). 

o Compared with the national average calculation of PhP 2,213 per ha in 
2009, the peso per hectare ratio of the 61 MECA sites is about PhP39:1 
hectare.  

o While the PAs have a national average of 7.46 staff per 1000 hectares, the 
METT results show that the staff per hectare ration of 1:2,300 hectares in 
the 61 sites.  

•	 The enhanced METT results also revealed, except in a few places, that there have 
been limited buy-ins of LGUs and communities in PA management.  

•	 In most PAs, their strict protection zones (SPZs) and multiple use zones (MUZs) 
have not been incorporated in the CLUPs of respective LGUs.

•	 In areas where ancestral domain claims and ancestral domain titles  exist,  PAMBs 
and PASus have not been quite effective in harmonizing conflicting land and resource 
uses, boundary conflicts, and zoning regimes.  

•	 Very few sites reported on how the PAs are contributing to the local economy especially 
in generating economic opportunities from ecotourism, supply of key ecosystems 
goods and services to the downstream areas, and PA-dependent livelihoods.

•	 Technical assistance support for capacity building, biodiversity assessment, planning 
and implementation are urgently needed.

The METT results combined with an analysis of changes in the closed and open canopy 
forests from 2003 and 2010, and the expected output and outcome requirements of the 
NIPAS law demand key actions to improve PA management.  These actions must address the 
following key issues.

a) Biodiversity in PAs and those in KBAs that are not in PAs continue to be threatened.   
The current NIPAS strategies are not able to adequately address the above threats 
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to biodiversity.  Land and forest cover from 2003 and 2010 show that closed and 
open canopy forests continue to decline even in PAs.  Biodiversity in coastal and 
marine areas, even those under the NIPAS system, continue to decline because of 
open access, and overlaps in management responsibility between DENR and the 
LGUs thus resulting to local inaction and weak enforcement of zones.  There is also 
a continuing decline in marine and coastal biodiversity in areas that are under the 
responsibilities of local government units.  The major threats are the following:

o increasing conversion of PAs for agriculture and other uses, 
o increasing encroachments, settlements and establishments,  
o unregulated tourism, 
o illegal extraction, and 
o lack of local buy-ins and political interventions which are affecting land 

allocation and resource uses in PAs.

b) Government’s resource allocation for biodiversity conservation under the NIPAS has 
been extremely limited (for adequate manpower, financial, and logistics).  Limited 
resources have contributed to ineffective on-site PA management from planning, 
implementing, monitoring, and coordinating PA activities.  Allocated funds in 
support of PA management do not adequately reflect the actual requirements for 
managing a state lands that are allocated as set asides for conserving biophysical 
assets, and as a management unit to ensure biodiversity for the present and future 
generations.  Moreover, current allocations and incentives have only targeted the 
national government through DENR, as the designated entity with sole responsibility, 
accountability, and authority.  And yet, the PAs are located in LGUs that are better 
off as co-managers of the state set asides.  The LGUs do not get additional internal 
revenue allotments (IRA) to co-manage PAs that have to be managed with restrictive 
land and resources uses.

c) Weak technical capacities of PASu, PAO staff, PAMB members, and LGU counterparts 
to jointly and individually plan and implement PA activities that are consistent with 
intent and purpose of PAs.  This has resulted in outdated management plans, lack 
of database, and limited initiatives.  Presently, there is simply no clear trajectory 
for professional growth, advancement, and future for many of the PASus and PAO 
staff.  This issue must be adequately addressed in the implementation of the DENR 
Rationalization Plan and by legislating PAs to ensure staff tenure and future of 
professionals in biodiversity conservation.

d) Overlapping areas of PAs and ancestral domains which are both considered to be 
“resource management units”.  This is also exacerbated by the weak institutional 
arrangements that are put in place based on administrative issuances. Thus, 
collaborative governance between DENR, NCIP and LGUs for the management of 
PAs as “state set asides” is largely built on volunteerism, personalities, and willingness 
to cooperate.  PAs also overlap with ancestral domains, CBFMAs, mining claims, LGU 
zones.  Administrative mechanisms for resolving overlaps are not effectively working 
or not fully exhausted for lack of “champions”.  This results to impasse, dilemma, 
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standoff, and inaction for biodiversity conservation by the concerned parties.  This 
is also exacerbated by PAMBs that have limited decision-making authority and most 
are not fully equipped to deal with issues with respect to functional and area overlaps.  

e) The NIPAS implementation largely depends on fragmented PA database system. There 
is no complete and accurate data base on the PAs’ resources and operational capacities 
that can serve as basis for establishing results-based monitoring and evaluation 
system (RBME) for short, medium, and long-term planning, complementation, 
investments, enforcement, and implementation of other related activities at the site, 
LGU, regional, sectoral, and national levels.  Thus, there are no common PA output 
indicators that are being periodically measured, analysed, and reported over time.  
There is, therefore, a weak basis in formulating overall biodiversity conservation 
strategies and implement performance-based PA management. 

f ) The implementation of PA management system is not fully anchored on “what 
are their reasons for their being”.  A PA was declared or legislated with an intent 
and a purpose.  This has to be adequately understood, packaged, made relevant, 
communicated and connected with the needs of local stakeholders, opportunities 
in the markets and with market players, and the larger context of socio-economic 
and biophysical development in a highly diverse island and ridge-to-reef dominated 
landscapes and seascapes.  There is thus a need to link the PA planning and management 
with the “clients” of the PAs.  Forty-two percent (42%) of the PAs are categorized 
as “watersheds”, which means their major ecosystems goods and services are “water, 
recreation, fisheries, regulation of water flow, minimization of siltation in waterways, 
among others”.   At least 83 of the 240 PAs are going to be part of the 78 ecotourism 
sites that are being marketed by the Department of Tourism (DOT) under its “It’s 
more fun in the Philippines” campaign.  The current direction of DENR/PAWB with 
DOT to develop “conservation-based tourism development programs” in these 83 
PAs is highly commendable and in the right direction.  

For improving the policy and governance system for conserving biodiversity in PA, the National 
Management Effectiveness and Capacity Assessment (NMECA) initiative is recommending 
the following legislative and administrative policy actions.

Legislative Policy Actions

• Through a collaborative DENR and DILG initiative, and in consultation with NCIP, 
a new legislation should be enacted to clarify the key provisions of NIPAS, IPRA, 
and LGC laws with respect to the roles, powers, limits, responsibility, accountability, 
and authority of domain holders, DENR, PAMB, and LGUs in PAs for conserving 
biodiversity to ensure ecological, human, and economic security of the present and 
future generations.  Together with DENR, the LGUs must be empowered as co-
managers of “set asides” as state-managed PAs with the participation of ancestral 
domain holders as “resource management units” and other stakeholders.  This new 
legislation should address threats and issues that are constraining efforts of the 
DENR, the NCIP, and the ancestral domain holders to resolve conflicts arising 
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from overlapping mandate as resource management units, different management 
objectives, and accountability with respect to the country’s biodiversity conservation 
programs.  

 The new legislation should also ensure that collaborative governance through an 
independent PAMB with rule and decision making powers must be in place. Under the 
NIPAS law, the DENR must retain its power and authority to ensure that the independent 
PAMB is still accountable to DENR as the State-appointed body for managing PAs.  This is 
to ensure that the national objective to conserve biodiversity and to increase the resiliencies of 
ecosystems adaptation of communities, livelihoods, enterprises, and industries that are largely 
dependent on the PA must be upheld and achieved.

• Both DENR and the DILG should take actions to amend the Local Government 
Code (LGC) to currently address gaps, limitations, and weaknesses with respect to 
the LGUs participation as “co-managers” in PA management.

• Additional IRA for LGUs as incentives to co-manage the PAs within their political 
jurisdictions and to support their constituents in and outside the PAs.

• Provide complementary and supportive local legislations in support of DENR’s 
conservation and enforcement efforts in the PAs.

• Incorporate the approved PA zones in their CLUPs and enforce them.

• A percent share from the IPAF and other ENR-sourced revenues from PAs for re-
investments and support to communities that are near or in the PAs.

• Accountability of LGUs in conserving biodiversity in the PAs that are within their 
political jurisdiction.

• Safeguard biodiversity from the potential negative impacts of LGU’s socioeconomic 
development including those of the private sector investments. 

• The DENR Regions in collaboration with PAWB and the Congress should initiate 
actions to build stakeholder-driven efforts to get into legislation the PAs with PPs.  
This will secure and affirm local buy-ins in the allocation and setting aside a protected 
area for the benefit of the present and future generations.  This process, however, has 
to be consistent with the requirements and specifications of the NIPAS Revised IRR 
in 2008.

Administrative Issuances

 Administrative measures may be individually or jointly formulated by DENR, 
NCIP, DOT, HLURB, DILG and DA to clearly define operational guidelines on the limits 
and boundaries of investments, zoning, land and resources uses in a PA consistent with the 
provisions of the NIPAS Law, IPRA, Local Government Code, EIA law and other related 
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ENR regulations.  This whole process, however, has to be driven by the need to reduce the 
threats to the PAs, improve PA management, provide safeguards for marginalized or displaced 
communities in and outside the PAs, and serve as interim measure while the legislative actions 
are taking place.

 The immediate areas of concerns for DENR for joint administrative issuances to 
improve, modify, add, replace guidelines are the following:

• Incorporating the approved PA zones in CLUPs consistent with the integrated 
ecosystem management approach in a watershed or ecosystem;

• Guidelines for co-investments between the government, private sector, and the 
communities in the MUZs of PAs with adequate ENR safeguards and incentives for 
the private sector;

• Standard guidelines for establishing PES systems and mechanism for re-investments 
of revenues in the PAs;

• Harmonizing various ENR laws in a PA such as the Clean Water Act, Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) Law, Climate Change Act, Ecological Solid Waste 
Management act, and others; and 

• IRR for retaining the 75% of IPAF at the local level with the PAMB based on the 
newly-signed Republic Act 10629.  The role and accountability of the PAMB, 
sharing, and other operational details must be made clear in order for the PAMB 
as an administrative body composed of all the local government units and tribal 
communities in charge of regulating the protected area must be effective.

Recommendations from the National Conference Panelists

 A National Conference was held on January 15, 2014 to present and validate 
the findings, analysis and recommendations of the NMECA Report. To provide in-depth 
feedback and insights, five resource persons were invited to review and provide their reactions 
to the NMECA overall findings and recommendations, namely Honorable Edgardo Angara 
(former Senator and author of the NIPAS Act), Mr. Victor O. Ramos (former DENR 
Secretary), Honorable Mayor Ferdinand Abesamis (incumbent Mayor of the Municipality of 
Penaranda, Nueva Ecija Province and the Vice President of the League of Municipalities of 
the Philippines), Ms.  Elvira Baladad (President of the Pambansang Koalisyon ng Kababaihan 
at Kanayunan), and Dr. Jose Prospero E. de Vera III (Vice President of UP for Public Affairs)

 Overall, there was a general recommendation to comprehensively revisit the NIPAS 
Act especially in terms of its relevance to local stakeholders and the disconnect between 
policy and implementation. There is a need to make PA management meaningful to poor 
communities in order for them to fully participate in conservation and protection efforts.  
Specific recommendations are grouped into key focal areas of (a) institutions and Governance, 
(b) Policy, (c) Financing, (d) Partnerships, and (e) Management and Operations.
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Institutional/Governance

 At the central level, there was a strong emphasis for the DENR to establish greater 
harmony and coordination among its own offices (bureaus) such that mandates, functions, 
strategies, programs, and resources do not overlap, if not conflicting each other. It is 
important to realize that the Rationalization Plan will not completely solve the contradictions 
and conflicts within and among agencies. The DENR will thus need to look beyond the 
Rationalization Plan if fundamental institutional challenges need to be addressed.

 At the on-site level, it was noted that PAMBs are becoming too large, unwieldy 
and generally ineffective mainly resulting from inappropriate set of members and weak 
technical knowledge and operational orientation that are key to PA management. It was 
thus recommended that membership composition in the PAMB needs to have a firm and 
strong technical and operational capacity such that PA management is implemented in a 
more professional manner. Furthermore, it may be necessary to put in place a ‘strong ecology 
executive” in each of the PA. On-site support to PA management and governance issues 
will also require simple and relevant on-site indicators that reflect how the ultimate goals of 
NIPAS are achieved. 

Policy

 Policy related recommendations include processes and strategies, and specific policy 
modifications. On the aspects of processes and strategies, in order to initiate and sustain 
policy change, it is imperative that legislators buy into the belief and agenda of protected 
area management. A way to get legislators to become aware and commit themselves to PA 
management and biodiversity conservation is to provide them with relevant information and 
messages that are aligned with their political agenda and position. 

 On specific policy concerns, it was recommended that the DENR take a more pro-
active and leadership role in harmonizing policies that are either overlapping or in conflict 
with the NIPAS Act. It was recommended that there should be greater attention and advocacy 
to repeal the outdated PD 705 in order to clearly define roles and functions of forestry and 
protected area management under DENR.

 It was also recommended that the DENR provide greater and focused attention 
in addressing the needs to upland dwellers, especially in areas that are identified as critical 
watersheds and PAs mainly through clarifying and strengthening the PACBRMA.

 With regards to devolution and the Local Government Code, especially in the context 
of putting the LGUs in a more prominent and role as PA managers, it is recommended that 
LGUs are provided examples and cases of PA management successfully being implemented 
and those that work toward generating additional resources, combined with incentives 
for compliance. It is recommended that the DENR, and other stakeholders, understand 
that effective and sustainable PA management requires an asymmetrical approach to fully 
appreciate and address specific contexts, needs, and nuances.  
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Financing

 Financing PA management remains a serious challenge given the scope and extent of 
management needs, and the limited resources available. One strategy to ensure appropriate 
and timely financing would be to seek ways and means for developing incentives that would 
attract social entrepreneurs for the outstanding PAs. Another recommendation to provide 
sustainable financing to PA management is to seek mechanisms and strategies that develop a 
sense of self sufficiency in the aspects of PA funding and financial resources. 

Partnership

 A key recommendation to ensure effective PA management is building strong 
partnerships with LGUs. It was noted that LGUs have enormous powers and authorities over 
their resources, hence they can leverage change if guided properly. The most effective way of 
encouraging LGUs to work towards sustainable and effective PA management is to employ 
the use of the “hiya” (shame). It was recommended that LGUs be given the full authority/ 
mandate to manage the PAs because local chief executives are familiar with the people and the 
natural resources in their localities. 

Management and Operations

 A key recommendation to improve PA management is to revisit the selection of 
PAs. It is recommended that areas to be placed under the PA system must have remarkable/
unique features, valuable scientific value, contain the habitat for endangered species, have 
anthropological value, and include those considered as natural heritage. 

 Effective PA management should always begin with accurate technical information. 
The DENR should consider employing current and practical technologies such as LIDAR to 
provide up-to-date visual assessments of forest cover and land use. 

 With the right information, it may be easy to get the media and other forms of 
communication to share data will serve well in advocating protected area management. This 
indicates the importance of effective communication and advocacy in PA management. There 
should be ways to develop the proper storyline and employ tools and strategies for effectively 
sharing the PA story.
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This geographical map is for information purposes only and does not constitute recognition of boundaries or regions.
GIZ makes no claims concerning the validity, accuracy or completeness of the maps nor assumes any liability resulting from the use of information therein.
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BACKGROUND
 The Philippines’ ancient and complex geological origins, combined with its location 
in the warm tropics between the bio-rich regions of Sundaland Southeast China and New 
Guinea, have given rise to an exceptional array of biological and physical diversity. This 
diversity includes the richness in unique life forms and the various manifestations of matchless 
attractions and landscapes (DENR and UNEP 1997, ARCBC 2001, Heaney and Regalado 
1998, USAID/DAI 2008). The “variety and variability among all living organisms and the 
ecological complex in which they occur” (Mt. Apo Protected Area Act of 2003) are revealed 
in the high numbers and frequencies of genes, species, and ecosystems that are found (and 
mostly endemic) in different biodiversity sectors – forests, wetlands, marine and agricultural, 
and protected areas (DENR and UNEP, Heaney and Regalado 1998). In fact, within its 
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seas and coastal areas exists unparalleled marine biodiversity, making it the “epicenter” of 
biodiversity and evolution (Carpenter and Springer, 2005). These highly diverse and rich 
biophysical assets have put the Philippines as one of the 17 mega diverse countries in the 
world (CI 2006, Mittermeier et al 1997). 

 Over the years, the Philippines has remained to be one of the world’s “hotspots” – a 
country with exceptional levels of plant endemism but experiencing serious levels of habitat 
loss (Myers 1988). A country that has one of the “richest and most threatened reservoirs of 
plant and animal life on Earth” (CI 2013) and continues to struggle and search for ways to 
effectively conserve its biodiversity assets. A country whose biodiversity is endangered from 
unabated agricultural expansion, habitat destruction, over extraction, illegal activities that 
are mainly due to worsening poverty, and limited capacity and resources for effective on-site 
management of protected areas.
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 On 1 June 1992, the Philippines approved a historical legislative landmark by 
approving the “National Integrated Protected Area Systems” (NIPAS) Act.  This was before 
the famous “Earth Summit” in Rio de Janeiro – the UN Conference on Environment and 
Development.  NIPAS opened a new perspective and paradigm in resource management in 
the Philippines -a legislation that reflects the sentiments of the 1987 Constitution and the 
post-Marcos regime under the term of President Corazon C. Aquino.  The NIPAS embodies 
the ideals of sustainable development and the vision of the future.  The NIPAS approval, 
however, was the first step towards a thousand miles, especially in a country that has long been 
embroiled in a culture of patronage, political dynasty, social injustice, inequitable access to 
resources, and lack of participatory governance.  The NIPAS Act is the country’s commitment 
to conserve its biological diversity.  

 The NIPAS seeks to sustainably manage terrestrial, wetlands, coastal, and marine 
resources in the Philippines for the benefit of the present and future generations. The law 
provided a sound governance framework for setting aside highly diverse landscapes, watersheds, 
seascapes, habitat, monument and others for the sole purpose of conserving biological diversity.  
It lays down the basis for planning, managing, regulating, and financing the conservation of 
protected areas in support of sustainable development. The NIPAS embodies early efforts to 
assess and consider the values of the country’s biological diversity (e.g., wildlife resources and 
critical habitats) in terrestrial, wetlands, coastal and marine areas, including agricultural areas.

 In the forestry sector, the Philippines started with the government imposing 
“diameter limits” in harvesting the dominant dipterocarps and eventually enforcing the policy 
on sustained yield timber cut to ensure adequate timber volume during the next harvest 
cycle.  In 1932, the Philippines enacted Act 3915, “An Act Providing for the Establishment 
of National Parks, Declaring such Parks as Game Refuges, and for other Purposes”.  This 
law, however, had an explicit objective to protect wildlife while allowing the cutting of trees 
under specific conditions.  In fact the Act’s implementing rules and regulations (Forestry 
Administrative Order No. 11 in 1934) allowed leasing of areas inside the park for logging and 
the establishment of sawmills (OIDCI, NIPA and DENR 2001).  Several laws and decrees 
were enacted until the 1970s for creating national parks.  During this time, park management 
objective was simply to remove occupants and settlers, enhance recreation and tourism, and 
carry out reforestation efforts (Villamor 2006, La Viña and Kho 2010, and Pulhin, et.al. 
2006).  In 1975, two major Presidential Decrees (PDs) were signed -  the Forestry Code 
(PD 705) and the Fisheries Code (PD 704).  These PDs provided some kind of restraints in 
converting or using highly diverse areas and national parks for other purposes.  

 In the coastal and fisheries sector, most early efforts in conserving marine and coastal 
biodiversity consisted of local and community initiatives. These were known to be “fish 
sanctuaries, marine reserves, marine parks” (White et. al. 2002). The incorporation of PD 
704 in the Fisheries Code of 1998  (RA 8550), and the passage of NIPAS Law in 1992 
facilitated the evolution of coastal management legal support mechanisms in the Philippines 
from a predominately open access regime under national government to a more localized 
management framework (Courtney et al 2000). The Fisheries Code placed the management 
and conservation of municipal waters - include not only streams, lakes, inland bodies of water 
and tidal waters - with municipalities provided that these are not included in the protected 
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areas as defined under Republic Act No. 7586 (The NIPAS Law). The Fisheries Code 
(RA 8550) together with the Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991 have facilitated the 
establishment of marine protected areas (MPAs) that are under the management of the local 
governments (Castillo 2010, ELAC 2009, Weeks et. al. 2010, Aliño 2002). The NIPAS Law 
included those that were covered by previous proclamations and decrees as part of its initial 
components. These areas include not only terrestrial, but also wetlands, seascapes, and coastal 
areas. The terrestrial areas that are in the initial components of NIPAS are to be carved out of 
the “forest lands” land category under the 1987 Constitution and are under the category of  
“national parks” requiring site-specific legislation.  

 Realizing the increasing loss of tropical forests and the need for rehabilitation, the 
School of Forestry at the University of the Philippines in Los Banos (now UPLB College 
of Forestry and Natural Resources) started to train students on reforestation for several 
designated areas (Pulhin, et.al. 2006). Also, during the American regime in the Philippines 
(Commonwealth years), The Field Museum of Chicago conducted biological research on 
Philippines fauna. This effort continued with several public and private institutions in the 
Philippines. Various organizations in the US partnered with selected Philippines organizations 
resulting to the conduct of several botanical and fauna inventories, bird surveys, research, and 
training activities. In the Philippines, these were carried out with the Philippine National 
Herbarium, Silliman University, and other institutions. The result of almost a century of 
partnership was the publication of the book, “Vanishing Treasures of the Philippine Rain 
Forest” by Lawrence R. Heaney and Jacinto C. Regalado, Jr. (Heaney and Regalado 1998).

 Before and after World War II, the use of heavy equipment for logging combined 
with the expanding world markets of Philippine mahogany1, increasing population, policies 
on financing heavy equipment and exporting raw logs, and the government’s “land for the 
landless” program exacerbated deforestation, degradation and conversion of highly diverse 
tropical forests into other uses. During the martial law years, deforestation peaked between 
1977 and 1980 from an all-time high of 300,000 hectares annually. Deforestation declined to 
approximately 100,000 hectare per year in the 1990s (Guiang 2001). The major loss of forests 
after 1986 has been largely attributed to illegal logging (small, medium, and large scales) after 
most timber license agreements (TLAs) were cancelled, not renewed, and suspended because of 
non-compliance to forestry rules and regulations. Most of the remaining forests became “open 
access” when the TLA holders abandoned their areas. Previous logging activities provided 
access to primary forests for slash and burn farming, agricultural expansion, and illegal 
harvesting activities. The skewed land distribution in fertile and arable lowlands combined 
with increasing population facilitated upland migration. At least 60% of denudation has 
been attributed to upland farming and agricultural expansion (Tenorio 1999). From the late 
1980s up to the present, the government has been closing the “open access” in lands of the 
public domains especially those with remaining primary tropical forests (those under closed 
and open canopy natural forests) under various forms of instruments and agreements. These 
include those areas under the NIPAS coverage, industrial forest management agreements 
(IFMAs), community-based forest management agreements (CBFMAs), ancestral domains, 
co-management agreements, watershed reservations, and others (Pulhin et.al. 2008). The 

1A brand name for high quality wood from major dipterocarp species.
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management effectiveness in these areas spells the future of biodiversity conservation in the 
Philippines.           

 During the martial law years, the Marcos administration did not seriously consider 
the recommendations of various assessments and evaluation of the existing system of national 
parks in the Philippines, especially those that were carried out by the Development Academy 
of the Philippines (DAP) in 1975 and those of the Natural Resources Management Center 
(NRMC) in 1981 (OIDCI, DENR, and NIPA 2001). In the meantime, the country continued 
to lose its forests – from as high as 70% forest cover of the country’s total area in the 1930 to 
about 18.3% in 1999 (ESSC 1999). Most of the country’s rain forests were lost because of 
greed, the government’s land for the landless programs, intense mechanization combined with 
equipment financing, setting aside mangroves and coastal areas for fishpond development, 
booming population, and continuing poverty. Several authors have documented the historical 
and drastic loss of abundant tropical forests in the Philippines (NALCO 1984, FMB-GTZ 
1988, USAID 1989, ESSC 1999, Guiang 2001, Pulhin, et.al. 2006).  

 The above observation holds true with the coastal and marine resources especially 
in allowing the conversion of mangroves into fishpond areas under the “fishpond lease 
agreements” (FLAs) that may access loan financing from government financial institutions. 
The conversion from 1973-2002 caused a significant damage to the mangrove ecosystem 
(Castillo 2010). 

 Overfishing and illegal fishing damaged most of the reefs, seagrasses, and pelagic 
fisheries over the years. Only 4% of the corals in Philippine coastal areas are in good condition. 
Some 30-50% seagrass beds have been lost, and two thirds of natural mangrove forests were 
destroyed during the last 75 years (EcoGov 1 Project Terminal Report 2005). The degradation 
of these habitats precipitated the decline in fisheries affecting the fishers who are the poorest 
of the poor. At least 60% of the more than 90 million Filipinos are directly dependent on 
coastal and marine resources that are found in 60 of 73 provinces in the coastal areas (DENR, 
DA, BFAR, USAID, 2010).  

 The decline in forest and biodiversity resources continued and has negatively 
impacted the terrestrial, wetlands, and coastal biodiversity despite the increasing number of 
advocates of sustained yield management and banning log exports in the late 1960s. In the 
coastal and marine areas, the increasing population, poverty, pollution, mining, overfishing, 
illegal fishing and weak governance have exacerbated the degradation in coastal and marine 
resources. Rampant conversion of mangroves into fishponds made matters worse (USAID/
DAI 2008, USAID/ADMU 2011). To a large extent, the decline has affected the dynamism 
and functioning of highly diverse ecosystems in the Philippines.  

 The impacts of the decline combined with natural disasters and erratic weather 
conditions brought about by changing climatic conditions are not clearly understood especially 
on the patterns and behaviors of adaptation of various ecological processes that further trigger 
complexity and diversity and enrich existing variety and variability of ecosystems, species, 
and genes. Over the years, however, the country continued to gradually lose its natural forest 
cover, habitats, coastal, and marine resources due to many factors.  Because of inadequate 



Protecting Our Children’s Future30

governance, management, and policy measures, the Philippines has become a “global hotspot.” 
The high diversity and endemism of the country’s terrestrial, marine, wetlands, and coastal 
biodiversity are in danger of extinction, massive decline, and loss (Myers 2000, Mittermeier 
et al, 2001, USAID/DAI 2008, USAID/ADMU 2011). 

 After the EDSA People Revolution in 1986 and the adoption of the 1987 
Constitution, the newly gained freedom of expression combined with the increasing advocacies 
on environmental protection, social justice, and the rights of the indigenous peoples resulted 
in the formulation of the framework for a Philippine Strategy for Sustainable Development. 
The Cabinet approved this through a resolution in 1989 with the goal to:  “Achieve economic 
growth with adequate protection of the country’s biological resources and its diversity, vital 
ecosystem functions, and overall environmental quality.”  

 In 1987, the establishment of an “integrated protected area system” was included 
as one of the strategies to “preserve variety of genes, species, and ecosystems” (Philippine 
Government 1989, La Viña and Kho 2010). With technical assistance and grants from Japan 
and the World Bank, the National Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act (RA 7586) 
was eventually approved in 1 June 1992. The NIPAS Act provides the legal framework for the 
establishment and management of a national system of protected areas. Its overall goal is to:

 “Secure for the Filipino people of present and future generations the 
perpetual existence of all native plants and animals through the establishment 
of a comprehensive system of integrated protected areas within the classification 
of a national park as provided for in the Constitution.”

 The NIPAS law recognizes the existence of previously declared conservation areas 
and treats these as initial components. NIPAS intends to rationalize the previous site-specific 
delineations of various parks, reserves and the like into a  national system of classified protected 
areas, and to remove previously proclaimed areas which, upon ground verification, no longer 
satisfy the new criteria.  The NIPAS law enjoins intentional implementation of strategies that 
will address the following threats (Section 2):

• Impacts of increasing population
• Resource exploitation
•	 Industrial advancement

 The formulation of NIPAS law and even its current implementation have benefited 
from several studies and reports that provide benchmarks, assessments, reports, and various 
recommendations on how to effectively conserve, manage, and regulate land and resources 
uses in highly diverse ecosystems and protected areas.  Some of these are the following:  DENR 
and UNEP 1997, Mallari et. al. 2001, DENR and NIPA 2001, CI-DENR/PAWB-Haribon 
Foundation 2010, USAID/DAI 2008, USAID/ADMU 2011, La Viña and Kho 2010, 
and the Joint GIZ-DENR PAWB Silliman Study.  These reflect the current thinking and 
approaches on the technical, institutional, governance, financing, and policy requirements of 
effective on-site biodiversity conservation program.    
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 The administration of the NIPAS law requires consistency with the principles of 
biological diversity, good governance, and sustainable development.  As the law states, this 
is “possible only through cooperation among national government, local government, and 
concerned private organizations.  In the Philippines, the effective implementation of NIPAS 
needs to consider the extensive ENR and governance framework that directly or indirectly 
affect, on-site conservation and management of programs, plans and activities.  

Legislations that have direct impact on NIPAS Law implementation are as follows:
• Executive Order 192 (EO 192) in 1987 provides the overall mandate of the Department 

of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR).  This created the Protected Areas 
and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB) as a DENR staff bureau with the DENR regional 
offices as the accountable, responsible, and authorized units to implement “on-site” 
conservation, protection, development, management, and enforcement as defined 
in the NIPAS Law.  PAWB provides overall policy, strategic programs, technical 
direction and oversight, monitoring and evaluation, consolidating field reports with 
respect to state of the art of PA management in the Philippines, sector level capacity 
building, and coordination of national conservation strategy implementation.  The 
NIPAS Law is implemented in the context of EO 192.

• The Philippine Fisheries Code of 1998 stipulates the roles, functions, authority, 
and responsibility of cities, municipalities, and provinces in the conservation and 
protection of coastal and marine areas within their municipal waters.  Municipal 
waters that are in NIPAS areas directly under DENR’s responsibility but will require 
co-management or partnership arrangements since these are located within the 
political boundaries of LGUs.

• Presidential Decree 705 or the Revised Forestry Code of the Philippines underlines the 
conservation and protection of biodiversity in forest lands.  NIPAS areas that have 
been dis-established will revert back to “forest lands category” and could be designated 
as protection or production forest lands.  Highly diverse areas and habitats in forest 
lands may be conserved as part of the resource management plans of the tenure 
holders.

• The National Caves and Cave Resources Management and Protection Act and the Wildlife  
Resources  Conservation and Protection Act of 2001 underline for DENR  and/or 
DA-BFAR to manage, regulate and conserve caves, cave resources, critical habitats, 
and highly threatened wildlife species.  These laws cover all areas in the country 
including the NIPAS areas.

• Local Government Code of 1991 defines the roles, functions, powers, limits and 
boundaries, responsibility and accountability of local government units (LGUs) 
within their jurisdiction. LGUs have territorial jurisdictions of all NIPAS areas in 
the Philippines.  All PAs may be found in one or more territorial jurisdictions of 
LGUs.  The LGUs exercise certain powers and responsibilities within their defined 
boundaries.  The computation of the LGUs’ share from the national revenues 
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(internal revenue allotments of LGUs) is based on its total land area, population and 
equal share. LGC also underlines the role and functions of LGUs in the formulation, 
implementation and enforcement of various zones in their comprehensive land use 
plans (CLUPs).  The CLUPs also cover zones in land of the public domains – forest 
lands, national parks/protected areas, and others.    

• The Indigenous Peoples Rights Act of 1997 (IPRA Law) recognizes, protects, and 
promotes the rights of indigenous cultural communities and indigenous peoples 
even in protected areas as stated in the NIPAS law.  The NIPAS Law and IPRA 
recognize the need to harmonize land and resource uses in protected areas.  In 
PAs, the ancestral domain holders as sub-management units plan and carry out 
their conservation, protection, and development programs consistent with their 
indigenous practices and customary laws.  These are defined in the ancestral domain 
sustainable development and protection plans (ADSDPPs) of the IPs.

• The Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP Law) includes the implementation 
of agrarian reform program in lands of the public domains (under Program D).  This 
program was designed for the issuance of community forestry tenure instruments.  
Over the years, however, some portions of PAs under CARP program were issued 
with Certificate of Land Ownership Award (CLOA) which is equivalent to alienated 
agricultural land.

• The Philippine Mining Act of 1995 and the People’s Small Scale Mining Act of 1991 
prohibit mining in protected areas and reservations.

Other national legislations that may directly or indirectly affect NIPAS Law implementation 
are the following:

• Climate Change Act of 2009 which provides the overall legal framework on how to 
plan, coordinate, direct, and implement measures that will increase the resiliencies 
of ecosystems, communities, and livelihoods with the worsening impacts of climate 
change.

 
• Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) Law underlines how various 

government agencies, especially the local government units, should plan, coordinate 
and carry out measures for effective adaptation during and after major natural and 
man-made disasters.

• The Philippine Clean Water Act of 2004, the Ecological Solid Waste Management 
Act, and the Philippine Environmental Impact Statement Law (PD 1586) are 
relevant environment and natural resources (ENR) policies that are applicable in 
the implementation of NIPAS especially in multiple-use and buffer zones where 
sustainable development activities are allowed.

 Further studies and assessments revealed that the extent of biological diversity of the 
Philippines has not been fully captured by the PAs that are currently under the NIPAS Law.   In 
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Table 1.  Comparison of sites identified as priority for conservation with the present 
components of NIPAS (Ambal 2005, CI-DENR-PAWB-Haribon 2010)

the course of implementing the NIPAS law, the Philippines’ key biodiversity areas (KBAs), which 
are the “sites of global significance for biodiversity conservation”, have been identified using 
globally standard criteria and thresholds that are consistent with the framework of vulnerability 
and irreplaceability.  An inter-agency, multi-sectoral, participatory, and science-based processes 
determined the country’s KBAs in terrestrial, coastal and marine areas that need priority actions 
for biodiversity conservation with safeguards and attention to scale. The identified KBAs are 
“large enough or sufficiently inter-connected to support population of the species for which 
they are important”.  These areas should be homogenous units that may be delineated for 
conservation management (Langhammer et. al. 2007, CI-DENR/PAWB and Haribon 2010).     

 Thus, the Wildlife Resources Conservation and Protection Act of 2001 with Section 3 of 
EO 578 which is known as “Establishing the National Policy on Biological Diversity, Prescribing 
its Implementation Throughout the Country” provides for the establishment of critical habitats 
within key biodiversity areas (KBA) which are known to harbour habitats and ecosystems 
critical for the survival of threatened, restricted-range, and congregatory species. This process 
could help conserve the trigger species and critical habitats that are in KBAs that are not part of 
NIPAS.  The institutional mechanisms remain to be a challenge for conservation in KBAs that 
are outside of the NIPAS coverage such as those in forest lands, non-NIPAS reservations, and 
ancestral domains. The NIPAS Revised Implementing Rules and Regulations in 2008 provide 
an avenue to assess the NIPAS initial component areas and other potential sites in the light of 
the Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) in the Philippines as shown in Figures 1 and 7 (see pages 35 
and 74).  Some of these highly diverse areas outside the NIPAS coverage may be supported to 
become part of the NIPAS system.  

 Table 1 indicates that the current NIPAS sites only capture 35% to 51% of the priority 
biodiversity areas in the Philippines for terrestrial, bird, and marine areas.   There is a need to 
capture the bio-geographical representativeness in areas where significant ecological gaps exist.  
Innovative governance in conserving biodiversity outside the NIPAS areas may be able to fill 
these gaps and conserve biodiversity. 

 As of June 2012, there are 83 protected areas within the 228 identified KBAs (10 
million plus hectares) covering 3.64 million hectares.  Thus, only about 34.8 % of KBAS are 
under current NIPAS coverage and protection (Molinyawe 2012).
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Figure 1.  Map showing the distribution of terrestrial and marine key biodiversity areas 
(KBAs) and the proclaimed protected areas in the Philippines
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Figure 2.  The Philippines multilateral agreements that are related with
biodiversity conservation 

 The NIPAS Law has triggered initial external assistance and support to conserving the 
exceptional biophysical diversity of the Philippines. USAID provided one of the largest grant 
for improving natural resources management in the Philippines from 1991-1999 through 
its Natural Resources Management Program. This amounted to US $ 125 million grant that 
included a debt-to- nature swap support for the creation of the Foundation for the Philippine 
Environment (FPE). The World Bank (US $ 20 million), GEF and EU provided grants to 
the Philippines and the non-government organizations amounting to selected protected 
areas to partly translate and operationalize the goals and objectives of the NIPAS Law. The 
World Bank-GEF Project supported ten sites under the “Conservation of Priority Protected 
Areas Project” (CPPAP). The EU-funded “National Integrated Protected Areas Programme” 
supported 8 sites (DENR-NIPA 2001).   

 The above projects provided lessons and best practices for crafting or refining related 
laws and administrative issuances for improving protected area management. For instance, 
over the years, there is now a deeper understanding on how collaborative management with 
local government units and other stakeholders may work. Joint circulars and implementation 
agreements were signed and issued between DENR, BFAR, the DILG, NCIP and other parties 
to facilitate the process and procedures in harmonizing land and resources uses in a protected 
area especially those with holders of ancestral domains, community forestry agreements, and 
other usufruct rights. The NIPAS IRR (implementing rules and regulations) was significantly 
improved with the revised guidelines that came out in 2008. Among others, the guidelines 
were more operational in nature compared with the previous version. The Revised IRR clearly 
defines delineation of two major PA zones (i.e., strict protection zones and multiple-use 
zones), PAMB’s roles and functions, establishment and legitimization of additional PAs, dis-
establishment procedures, PA management planning process and the content of the plan, 
buffer zone establishment, integration of the PA zones in the LGU’s comprehensive land use 
plans (CLUP) and harmonization of the PA management plan with the ADSDPPs of the IPs.       
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    The NIPAS Law will continue to serve as the main legal instrument for conserving 
biophysical diversity in the Philippines. With collaborative and intentional efforts to 
harmonize the seemingly conflicting provisions of other related laws with the NIPAS 
implementation, well-managed NIPAS-covered protected areas are expected to render the 
Philippines compliant to various international multilateral agreements as shown in Figure 2.  
The key international agreements are briefly described below:  

 Conference for the Adoption of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD 2013) - 
The objectives are the conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable use of its components 
and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic 
resources, including by appropriate access to genetic resources and by appropriate transfer of 
relevant technologies, taking into account all rights over those resources and to technologies, 
and by appropriate funding. Parties to the CBD are to develop national strategies, plans or 
programs for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity or adapt existing 
strategies, plans or program that indicate measures to implement the Convention, including 
integrating them into relevant sectoral or cross-sectoral plans, programs and policies. This 
is the basis of the current country efforts to update the National Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan (NBSAP), which was developed and published in 1997.

 The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (known as RAMSAR 
Convention, Heinin 2007) came into force in 1975 but was first signed 1971. It is the oldest 
of the multilateral international conservation conventions and the only one to deal with 
one ecosystem type and one taxonomic group. A Contracting Party shall designate suitable 
wetlands within its territory for inclusion in a List of Wetlands of International Importance. 
As of December, 2006, Ramsar had 153 Parties. Moreover, 1,630 wetland sites worldwide, 
covering almost 1.5 million square km were designated for inclusion into Ramsar’s List of 
Wetlands of International Importance, hereafter referred to as the List. The Philippines has 
several wetlands that are included in the List.

 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn 
Convention in 1979). Among others, the Parties acknowledge the importance of migratory 
species being conserved and of Range States agreeing to take action to this end whenever 
possible and appropriate, paying special attention to migratory species the conservation status 
of which is unfavorable, and taking individually or in co-operation appropriate and necessary 
steps to conserve such species and their habitat. The Parties acknowledge the need to take 
action to avoid any migratory species becoming endangered. 
 
 The World Heritage Convention.  The Convention sets out the duties of Parties in 
identifying potential sites and their role in protecting and preserving them. By signing the 
Convention, each country pledges to conserve not only the World Heritage sites situated on 
its territory, but also to protect its national heritage. The Parties are encouraged to integrate 
the protection of the cultural and natural heritage into regional planning programmes, set up 
staff and services at their sites, undertake scientific and technical conservation research and 
adopt measures which give this heritage a function in the day-to-day life of the community.
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The Philippine Eagle (Pithecophaga jefferyi) 
fits a lot of superlatives as a bird of prey: one of the 
world’s largest, tallest, most beautiful, and most 
powerful birds. However, it is also one of the rarest 
and most critically endangered.

The Philippine Eagle (Pithecophaga jefferyi) 
fits a lot of superlatives as a bird of prey: one of the 
world’s largest, tallest, most beautiful, and most 
powerful birds. However, it is also one of the rarest 
and most critically endangered.
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 The Association for Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Heritage Parks are representative 
of efforts to conserve areas of particular biodiversity importance or exceptional uniqueness 
throughout ASEAN member states. The ASEAN Ministers of Environment cooperatively 
signed the ASEAN Declaration on Heritage Parks on 18 December 2003. The ASEAN 
Member Countries agreed that: “common cooperation is necessary to conserve and manage 
the AHP for the development and implementation of regional conservation and management 
action plans as well as regional mechanisms complementary to national efforts to implement 
conservation measures.”

 The Philippines compliance to these agreements and commitments will largely depend 
on how the governance and management systems will take shape in each protected area under 
the NIPAS and those outside the NIPAS coverage. Effective PA management, to a large extent, 
demands adequate support for staff, logistics, and operations; requires huge investments to 
improve capacities and capabilities; and needs adequately incentives for communities, local 
government units, private sector, and protected area management staff. Only then can actions 
be carried out to address the continuing threats of increasing population, overexploitation 
and resource use, and industrial expansion in its many forms.

 The CBD during the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties in 2010, in 
Nagoya, Aichi Prefecture, Japan, adopted a revised and updated Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, 
including the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, for the 2011-2020 period. The Parties agreed to 
translate this overarching international framework into national biodiversity strategies and 
action plans within two years. The Aichi Strategic Goals are listed below with the 20 targets 
that are broken down per goal in Annex A (CBD 2013).

Strategic Goal A Address the underlying causes of biodiversity loss by  
   mainstreaming biodiversity across government and society;

Strategic Goal B Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote   
   sustainable use

Strategic Goal C To improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding   
   ecosystems, species and genetic diversity 

Strategic Goal D Enhance the benefits to all from biodiversity and
   ecosystem services 

Strategic Goal E Enhance implementation through participatory planning,   
   knowledge management and capacity building 
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Of specific concerns for the Philippines (Molinyawe 2012) is Target 11 under the Strategic 
Goal C, which is the following:

Target 11 

 By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal 
and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem 
services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative 
and well-connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes.

 The ongoing process of updating the Philippines National Biodiversity Strategic 
Action Plan (NBSAP) is set to address biodiversity conservation targets under the NIPAS and 
the non-NIPAS areas. The governance framework for the PAs under the NIPAS law is clear 
although there are several areas that will need clearer guidelines to pinpoint responsibility, 
accountability, and authority for conserving biodiversity in the NIPAS set asides. Highly 
diverse areas in non-NIPAS areas must consider the governance frameworks that cover 
forestlands, civil and military reservations, ancestral domains, local government units, coastal 
and fisheries sector, and tourism. It is obvious that the on-site conservation and management 
of highly diverse areas outside the NIPAS areas have to be embedded in the resource and 
development plans of tenure and domain holders, holders of contracts and agreements, and 
other conservation plans.  DENR, however, has to continue assessing the value and importance 
of highly diverse areas that are not currently under NIPAS as possible expansion of protected 
areas.  There are currently highly diverse areas that are currently under the protection and 
conservation of indigenous peoples, local government units, and other resource management 
regimes.

 It is expected that the updated NBSAP will help the country keep up with its 
international commitments especially the AICHI Targets of the CBD. It will also ensure 
that the Aichi targets are anchored on effective conservation efforts of highly diverse areas in 
both NIPAS and non-NIPAS areas. In the next few years, the government of the Philippines 
will continue to face the challenge of improving protected area management because of the 
increasing awareness of Filipinos, the deepening level of the importance of biodiversity with 
respect to sustaining the ecosystems goods and services to different users, and the growing 
complexity in the governance and management of protected areas. With the growing 
realization that the NIPAS law and the initial components are only able to capture less than 
50% of the key biodiversity areas in the country, DENR faces the challenge in developing 
a road map that will ensure that diversity is conserved in both the NIPAS-covered sites and 
those that are outside but are found in key biodiversity areas (KBAs).       
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 The Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB)2 of the Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources (DENR), in partnership with the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) on behalf of the Federal Ministry for the Environment, 
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), implemented the Protected 
Area Management Enhancement in the Philippines (PAME) project.  The project is being 
implemented over a period of five years, from October 2012 to March 2017, with the overall 
project goal of improving the protection and management of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) 
in the Philippines. The project will support in-depth assessments of PA management and 
provide conservation efforts in KBAs both in the NIPAS and non-NIPAS areas. Innovative 
and governance-based strategies will be adopted for conservation in non-NIPAS areas.  

At the end of the five year period, the project should have produced the following outputs:

• Improved management and technical capacities of relevant DENR BMB staff at all levels

• Management of 60 existing terrestrial and marine protected areas in KBAs improved

• Additional 100 conservation areas established under innovative conservation   
 management systems

• Improved knowledge management to raise awareness about the values
 of biodiversity

 The PAME project supports the Philippines’s effort to reduce the threats in highly 
diverse Protected Areas and KBAs.  It will contribute to help managing several areas that 
within the 228 terrestrial and marine KBAs in order to increase the number of KBAs that are 
being protected.  Currently, only 50 of the KBAs are protected and a further 41 are partially 
protected, while the remaining 137 KBAs are not protected.  The PAME project will also 
support efforts to facilitate legislation that will legally protect the target KBAs and strengthen 
PA management capacities. 

 The PAME project aims to support the Philippine Government with its international 
commitments to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) by improving the legislative 
conditions for protection and management of KBAs. This will be achieved through the 
capacitation and institutional development of the DENR-PAWB (now the BMB) and through 
specific support for PAs in the different KBAs in the country. Specifically, it will enhance the 
management of 60 existing PAs, and establish at least 100 new terrestrial or marine PAs in 
selected Key Biodiversity Areas. 

 The CBD’s Strategic Goal for 2020 includes the target of effectively conserving 17% 
of terrestrial and inland waters and 10% for marine and coastal areas of high biodiversity 
importance through protected areas establishment. In order to achieve its commitment, the 
Philippine government, through the DENR has developed and adopted in 1997 a National 

The Protected Area Management
Enhancement (PAME) Project1.2

2The Department of Environment and Natural Resources has, through the 2013 Rationalization Plan, re-organized 
the Protected Areas and Wirldlife Bureau (PAWB) as the Biodiversity Management Bureau (BMB).
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Biodiversity Strategic Action Plan (NBSAP) to address the biodiversity conservation issues. 
This plan is currently being updated. 

 The project corresponds to the Philippine Government’s commitments to the UN 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and the Convention of Wetlands of International 
Importance (Ramsar). This is also expressed by the Program of Work on Protected Areas, 
highlighting the following targets:

• Improve site-based planning and management of Protected Areas; 

• Prevent and mitigate threats to biodiversity within Protected Areas;

• Promote access and benefit sharing of natural resources in the Protected Areas;  

• Enhance and secure active involvement of indigenous and local communities and  
 other stakeholders; 

• Strengthen communication, education and awareness on the value of biodiversity; 

• Evaluate and improve Protected Area management effectiveness; and 

• Ensure Protected Area management on the basis of scientific knowledge and  
 principles.

 The project supports the Philippine Strategy on Climate Change Adaptation 
developed by the DENR and supported by the recently concluded BMUB Project Adaptation 
to Climate Change and Protection of Biodiversity (ACCBio). Likewise, it also follows the 
Philippine National Plan of Action of the Coral Triangle Initiative. Both plans provided the 
basis for developing the Philippine Medium Term Development Plan 2011-2016, which calls 
for the improved administration and expansion of PAs.

Photo by GIZ
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Figure 3.  61 Surveyed Sites
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METHODOLOGY
 The methodological process for developing a comprehensive assessment 
on the management effectiveness of the 61 PAME sites, and coming up with a set 
of recommendations and a policy strategy to improve protected area management, 
comprised three key stages (Figure 4, see page 48).

 
2

Photo by DENR - BMB / New CAPP / KASAPI / Manuel Domes 
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Stage 1: Data Gathering
Stage 2: Consolidation and Validation
Stage 3: Analysis and Recommendations
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 This stage mainly comprised the conduct of surveys in the selected 61 sites using the 
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT). The METT is an assessment tool 
developed by the World Bank/WWF Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Use 
to facilitate reporting on effectiveness of management interventions in WWF and World 
Bank projects that have protected areas. The METT is one of several assessment tools built 
around the framework developed by the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), 
which seeks to provide overall guidance in the development and conduct of management 
assessments and reporting. A detailed discussion of the METT is presented in Annex D.

 The survey mainly makes use of questions, with corresponding scores, on a variety of 
specific indicators in each management parameter. The management parameters are Context, 
Planning, Input, Process, Output, and Outcome. It is generally acknowledged that the 
METT is severely limited by its qualitative nature, weak basis for comparison across sites, 
and the lack of detailed evaluation of outputs and outcomes. The METT, being a simple and 
rapid site assessment tool, helps monitor management effectiveness in target sites specifically 
to provide managers the needed baseline and progress information regarding state of the 
resources, intervention impacts, operational gaps and management challenges3. To strengthen 
the METT survey and elaborate on the key aspects of protected area management in each 

Figure 4.  Process Flow of Activities

Stage 1: Data Gathering
2.1

3Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool – Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites (second edition); WWF International, July 2007
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of the sites, key informant interviews (KIIs) with local resource persons and focus group 
discussions (FGDs) were simultaneously conducted. The resource persons for the KIIs and 
FGD activities were members of the PAMB, officers and staff of the Protected Area Office 
(PAO) and relevant field offices of the DENR, local government officials, and community 
members, among others. The survey, KIIs, and FGDs were facilitated by contracted firms4 
and conducted from March to June 2013. Each PA surveyed submitted a MECA Report 
containing the results of the METT survey, KIIs, and FGDs. Figure 5 (see page 53) shows the 
distribution of the 61 PAME sites while Table 2 (see page 50) lists the sites with their corresponding 
METT scores.

 The 61 protected areas surveyed were grouped into seven clusters based on their 
geographical location Table 2 (see page 50). Each cluster was assigned a contracting firm to 
facilitate the survey and consultation activities, as well as consolidate the key results and findings, 
which is contained in the Cluster MECA reports. There are six MECA Cluster Reports5. The 
MECA Cluster Reports were presented in cluster validation workshops to confirm the findings, 
clarify issues, and provide recommendations for improvements. The clusters’ respective MECA 
Study Teams facilitated the consultation workshops which were conducted from September to 
October 2013. Final Cluster MECA Reports were submitted in November 2013.

 The Cluster MECA Reports was utilized as the main source for developing the 
National MECA (NMECA) Report, which mainly contained the synthesis, analysis and key 
recommendations for improving protected area management in the country. Developing the 
NMECA Report was entrusted to a consultant team mainly to (a) synthesize and analyze the 
results of the Cluster MECA Reports, (b) provide a set of recommendations for improving 
management effectiveness of protected areas in the country, and (c) facilitate the conduct 
of a national consultation on the results and recommendations contained in the NMECA 
Report. To synthesize the survey results, the consultants mainly referred to the Cluster MECA 
Reports, and when needed, revisited the individual site MECA reports. To create an indicative 
picture of the current state of management effectiveness in 61 protected areas, the NMECA 

Stage 3: Analysis and Recommendations
2.3

Stage 2: Consolidation and Validation
2.2

4University of the Philippines Los Baños Foundation Inc. (Clusters A and B), Southeast Asian Regional Center for Graduate Study and Research in 
Agriculture (Cluster C), Siliman University (Clusters D and E), and CFG Team (Clusters F and G)

5The survey and consultation results of Cluster F and G were combined in one Cluster MECA Report
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consultants made use of the average METT percentage scores. The NMECA consultant team 
noted the limitations of METT scores as a reliable gauge of management effectiveness and 
as a comprehensive basis for distinguishing management needs based on the geophysical 
characteristics of the surveyed sites (terrestrial – coastal; landscape – seascape; sanctuary – 
natural park, etc.). However, the METT percentage scores is helpful in  providing clues as 
to how the management parameters (i.e., context, planning, input, etc.) are being provided 
focused attention to meet the outcomes, and as a baseline dataset, albeit in a qualitative manner.

Table 2.  List of the 61 PAME sites and their specific METT scores
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ID  Name of Protected Area
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Figure 5.  Protected Areas of the PAME Project
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 As explained in the METT document (WWF July 2007), the percentage scores, although 
highly susceptible to distortions and misinterpretations, may be valuable in highlighting the 
effectiveness of the six management parameters. The results of the KIIs and FGDs serve to enable a 
more substantive, qualified, and objective complement to the METT results. The synthesis of the 
METT scores and the KII and FGD results thus provide a more accurate summary of the state and 
effectiveness of management in the PAs. The synthesized results are then subjected to an analytical 
framework to identify key recommendations for improving PA management effectiveness.  The 
analytical framework mainly consisted of three key “lenses”, namely (a) the NIPAS and its IRR, 
(b) forest cover (2003-2010), and (c) DENR Rationalization Plan (Figure 5). The NIPAS Act and 
IRR of 2008 provide the overall policy and implementation framework that guides national and 
local stakeholders on how protected areas are identified, managed, and monitored. The data on 
land and forest cover change from 2003 to 2010 generated by NAMRIA indicatively presents a 
technical basis on how management of protected areas (mainly containing closed and open canopy 
forests) are effective.  Lastly, the DENR Rationalization Plan, containing the new DENR Major 
Final Outputs (MFOs), provides the translation of DENR’s general institutional strategy with 
respect to options on how protected area management may be re-oriented and strengthened.  

 Additional references were also used to provide deeper contextual appreciation of the 
results and the analysis.  These references include, among others, GIZ’s policy review on NIPAS 
(DA-DAR-DENR, Silliman University and GIZ 2011), USAID/ADMU 201), USAID/DAI’s 
CBNRM Stocktaking report (2012), the World Bank’s NRM Sector Study and Way Forward 
Action Plan (2003 and 2005), PAWB and ADMU (2012), and Molinyawe (2012), Anda and 
Atienza (2013).
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Figure 6.  Analytical framework Diagram for Developing Recommendations
to Improve PA Management
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS:
STATE OF MANAGEMENT
IN THE 61 PROTECTED AREAS3

Photo by DENR - BMB / New CAPP / KASAPI / Manuel Domes
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 The discussion below summarizes the survey results 
and key findings contained in the Cluster Reports (Stage 1) 
and their supporting documents, as well as feedback 
provided by government and key stakeholders during the 
subsequent meetings and consultations (Stage 2).

Photo by Jacqueline Hernandez
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 The METT’s Data Sheet 2 contains a list of generic threats classified in terms of 
residential and commercial development, agricultural and aquaculture activities within the 
protected area, biological resource use within the protected area, climate change and severe 
weather condition, and socio-cultural threats, among others. Those surveyed were asked to 
identify the threats that were present and affecting their respective PAs, and if possible rank 
these threats according to their impact on the protected area. The Cluster MECA reports and 
the individual site MECA Reports were inconsistent in presenting the results. Some reports 
were able to present the threats adhering to the instructions while most simply listed those 
that the stakeholders perceived as present.

 Regardless of presentation, the reports clearly indicated that all those interviewed 
identified the threats within the climate change (Threats #11), biological resource use (Threats 
#6), and residential and commercial development (Threats #1), categories as those that are 
present and have significant adverse impacts on the PA’s management. The threats that were 
identified by most as present and have considerable impact on the PAs are in the agriculture 
and aquaculture activities (Threats #2), human intrusions and disturbances (Threats #6), 
natural systems modification (Threats #7), pollution (Threats #9), geological events (Threats 
#10), and socio-cultural (Threats #12) categories. Threats from invasive species and genes, 
energy production and mining, and transportation categories were identified as present but 
not having severe impact by the stakeholders. Specific threats that were identified with least 
impact were drug cultivation (2.1b), oil and gas drilling (3.1), introduced genetic material 
(8.2), and volcanoes (10.1).

 The KIIs and FGDs, further revealed a number of challenges constraining effective 
PA management and indicated which threats are more consistent with the realities on the 
ground. The major specific challenges and threats to effective PA management most frequently 
identified, and having direct correspondence to some of the threats listed in the METT, were 
increasing conversion of PAs into agricultural land (an elaboration of the METT’s Threat #2), 
prevalence of illegal extraction of timber and non-timber products within the protected area 
(an affirmation of the METT’s Threat #5), increasing human settlements and establishments 
within the PA (METT Threat #1), and increasing unregulated tourism activities (METT 
Threat #6). 

 Other challenges to effective PA management identified through the consultation 
processes and workshop activities were (a) overlapping policies and conflicting management 
regimes, (b) political intervention, (c) limited financial and manpower resources result 
to weak technical and enforcement capacities of staff, and (d) lack or absence of accurate 
technical data on the biological state of the PA. It was consistently mentioned in the various 
consultation activities that managing PAs is becoming more difficult because of the presence 
of various policies and management instruments being applied in the PA (e.g., IPRA and 
ADSDPP, mining, etc.) As a result, multiple interests pervade and overall management 
becomes fragmented and ineffective, thus further resulting in the creation of a “de facto” open 
access perspective over the PAs. Vested interests and local political dynamics distract managers 
and stakeholders from fully responding to the basic and fundamental management needs 
of the PA. Overall, most of the PA managers feel that their capacity to undertake effective 
implementation of the management plan and enforce policies are constrained by the lack of 

Threats and Challenges to Effective 
Protected Area Management

3.1
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funds. It was generally observed that with adequate funds, PA staff may be hired and trained, 
enforcement and other relevant monitoring equipment may be purchased and utilized, 
and operation activities may be undertaken. Accurate and current technical and scientific 
information on the state of resources In the PA is integral and crucial in determining the most 
effective management strategy. Because of the absence of such information, management 
plans are outdated and activities do not fully respond to the current management needs of the 
PA.
 Overall, the threats that were identified in the Custer MECA Reports from the site 
METT survey, KIIs, and FGDs were consistent with survey results done by IUCN in various 
protected areas around the world in 2006 (IUCN 2006).

 Context provides the relevant background information needed to plan and 
implement management and to shape and focus an evaluation on the most important aspects 
of management. The METT survey shows that all of the 61 surveyed PAs have legal basis, 
be it a Presidential Proclamation (PP) or a Republic Act (RA). Of the 61 sites, 57 have PPs 
as their legal basis while four are legislated by RAs. Of the sites with PPs, 12 have pending 
PA bills submitted in Congress. Only one site, Camotes Island Mangrove Swamp Forest 
Reserve (CIMSFR), was proposed to Congress for delisting through House Bill (HB) 897 
but was vetoed by President Aquino.6 Although not factored in the METT survey, some 
of the PAs have been recognized internationally. A MECA Cluster B Report noted that the 
Las Piñas-Paranaque Critical Habitat and Ecotourism Area (LPPCHEA) is recognized as a 
RAMSAR site. Olango Island Wildlife Sanctuary (OIWS) is also a designated RAMSAR site, 
but was not mentioned in the MECA reports. While not indicated in the METT results, it 
is important to note that Batanes Island (BPLS) is a World Heritage Site and Mt. Malindang 
Range Natural Park is an ASEAN Heritage Site. 

 Of the PAs surveyed, 56% were established after 2000, 25% from 1990 to 1999, 
11% from 1980 to 1989, and only 8% before 1980. Although the average age of the 61 
PAs is 19.4 years, the results of the METT and validation activities show that age does not 
necessarily mean stability and high level of management effectiveness. Also, while it is generally 
acknowledged that the provision of a PP is sufficient enough for providing the legitimate 
framework for management, many still feel that it is preferable that an RA be accomplished 
based on the belief that this will provide a firm justification for accessing funds through its 
inclusion in the General Appropriations Act (GAA), and securing the extent and boundaries 
of the PA. However, the study results show that only one of the PAs studied with an RA, Mt. 
Malindang (MMRNP), has received considerable budget cover for its operational expenses.

 The PAs surveyed covered a total of about 1.5 million hectares. Of the total surveyed PA 

Context
3.2

6Congressmen Durano and Matugas submitted HB 897 (Camotes Islands Natural Resources Management Act of 2011) to Congress 
on November 2011. President Aquino vetoed the Bill on June 2013.
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Table 3.  The 61 PAME and Their Legal Basis

coverage, about 72% are covered by terrestrial PAs (e.g., landscapes, natural parks, etc.), 26% are 
covered by PAs with both coastal and terrestrial habitats (e.g., landscape-seascapes, marine reserves, 
etc.), and only 2% are purely coastal habitats. Table 3 below shows that list of 61 PAs surveyed, 
their size in hectares, and the legal instrument that established them. Specifically highlighted legal 
status show the various forms of recognitions that emphasize its value and importance.
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Photo by GIZ



Protecting Our Children’s Future64

 Planning as a management parameter, takes into consideration the design, guiding 
framework and strategic direction management will take to achieve the ultimate goal and purpose 
of the protected area. Indicators to measure the level of planning in the PAs were (a) presence of a 
management plan (b) presence of regulations, (c) activities are guided by clear objectives, and (d) the 
design (shape and size) of the PA is appropriate to meet objectives. 

 Fifty-four of the 61 PAs surveyed have approved management plans (either a General 
Management Plan or GMP, or an Initial Protected Area Plan or IPAP) while seven PAs do not have 
any such document (Caramoan NP, Basilan Natural Biotic Area, Alamio, Buyaan, Carac-an rivers 
and Sipangpang Falls Watershed Forest Reserve, Bud Dahu National Park, Biri-Larosa Protected 
Landscape and Seascape, Panglao Island Protected Seascape, Panay River Watershed Forest Reserve). 
Of those with management plans, only four are recent (Cuatro Islas Protected Landscape and Seascape 
and Guiuan Marine Reserve and Protected Landscape and Seascape in 2013, Apo Reef Natural Park 
and Mt. Mantalingahan Protected Landscape in 2010). All other existing management plans were 
found to require updating and the incorporation of current and accurate technical and scientific 
data. Sites with management plans were also reported to have Annual Work and Financial Plans 
(AWFPs) mainly containing a set of management activities identified through series of stakeholders’ 
consultations. Funding for the activities contained in the AWFPs mainly identified the  national 
government, specifically the DENR, as the funding source, though some include locally generated 
revenues as either an alternative or an augmentation. The AWFPs were observed to contain very little 
consideration and focus on accessing other fund sources. 

 There was a general observation in the cluster report that the management plans contain a 
comprehensive set of regulations and policy pronouncements supporting the overall management 
of the PA. However, there was also a general observation that the implementation of the targeted 
activities contained in these plans remains a serious challenge, citing limited financial, manpower, and 
logistical resources as constraining factors. In terms of the objectives and purpose for managing the 
PAs, the management plans were found to contain adequate reference to the objectives of managing 
the PAs. Some cluster reports though note that there are management plans that have vision-mission-
goal statements. Insights from the KIIs and FGDs highlighted the possibility that there may be a 
disconnect between the stated objectives of the PA and its plan, with that of the reality and present 
need.. It is also not indicated in the METT and cluster MECA reports whether the management 
plans have a monitoring and evaluation system in place. However, the survey and consultation results 
indicate the similar monitoring mechanisms are present in most PAs such as the conduct of resource 
based monitoring and a biodiversity monitoring system. The frequency of conduct of these activities 
is uncertain because of the issue on availability of funds. Only a few PAs (ROWS and MMPL) have 
programs for undertaking systematic monitoring and evaluation. 

 In all of the MECA cluster reports, it was reported that PA management plans are hardly 
integrated and synchronized with local development plans, Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) 
and Forest Land Use Plans (FLUPs). Hence, there is a general observation of very limited and 
marginal buy-in from the LGUs to be an active partner in protected area management. Moreover, it 
was noted during the KIIs and FGDs that in protected areas where certificate of ancestral domains 
titles (CADTs) exist, the PA management plans are not harmonized with the Ancestral Domain 
Sustainable Development and Protection Plans (ADSDPPs) because of differences in goals, purpose, 
process, and interests between the two management regimes and their respective stakeholders.

Planning
3.3
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 Assessing input seeks to investigate the availability and adequacy of human resource, 
social capital, facilities, information, financial, and equipment integral to effective management. 
For the METT survey, assessing input as a management parameter included the indicators of 
(a) presence of information in the form of resource inventory, (b) number and capacity of staff, 
(c) sufficiency and security of budget, (d) law enforcement, and (e) fees and revenues.

 All the cluster MECA reports show that there is hardly any systematic technical 
assessment and resource inventory being undertaken in most PAs. For those that have been 
able to do so, these PAs were able to update their management plans (refer to previous 
discussion). The ability to conduct current and comprehensive technical assessments and 
resource inventories were mainly due to the provision of appropriate funding and staffing 
support either by the LGU or, in most cases, through an external sources such as development 
agency and NGO supported projects.

 In terms of staffing, all the sites indicated the lack of sufficient number of qualified 
technical and operational staff to ensure effective PA management. Although all of the PAs 
have PA Superintendents (PASus), they are confronted by multiple tasks and supported only 
by meager staffing. Based on the METT results from the individual site reports, the average 
number of staff per hectare in the 61 PAs surveyed is estimated at about 1 person per 2,300 
hectares. In the 61 sites, only about 15% of the total protected area staffs are regular while about 
25% are detailed7. The majority of the protected area staffs are composed of contractuals and 
volunteers. The position and designation of staff (e.g., administration, field, technical, etc.) is 
not clearly provided. However, it is important to highlight that the number of personnel directly 
and actively involved in the overall management of a protected area is not proportional to the 
size and scope of work needed to effectively manage the park’s resources and address the threats.

 A consistent feedback from all the sites is the lack of adequate financial, manpower 
and logistical resource to enable effective PA management. Although it is not clear as to what 
can be calculated as “adequate” (e.g., peso per hectare) fund allocation, most of the PAs are 
dependent on the funds being provided by the DENR. Based on the data provided in the 
individual site reports, the average budget provided to manage a protected area is about PhP 
39 per hectare. There is no standard and ideal amount of fund per hectare that has so far been 
provided by the national government to effectively manage a PA. In all the cases studied, the 
money allocated to PA management is not adequate to maintain and sustain management 
activities. 

 Enforcement in all the surveyed PAs was perceived to be weak. The lack of manpower 
and budget constrain the Protected Area Office (PAO) to effectively conduct regular 
patrolling, monitoring, and enforcement activities. The fact that many of the major threats 
to effective PA management earlier identified such as encroachment, illegal extraction of PA 
resources, conversion of lands in agricultural plots, and increasing agricultural activities in 
the PA, indicate serious weaknesses in enforcement capacities. In a few PAs, it was reported 
that protection and enforcement activities are present and effective, which have been mainly 

Inputs
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7A staff is detailed when he/she is moved from one agency to another without the issuance of an appointment and only allowed for a 
limited period of time.
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attributed to presence and deputation of community members and established partnerships 
with local enforcement agencies.

 With regards to fees and revenues, the Integrated Protected Area Fund (IPAF) 
would have been an ideal fund source. However, the tedious process for accessing the funds 
discourages many PAs to pursue this. Despite this perception, it was reported that a few 
PAs have established their IPAF, and have been able to open their respective bank accounts 
(nine in Cluster F/G, AMP, Bataan NP, and Talaytay PL). Some PAs that are not able to 
access their IPAFs rely on either the meager collections from user fees (e.g., MPNP, PIPLS, 
CPL and BPLS) or on the ad hoc support from the LGUs, either in cash or in kind (e.g., 
personnel, facilities, equipment, etc.), or both. In a few PAs (such as ARNP, RASA, MGGNP, 
and MMPL), NGO and external fund source are sustaining PA management activities. The 
feedback and observations from the KIIs, FGDs, and validation consultations indicate that 
operating expenses are mainly supported by funds from the national government, affirming 
the finding that 94.5% of all operating expenses in all the PAs in the country are shouldered 
by the DENR.

 The value of assessing process as a management effectiveness parameter is mainly 
based on the importance it places on the standard of management within a protected area 
system. In the METT survey, the key indicators identified to assess process are (a) demarcation 
of PA boundary, (b) management of budget, (c) stakeholders participation, (d) partnerships, 
and (e) information and education campaign

 Most PAs surveyed, especially the PAs with Presidential Proclamations, indicated 
that their area are delineated but not demarcated, which is an activity output expected once 
a PA is proclaimed thru a Republic Act. Although delineated, the reports are uncertain as to 
whether these PAs have the proper and accurate zoning to determine allowable protection and 
management activities. 

 In all the PAs, budget management is tasked to the PASUs. Given that the budget 
provided to the protected area is limited, the PASu can only do so much in terms of achieving 
expectations and the planned activities contained in the management plan. The KIIs and 
FGDs highlighted the disconnect between planning (demand) and budget allocation (supply). 
Like in most DENR field offices, the budget provided by the central office to the PAOs is 
always lower than the one proposed (based on plans) for funding.

 In terms of participation, all of the reports show that there is high participation 
from the stakeholders in the development of the management plans. However, it was shared 
during the consultations that some indigenous peoples (IPs) are not fully participating in the 
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3.5



67NMECA of Protected Areas in the Philippines 

planning process and PAMB activities, especially where CADTs exist in the PAs. This is mainly 
attributed by the difficulties being experience by stakeholders in coordinating with NCIP, and 
in seeking constructive and collaborative working relations. The established PAMBs in all the 
61 sites have complete sectoral representations, but it was noted during the KIIs and FGDs, 
that in some PAMBs, membership is becoming an issue, especially when decisions need to be 
made. Decision-making in many PAMBs is constrained by the frequency and prevalence of 
representatives of members attending PAMB meetings but not having the authority to decide 
on behalf of the member, as well as their lack of knowledge and awareness on conservation 
and PA management issues. Also, participation in PAMB activities and the conduct of PAMB 
meetings are constrained by limited budget. During the validation and consultation activities, 
it was shared that some PAMBs have been able to overcome this constraint by either rotating 
the hosting of the meetings by having the LGUs financially support the activity. 

 Most PAs do not have any established partnership arrangements with the private 
sector mainly due to the weak negotiating and social marketing skills of the PASu. However, 
it was reported that a few PAs have been able to establish positive inter-agency partnerships 
and collaborations with the private sector, especially in connection with eco-tourism. Overall, 
it is clear that partnerships, such as co-management agreements and shared tenure systems in 
the 61 PAs, are minimal, thus leaving most of the PAs as “de factor” open access, or those with 
very limited management accountability.

 Most of the PAs reported that information and education campaigns are present. 
The KIIs and FGDs further show that these activities are mainly initiated and supported by 
either committed LGUs or external groups such as academe and civil society organizations, 
especially where projects are being implemented.

 Ideally, the assessment of outputs looks at the number or level of products and 
services delivered as indicated in the management plans and its activities. But based on the 
METT instrument used, the primary indicator for output as a management effectiveness 
parameter is simply the presence or absence of a visitors’ center. This over simplistic reference 
to a single indicator severely limits a full and comprehensive appreciation of the complexity 
and sophistication of key indicators to better illustrate whether management activities are 
producing the outputs integral to achieving the outcomes.
 
 Most of the PAs do not have the output indicator of a visitors’ center and only a few 
PAs have their own respective Protected Area Office (PAO) or similar infrastructure facility 
(e.g., MNP, BPLS, ARNP, MGGNP, RIWS, BTLNP, OIWS, RSPI, SINP, and CCPL). 

 The MECA site and cluster reports suggested other indicators to measure output as a 
management parameter, which are mainly consistent with the NIPAS Law:

Outputs
3.6
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• Number of hectares of diverse habitat protected, rehabilitated or restored,
• Number of hectares of MUZ covered with tenure, contract, or agreement for on-site 
 conservation activities,
• Number of PA zones incorporated in CLUPs,
• Number of Functional PAMBs and PASus,
• Percent of completed map delineation, ground demarcation and
 monumenting of zones,
• Percent of AWP or GMP funded from IPAF, LGU contribution, DENR PAP,
 among others,
• Number of PAMB resolutions passed,
• Percent of planned tourism facilities or services established or operational,
• Number of user’s fee systems established with PAMB resolution and ordinance 
• Percent improvement in PAMB and PASus capacity,
• Percent increase in the level of PA awareness and understanding of communities

  Outcomes as a management parameter indicate whether the goals and objectives 
of management in a particular protected area were achieved. The overall METT and KII and FGD 
results show that there is a mixed level of awareness and observations on what the outcomes are 
and whether they have been achieved. This difficulty is further complicated without benchmark/
baseline as points of reference. Overall, it is difficult to determine accurately whether the PAs’ goals, 
purpose and objectives were achieved. There are essentially two outcome indicators being measured 
by the METT and these are (a) economic returns, and (b) increase in biodiversity. 

 In terms of economic benefits, most reported that the PAs are providing livelihood activities 
to the communities and LGUs, mainly resulting from ecotourism and resource extraction activities. 
It has been reported, for example, that in Mount Pulag National Park (MPNP), Batanes Protected 
Landscape and Seascape (BPLS)  Palaui Island Protected Landscape and Seascape (PIPLS), and 
Apo Reef National Park (ARNP), among others, members of the community are involved in tour 
guiding activities and making and selling novelty or souvenir items from non-wood products. 
The perception of economic benefits is also indicated by the presence of externally driven projects 
and activities that provide employment and livelihood within the PAs. Indirectly, stakeholders are 
aware of the value and contribution of water to agricultural production, which is the main income 
generation activity of communities living in and adjacent to the PAs. 

 With regards to the condition of Important Values (Biophysical/ Biodiversity), most 
reported that the forest cover has increased and resources are intact, though remaining to be vulnerable 
to exploitation. It was noted in most of the cluster MECA reports that the perception of improved 
biodiversity values is mainly based on the presence and reported conduct of regulations and policies 
on utilization and extraction. Also, the KII and FGD results indicate that the perceived quality 
of natural resources in their respective PAs had already improved because of effective enforcement 
despite of limited personnel and logistics. The consultation results also show that that there is no accurate 
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and objective basis for illustrating any change in the condition and state of the resource base.

 Providing an overall assessment of the management effectiveness of the 61 PAs surveyed is 
not easy especially if the METT instrument is to be used as the primary bases. 

 The METT instrument, as noted, has limitations, especially regarding the lack of and 
inappropriateness of some of the indicators. Also, the treatment and presentation of the METT 
scores vary across the individual and cluster MECA reports. Furthermore, relying solely on the 
METT scores as a gauge of management effectiveness will not work primarily because METT scores 
are not grades. What the METT scores simply highlight is the state of management effectiveness at 
that point in time. Its main relevance is in providing a baseline. Thus the insights, clarifications, and 
observations from the KIIs and FGDs, as well as feedback generated during the cluster workshops, 
significantly contributed to the appreciation, complementation, and contextualization of the 
METT scores. 
 In order to further determine an appropriately accurate overall assessment of the 61 sites, 
the NMECA consultant team referred to curent and relevant information to set a benchmark and 
assess how distant the MECA results are, specifically on two critical indicators, namely budget and 
staff. In all of the MECA reports, it was consitently mentioned that overall management of the PAs 
is significantly affected by limited financial and manpower resources. In 2013 a study was done as 
part of a cross-country analysis of the fiscal and resource gap of protected areas in the South East 
Asian region. The Philippine study focused on the protected areas that are under the jurisdiction of 
the DENR and looked into the extent of internal and external threats to PAs in the 16 regions of the 
country some of which are indicated by the number of staff filled up by the DENR and the budget 
allocated by the national govenrment were also examined (Anda and Atienza 2013). 

 The fiscal gap study shows that in all the PAs in the country, the national average of 
operating costs for a PA is about PhP 2,213 per hectare based on 2009 data (Anda and Atienza, 
2013). Compared with this calculation, the peso per hectare ratio in the 61 MECA sites of PhP 39:1 
hectare ratio is way below the national average.   

 In terms of staffing, the fiscal gap study shows that PAs in the country have an average staff 
per hectare ratio of 7.46 staff per 1000 hectares, or 1 personnel per 133 hectare  (Anda and Atienza, 
2013). The METT results show a very disproportionate staff per hectare ratio of 1:2,300 hectares. 
 The overall average METT percentage scores for the 61 PAs surveyed was calculated to be 
58%, which indicates that there is an average perception of substantive management effectiveness 
across the 61 sites. However, the general observations and feedback from the KIIs and FGDs 
indicate that this perceived level of effectiveness is overestimated. The KII and FGD results further 
substantiate, articulate and clarify many of the key challenges and opportunities that complement 
and accurately highlight the METT survey results. Therefore, based on the consolidated results 
from the METT, KIIs and FGDs, the overall management effectiveness in all the 61 PAs surveyed 
is POOR to FAIR.

Overall 3.8
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LENSES FOR ASSESSING
THE CONSOLIDATED FINDINGS
OF THE CLUSTER REPORTS4
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 The national MECA assessment team compared the consolidated findings from the 
MECA cluster studies with various lenses as means to validate or triangulate and further 
understand PA management. The MECA results were compared with the current conditions 
of the forests, coastal and marine areas using available maps and reports; with the expected 
outputs and outcomes of the NIPAS law based on generalized RBME model; and with the 
ongoing institutional changes in DENR that may impact NIPAS implementation.  These are 
the DENR’s new major final outputs (MFOs) from the Department of Budget Management 
(DBM) as basis of the agency’s programs, projects, and activities (PPAs) for every budget cycle.  
The new MFOs are the vehicle for carrying out DENR’s programs under its re-organized or 
re-structured organization under its approved Rationalization Plan that will take effect in 
2014.

 The first lens used the changes in land and forest cover using the 2003 and 2010 

Photo by DENR - BMB / New CAPP / KASAPI / Manuel Domes
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NAMRIA data and published reports on changes and trends in the conservation of coastal 
and marine areas.  The land and forest cover of the two data sets used the same land and forest 
types using similar definitions.  They also resulted from the processing of Landsat imageries.  
Although there remain issues8 on the comparability of these two data sets, the results provide 
a good start and valuable in estimating changes in land and forest cover over a period of seven 
years especially on the changes in closed and open canopy natural forests.  Changes in land 
and forest cover data at the national, regional, and in PAs in selected regions would indicate 
on-site conservation effectiveness of PA management especially on the changes in closed 
and open canopy forests and the mangroves.  Other land and forest cover data may also be 
used, if necessary, especially for the rehabilitation and development of the wooded grasslands 
and shrub lands.  The extent, coverage, and overall health of the closed and open canopy 
forests, mangroves, reefs, seas grasses, and pelagic fisheries would reflect the “resiliency” of 
these ecosystems from various impacts of erratic weather conditions – increasing temperature, 
increasing sea level, acidification in coastal waters, drought, and intense and prolonged rainfall 
- and resulting natural disasters (USAID, DENR/PAWB, and DA/BFAR 2010; Heaney and 
Regalado, 1998).   

 The decline or loss of the highly diverse ecosystems such as tropical closed and open 
canopy forests, habitats, mangroves, reefs, and seagrasses will limit the following ecological 
processes that enhance diversity, increase their resiliencies, and ability to survive over time 
(USAID 2005):

• Interactions of a natural community (biological life) with its physical and chemical  
 environment and the resulting ecological processes of such interaction.

• The feeding relationships of species, in which some species eat other species, thereby 
 allowing energy to flow through the food webs of ecosystems, as well as the pollination 
 of plants by insects and the control of species by their predators.

• The cycling of nutrients that maintain soil fertility and the cycling of water through  
 ecosystems are also ecological processes

 Thus, it is important to look at the overall MECA findings as to how they match with 
some indicators or reports with respect to the conditions and overall health of biophysical 
diversity and ecological processes and functions. 

 Second, the overall MECA findings were compared with the governance and 
management requirements and expectations of the NIPAS Law and the Amended 2008 IRR.  
The comparative analysis used the generalized form of an output- and outcome-structure of 
a results-based monitoring and evaluation system (RBME) for a PA system.  To gauge PA 
management effectiveness, the consolidated findings were compared with the output indicators 

8There are discussions on the adequacy of ground validation for the 2003 data and not enough time to complete the image processing. 
Compared with the 2010 data that were validated with 100 validation points per province, FMB claimed that the results of the 2002-

2004 national forest inventory assessment were more than adequate to provide ground validation of the 2003 land and forest cover. For 
baseline purposes, however, DENR/BMB may use the 2010 land and forest cover data as the starting point in establishing PA-based 

RBME in each of the site.



73NMECA of Protected Areas in the Philippines 

of the NIPAS and the Amended 2008 IRR.  The comparison would reveal intentionality of 
DENR’s programs, projects, and activities (PPAs) in support of biophysical conservation in 
each of the 61 sites.  In the absence of a generalized and NIPAS-based results-based monitoring 
and evaluation system, a template was developed for comparison purposes.  This template – 
with slight modification and improvement by DENR/PAWB- may be used to “measure” the 
management performance and effectiveness of on-site PA conservation and management.  
The NIPAS law provides the extent, limits, coverage, outcomes or sub-outcomes, outputs and 
performance indicators to be measured by each site.  This may be modified for determining 
progress in biodiversity conservation in other management units that are within KBAs but are 
under the governance frameworks such as those in forest lands, agricultural lands, and local 
government units e.g. marine protected areas in municipal waters not covered by NIPAS law, 
and ancestral domains.

 Lastly, the national assessment gauged the implications of the possible 
recommendations or actions required from the results of the MECA cluster studies with 
respect to DENR’s ongoing Rationalization Plan in the DENR protected area management 
sector and the agency’s shift towards new major final outputs (MFOs) as the basis in preparing 
programs, projects and activities (PPAs).  The impacts of the Rationalization Plan will change 
reporting relationships and number of field staff in the Protected Area and Wildlife Sector.  
This will be further influenced by the implementation of the new MFOs as DENR budgeting 
and programming shifts towards a more integrated and ecosystems-based allocation of 
resources at the CENRO, PENRO, Region, and national levels.

 The consultants also relied on the reviews and perspectives of other recent assessments 
in discussing the results of the national MECA.  For example, the GIZ and Silliman University 
(2011) provided an in-depth review of the NIPAS Law and related statutes on the establishment 
and management of PAs in the Philippines.  La Viña and Kho (2010) summarized the legal 
framework for protected areas in the Philippines and gave a bit of a history of how the NIPAS 
Law came into being.  The PAWB/DENR reported (Molinyawe 2012) the overall status of 
protected area management in the Philippines.  The earlier assessments of USAID (2008 and 
2011) listed key issues, constraints, and challenges on the conservation of tropical forests 
and biodiversity in the Philippines.  These earlier studies have been useful and relevant in 
formulating the recommendations for the national MECA study.  Other relevant recent 
assessments that were reviewed are those of Braganza (2011), PAWB/ADMU (2012), and 
DENR/ENRMP (2013) reports. 
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Changes in Highly Diverse Forests 
from 2003 to 2010 and Decline of 
Marine and Coastal Resources

4.1

Figure 7.  Map showing the protected areas, the PAs with METT, and the KBAs in terrestrial 
and marine areas
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4.1.1 Changes in Land and Forest Cover

 Studies have shown that the “less rain forest that remains in a given region, the greater the 
proportion of endangered species”. Thus, “protecting the remaining old-growth rain forests is essential 
for both biological and economic stability” (Heaney and Regalado 1998). Figure 7 shows the 2003 
forest cover in the Philippines together with the PAs under the NIPAS coverage, the key biodiversity 
areas, and the 61 PAs that were covered by the METT study. It is visually obvious that in terrestrial areas, 
the KBAs almost correspond with those areas that have remaining forest cover in the country. Several of 
the 61 PAs are still located in areas that have relatively dense forest cover such as those in Regions 1, 2, 3, 
4a, 4b, and 8. Several terrestrial PAs, however, have fairly minimal forest cover. 

 Over the years, the decline of forest cover in the Philippines as shown in Figure 8 
corresponded with the relatively high and increasing number of species that are listed in the IUCN 
Red List of Threatened Species. Currently, about 704 species are on this list.  The closed and open 
canopy forests and the mangrove forests provide endemic resiliencies of terrestrial ecosystems. And 
given the dominance of watershed landscapes in the Philippines, the inter-connectedness and inter-
dependence of various ecosystems are linked from the top of the ridge all the way down to agricultural 
lands, wetlands, mangroves, and coastal and marine areas. The decline of tropical rain forests also 
mimics those in the marine and coastal areas and in the wetlands. The flora and faunal species have 
been affected by the decline as their natural habitats were reduced, feeding chains were significantly 
impacted, and ecological cycling processes were negatively affected. The overall status and conditions 
of these natural ecosystems are good measures of healthy ecosystems functions, dynamism, and 
functioning of various ecological processes. In marine and coastal ecosystems, the mangroves, coral 
reefs, and sea grasses are the major ecosystems that need urgent conservation efforts. In wetlands, 
these are the highly diverse habitats of birds, plants, animals and other species. Unfortunately, these 
are not captured in the consolidated findings of the cluster MECA reports.  
The main reason for including the changes in land and forest cover data from 2003 and 2010 is 
simply to link and triangulate the consolidated findings on “PA management effectiveness” with 
respect to the conservation status of the closed and open canopy forests and the mangroves.  There 
could be other measures, but they are not easily available, especially those of marine and coastal 
resources.  The land and forest cover data also help triangulate the consolidated ratings of each cluster 
with respect to the effectiveness of PA management.  The land and forest cover data also indirectly 
imply whether or not the “threats from increasing population, over exploitation of resources, and 
industrial development” are being addressed by each of the PA and DENR and LGUs.

Figure 8.  Forest cover change in the Philippines from 1934 to 2003 (Calderon 2013) 
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DEFINITIONS OF FOREST CATEGORIES IN  THE PHILIPPINES

 CLOSED CANOPY forests are formations where trees in the various 
storeys and the undergrowth cover a high proportion (>40 percent) of the 
ground and do not have a continuous dense grass layer. They are either 
managed or unmanaged forest, in advanced state of succession and may 
have been logged-over one or more times, having kept their characteristics 
of forest stands, possibly with modified structure and composition.

 OPEN CANOPY forests are formations with discontinuous tree 
layer with a coverage of at least 10 percent and less than 40 percent. They 
are either managed or unmanaged forests, in initial state of succession.

Source: DENR, 2005; FAO, 2000; PD 795, 1975
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Table 4.  Land and forest cover change from 2003-2010 in the Philippines
Note: The 2010 data are based on unofficial data from DENR/FMB but the 2003 data is based 
on data that were officially released for the public

 The main reason for including the changes in land and forest cover data from 2003 and 2010 
is simply to link and triangulate the consolidated findings on “PA management effectiveness” with 
respect to the conservation status of the closed and open canopy forests and the mangroves.  There 
could be other measures, but they are not easily available, especially marine and coastal resources.  The 
land and forest cover data also help triangulate the consolidated ratings of each cluster with respect to 
the effectiveness of PA management.

 The land and forest cover data also indirectly imply whether or not the “threats from 
increasing population, over exploitation of resources, and industrial development” are being addressed 
by each of the PA and DENR and LGUs.

 As shown in Tables 4 and 5, the overall area of closed canopy forests in the country declined 
between 2003-2010 by almost 25% and probably most of these areas became open canopy forests, 
which increased by 14%. 

 There was an overall increase in mangrove forests by almost 25% which could reflect 
the increasing awareness among coastal communities, LGUs, and other stakeholders on the 
environmental and economic values of mangrove forests.  The mangrove figure indicate increasing 
attention and support by DENR, DA/BFAR, and the LGUs in protecting and conserving the 
mangroves under various innovative institutional arrangements such as co-management agreements 
and joint management schemes.  For instance, a hectare of managed mangrove could provide a 
benefit ranging from US $ 500 to US $1,550 from fisheries and wood production (FISH 2007).  
In addition, mangroves also serve as buffer for storm surges with several species that are effective for 
remediation.

 The decline in closed canopy forests by almost 25% at the national level in all regions except 
regions 1, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13 indicate the uphill battle in protecting and conserving the remaining 
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closed canopy in the country especially in areas that still have large areas of natural forests.

 In terms of magnitude, regions 4-A, 2, and 3 lost large areas of closed canopy forests.  In 
fact, in 2010, Region 3 appears not to have any more closed canopy forest (Table 5, see page 80). 
The loss of closed canopy forest is generally linked with the increasing socio-economic development, 
urbanization, and access in Regions 3, 4-A and 4-B, 11, 5, 6, 11, 12, and CAR.  The intensive 
campaigns on illegal logging in Region 13 could have effect in the decline of closed canopy in this 
area.   The declining trend follows the closed and open canopy forests in protected areas except in 
regions 1, 2, 5, and 7 (Table 6, see page 81).  This means that PA management in these regions are 
relatively effective in addressing illegal logging, poaching, and extraction; encroachment of occupants; 
and conversion of forests into other uses.     

 Over the years, especially after the issuance of EO 23 in 2011 banning commercial logging 
in natural forests, the hotspots declined as a result of strengthening the campaign and logistics in 
forest law enforcement (Table 7, see page 84).  Illegal logging was reduced in all hotspot provinces 
and municipalities by at least 80% (Calderon 2013).  

 Fortunately, despite the inadequacy of funds for PAMB and PAO operations (as shown in 
the consolidated findings from the MECA cluster reports), the closed canopy forests in Region 1, 7, 
8, 9, 10, and 13 did not significantly decline over the years.

 However, the open canopy forests in Regions 2, 3, 7, 10, and 12 declined.  In regions where there 
are no decline in closed and open canopy forests (Regions 1, 8, 9), the data reflect certain effectiveness 
of forest law enforcement in the PAs, stronger multi-sectoral participation of LGUs, communities and 
other partners.  In most cases, the regions which have lost closed canopy forests have increased the area 
under open canopy forests.  This calls for increased support for forest protection and provision of right 
incentives to reduce the threats in the remaining highly diverse closed canopy forests.  

Note: Based on FMB data from NAMRIA land and forest cover data of 2003 and 2010
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Table 5.  Forest Cover Changes in Closed and Open Canopy and Mangroves (2003-2010)
Note: The 2010 data are based on unofficial data from FMB 2013
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Table 6.  Changes in land and forest cover in protected areas in selected regions
from 2003 to 2010 (Based on unofficial data from PAWB 2013)
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Table 7.  Illegal logging hotspot areas before and after the issuance of EO No. 23
(Calderon 2013)

Hotspot provinces has been drastically reduced by 78% while 86% for hotspot municipalities.

 The decline in closed and open canopy forests from 2003 and 2010 validate the poor 
(58%) PA management effectiveness in most of the 61 PAs. The decline in forest cover reflects 
the imbalance of resources that were allocated to different PA activities for forest protection, 
capacity building, and on-site PA management. There were more resources that went into 
“planning” and coordination, but not in resource management activities, enforcement, 
and support for the marginalized communities. It is a fact that without effective “on-site 
management in PAs,” biodiversity conservation does not happen. The ultimate evidence of 
NIPAS implementation is when each PA has put in place adequate management system to 
conserve biodiversity in collaboration with communities, LGUs, private sector, and other 
partners.    

 In the end, the limited resources for “on-site management” of PAs as “set asides explain 
the poor PA management effectiveness in terms of protecting the remaining areas of highly 
diverse assets of the PAs. And thus, the overall closed and open canopy forests declined in most 
regions. This decline means more closed canopy forests are being degraded and highlights the 
“disconnect” between what the NIPAS as a policy intends to achieve with the current on-site 
PA management strategies especially for protection, conservation, leveraging buy-ins from 
local stakeholders, communicating the values of biodiversity resources in protected areas, and 
contributing to reducing poverty in rural areas.

4.1.2 Decline in Marine and Coastal Resources

Despite the increasing number of LGU and PO-managed marine protected areas (MPAs) 
in municipal waters and coastal and marine protected areas that are NIPAS-covered, the 
continuing habitat degradation and unsustainable fishing and climate remain to be the key 
threats to coastal and marine biodiversity. The fishers who are the poorest segment of the 
population have registered 78 per cent in poverty incidence (DENR, DA, BFAR, and USAID 
2010; PhilReefs 2008; Aliño 2002).

 The Philippines has one of the highly threatened reef areas in the world and in steady 
state of decline from 5% to 3% to >1%. There are widespread coral bleaching and increasing 
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population of invasive species and Crown of Thorns starfish infestations (Castillo 2010). The 
current extent and distribution of MPAs do not adequately represent biodiversity – both in 
size, areas of no-take zones, network of MPAs, and area requirements of larval connectivity 
that needs larger scale of MPAs (Weeks, et. al. 2009). Hence, of the more than 1300 existing 
and proposed MPAs, only 10-15% are effectively managed and many of these MPAs are 
either unmanaged or nonfunctioning (USAID 2011). More networks of connected and larger 
MPAs and improved representativeness are needed to increase spillovers in support of fishery 
production (Aliño 2002).  

4.1.3 Impacts of Climate Change

 The resiliencies of the ecosystems – forests, marine, wetlands, and coastal resources - 
are weakened by the continuing degradation and loss.  This could be the decline of closed and 
open canopy forests or the over exploitation of marine resources and fisheries.  As ecosystems 
degrade, they become more vulnerable from the impacts of climate change because the 
functioning ecological processes are compromised.  Their capacity to supply ecosystems goods 
and services for the on- and off-site communities are negatively affected.

 For water, irrigated agriculture will suffer either from drought or landslides. Healthy 
ecosystems over landscapes are needed in regulating water flow during flash floods, typhoons, 
and intense and prolonged monsoon season.  Climate change will affect the “timing of 
biological events, species distribution, behavior in plants and animals, and frequency and 
intensity of pests and diseases” (Castillo 2010, CCC 2010). Overall, climate change will affect 
ecosystems that are more vulnerable (less resilient) and the overall productivity or capacity to 
produce direct and indirect ecosystems goods and services will also decline.

 Highly vulnerable forests, wetlands, marine and coastal ecosystems are more 

Photo by GIZ
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susceptible to the following impacts of climate change (Lansigan 2013, Castillo 2010):  

• Increasing temperature changes with the “hot” days becoming “hotter”.  This affects  
 the photosynthetic process of trees and other forest species, evaporation, and other  
 ecological processes

• Increasing and more intense rainfall events and their changing seasons resulting to 
 more landslides, floods, droughts, fires, erosion, sedimentation, among others   

• Extreme weather conditions and events e.g. heat waves, more intense rainfall events, 
 stronger typhoons

• Increase in sea level rise resulting to inundation of mangrove areas
 and salinity intrusion

• Coral bleaching, sea acidification and sea level rise may severely impact on marine 
 biodiversity

 Accordingly strategic mitigation and adaptation measures should be part of the 
overall PA management planning and strategy.

 This means adopting ecosystems approach for reducing emissions in the forests, in 
conserving biodiversity across the landscapes, for assisting communities and their livelihoods 
to properly adapt with climate changes, and for aligning land uses and zoning regimes that to 
minimize the risks and damages from natural disasters such as landslides, floods, storm surges, 
and others.
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 The NIPAS Law serves as the main legal instrument for conserving biophysical diversity in the 
Philippines.  It provides the governance and management framework for all NIPAS-covered protected 
areas – starting with the initial components of the NIPAS and additional sites based on the requirements 
of the law.  DAO 25 in 1992 was the first implementing rules and regulations of the NIPAS law.  This 
was revised in 2008. 

 The Revised Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) of NIPAS in 2008 (DAO 2008-26) 
provides clearer guidelines on how the NIPAS Law will be translated in each PA and how planning will 
be carried out to achieve effectiveness of conservation in the implementation phase. 

  As earlier mentioned, the formulation of DAO 2008-26 benefited from the lessons and best 
practices from more than 15 years of NIPAS implementation.  

 Presently, the NIPAS Law and its Revised IRR in 2008 provide the guidelines and standards by 
which results of implementation of various activities in each PA will be gauged or evaluated.  The NIPAS 
Law also underlines the overall goal and the desired objective of biophysical diversity conservation in the 
Philippines including how administration and strategies will be crafted in each PA.  

 NIPAS emphasizes the administration of a holistic PA management plan that represents 
the country’s heritage.  This is only possible through cooperation among national government, local 
government and concerned private organizations (NIPAS Section 2).

 A summary of the protected areas in 2008 (Table 8) shows that only about 5% is under the 
administrative jurisdiction of other government agencies such as DA, DOE, local government units, 
and others.  The bulk of the total range of protected areas is under the responsibility, accountability, and 
authority (RAA) of DENR.

 Implementation at the PA level, however, will require collaboration and partnership with the 
concerned LGUs (cities, municipalities, and provinces), the communities, the private sector, and other 
stakeholders.  For example, in the 61 PA sites that were subjected to METT, there will be at least 285 
cities and municipalities and 48 provinces that will have to be involved or are being involved in the 
planning and implementation of the PA management plans (Table 9).  

The NIPAS Law and Its Revised 
Implementing Rules and 

Regulations (IRR) in 2008
4.2

Table 8.  Administrative jurisdiction of existing initial components of NIPAS
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Table 9.  Number of Municipalities and Cities and Provinces in the 61 PA Sites

 To help in comparing the overall MECA findings with the governance and 
management requirements of the NIPAS Law and its revised IRR, a template RBME structure 
for a PA was developed.  This was developed based on the NIPAS requirements and the model 
of Kuzek and Rist (2004).  This is shown in Figures 9 and 10.

 The template simply demonstrates that in a NIPAS-consistent implementation of 
programs, projects, and activities, the ideal situation calls for intentional efforts to link the 
PA activities with approved PA general management plan.  The activities have to achieve or 
deliver the required outputs that are measurable.  In the template, the outputs are going to 
be produced or completed by those with responsibility, accountability, and have authority 
(RAA) in carrying out specific PA activities.  Those with RAAs may be the PAMB or a PASu 
in providing secretariat support to the PAMB and in taking the lead in facilitating individual 
and collective implementation of PA activities.

 Collaborative implementation of the approved PA management plans with the 
active engagement of the PAMBs has the potential of leveraging US $ 13/ha US $ 217/ha
of KBA from the LGUs’ 20% development fund.  This is about 4 to 5 times larger than what 
DENR had allocated for PA management in areas covered by KBAs from 2005-2007 (Table 
10).

 In addition, the LGUs may also provide various infrastructure and technical, and 
social services to communities in and near the protected areas.  The LGU participation in PA 
management embodies the local contribution into the overall goal of supporting sustainable 
development in and out of the NIPAS areas.  Through the LGUs barangay governance system 
and ordinance mechanism, enforcement of PA rules and regulations become community-
based.  These strengthen the enforcement that is being carried out by the PA forest guards and 
those in DENR check points.
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Table 10.  Estimated average DENR budget and potential amounts that LGUs can contribute 
from their internal revenue allocation (IRA) per hectare of Key Biodiversity Area, by region 
(USAID 2008)

 Those with RAAs may also include the concerned LGUs and the tenured migrants, 
and holders of domains, agreements or contracts.  In the end, the outputs will have to be 
consolidated and analysed as basis in reporting on the overall progress of achieving the 
outcomes that will contribute to the national goal.
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Figure 9.  A generalized RBME-PA structure based on the NIPAS Law and its Revised IRR
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 The RBME-PA structure requires intentional alignment and support for the PA 
management plan.  These are translated and supported through each of the DENR PPAs 
and the LGUs comprehensive land use plans (CLUPs), comprehensive development 
and investment plans (CDIPs), and annual investment plans (AIPs).  The NGOs that are 
supporting a specific PA should also align their programs and activities in support of the 
approved PA GMP.   The PAMB with the Protected Area Office (PAO) is mandated to provide 
the oversight and coordination of these activities that are carried out by the DENR PAO, each 
LGU, NGO, and the holders of agreements, contracts, tenure, or domains.
  
 To make the template PA-specific and operational as a RBME, Figure 10 was 
developed as the basis for comparing the consolidated findings from the MECA cluster 
reports.  There are 4 outputs that emerge from the NIPAS and its Revised IRR.  These are 
the following:  PA governance, planning and management systems, resiliencies of ecosystems 
and designated land uses, and benefits to communities.  Accomplishments or achievements in 
each output will be measured through a set of specific output indicators.  Most of the output 
indicators are stated, specified, or interpreted from the NIPAS Revised IRR.  In theory, the 
baselines of each output indicator provide a benchmark for determining periodic progress of 
PA management effectiveness, which are dominantly captured by the METT instrument.    

 The outputs are expected to reflect the outcomes – biophysical diversity conserved 
in each PA site, governance-based collaborative management improved, and sustainable 
development supported.  The approved DENR PAPs, the LGU AIPs, the NGO work plans, 
and the IPAF-financed work plans are intended to support activities meant to produce outputs 
that will be measured via the indicators.

 Each outcome, output, and output indicators will have to be clearly defined, 
understood, agreed upon and adopted by the PAMB and implemented by the PASu, PAO 
staff, the LGU counterparts, and the NGO or private sector partners.  Measurements and data 
gathering techniques will be part of the process in setting up the RBME system.  A summary 
of the output indicators and outputs per PA can be consolidated, analysed, interpreted, and 
reported on at the regional, sectoral, and national level.  Reports may be designed to fit the 
need of specific audiences – DENR Executive Committee, donor groups, NGOs, legislators 
and association of private sector groups. 

 Figures 9 and 10 presents the required data base from each PA and the flow and 
process of how the approved outputs and output indicators are linked to the overall objectives.  
This system will have to be set up, periodically measured in terms of progress over time as 
shown in Table 11 (see page 94).  

 The process in conducting the METT in the 61 PA sites and the ensuing process of 
field validation, conduct of KIIs and FGDs and the cluster workshops revealed that each of 
the site and the whole NIPAS implementation system simply need a NIPAS-based RBME 
system to track the progress of key outputs and their indicators.  This could be the basis in 
reporting progress of the PA outcomes that contribute to the overall goal of the NIPAS and 
the national government.
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Figure 10. Outcomes, Outputs, and Output Indicators for a NIPAS-Based PA-RBME System
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 The METT and the BMS instruments are tools that could help in conducting progress 
monitoring on a periodic basis.  The consolidated findings, for instance, provided information 
on Outputs 1 and 2 (local governance and planning and management, respectively) but not 
much on the measures of the ecosystems resiliency and benefits to communities (Outputs 
3 and 4).  These are helpful for the overall assessment (at the site, province, regional, and 
national level and formulation of appropriate PPAs to achieve the NIPAS goals at the national 
level, and even reporting to the policy makers with respect to needs and challenges in PA 
management.

 The national MECA findings when compared with the NIPAS governance and 
management requirements revealed the following:

 Under PA-RBME Output 1, most of the requirements were achieved except the 
incorporation of the PA zones in the LGU CLUPs and are supported by ordinances.  This 
could have helped galvanize local buy-ins, formulate and enforce PA rules and regulations 
at the local level, facilitate LGU and private sector investments, help harmonize land and 
resource uses between and among the different tenure and domain holders, and substantiate 
advocacy and networking with other stakeholders.  The rule making power of LGUs which 
could be scaled up at the provincial level through a unified provincial ordinance could fill this 
task that could not be carried out by the PAMBs (GIZ and Silliman University GIZ 2011).  

 Under PA-RBME Output 2, all of the 61 sites have plans in one or the other – PA 
GMP, PA IPAP, updated or old.  However, most of the programs, projects, and activities that 
were designed to meet the PA goals and targets were not achieved because of limited DENR 
resources for PA management, complete reliance on DENR funds, limited IPAF inflows, and 
voluntary contribution of concerned LGUs.  The assessments showed limited participation 
of the private sector and the tenured migrants in implementing PA-specific conservation 
activities.

 Under PA-RBME Output 3, the MECA findings did not provide hard data on the 
conditions and health of the highly diverse ecosystems in the PAs – forest cover, conditions of 
reefs and seagrasses, mangroves, threatened or endangered species or habitat, among others.

 Under PA-RBME Output 4, measures on how the PAs contributed to the socio-
economic development of communities or benefit of the PA to the LGUs appear limited.

 The existing PAWB system for the periodic measurements of PA effectiveness based 
on RBME has not been adequately designed to meet the requirements of the NIPAS.  The 
PA reporting system was not able to fully respond to the needs of NIPAS for local, provincial, 
regional, sectoral, national, and international reporting needs.  The conduct of METT 
processes would have been made faster with functional PA-RBME system per site.
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Table 11.  A Data Base System for PA Outputs and Output Indicators
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 In 2013, DENR has started to adopt new major final outputs as basis for planning, 
budgeting, spending, and reporting results.  The new MFOs have replaced the old MFOs in 
preparing DENR’s programs, plans, and activities (PPAs) (Table 12).

 The new MFOs requires an integrated ecosystems approach in planning delivering 
DENR policy, management, and regulatory services to the agency’s various clients – private 
sector, partner agencies and organizations, communities, LGUs, civil society, decision 
makers and policy makers.  The new MFOs offer potentials to coordinate the process of 
policy formulation and implementation especially in target ecosystems such as a watershed, 
protected areas, sub-watershed, islands, a mineral reservation, ancestral domains, a political 
unit, and other specified unit of management.

 This new set of MFOs is, to a certain extent, consistent with the Philippine 
Development Plan for 2011-2016.  They also offer opportunities to focus various inter-
sectoral initiatives in priority ecosystems or sites.  All the key activities in the new MFOs 
(Table 13) are relevant to a given protected area.  The MFOs are the starting point for DENR 
at the national, regional, and site levels to prioritize activities in a PA depending on the 
prevailing threats, issues, needs, problems, and opportunities.  

New DENR Major Final Outputs and 
the Ongoing Rationalization Plan

4.3

Table 12.  New DENR Major Final Outputs (DENR/DBM 2013)
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Table 13.  Details of the Various DENR Major Final Outputs (DENR/DBM 2013)
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 The DENR Rationalization Plan becomes the vehicle for the new MFOs to be 
realized especially with the adoption of the Integrated Ecosystems Management (IEM). The 
IEM approach is expected to achieve sustainable exploration and development of the country’s 
natural wealth. With IEM, DENR will shift from the present sectoral arrangement into a 
functional set-up in its regional and field operations. The DENR Rationalization Plan has been 
rationalized with the following statements (DBM, Attachment A of DENR Rationalization 
Plan 2013):

 The adoption by the DENR of the IEM approach in carrying out its mandate would enable 
the same to effectively take both roles as strategist and implementer for environment and natural 
resource management. The IEM system will enhance good governance thru open, transparent, 
coordinative, and participatory engagement with the different sectors and stakeholders on the 
planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation leading to the attainment of the desired 
IEM outcomes such as conserved biodiversity, sustained and productive natural resource assets, and 
enhanced ecosystem services. Moreover, the adoption of the IEM approach may help the Department 
address such weaknesses/deficiencies as uncoordinated efforts, conflict/disharmony in planning 
systems, overlapping programs, and conflicting strategies and operations especially at the field level. 
The IEM approach will help eliminate coordination and implementation problems since it shall 
provide a common framework for the various stakeholders at the field level in the development of 
plans and strategies towards the attainment of their shared goal of sustaining natural resources.

 In the final draft of DENR on IEM as an approach, it is described as a holistic and 
systematic approach in the governance and management of land, water, and living resources 
in an ecosystem for conservation, socio-cultural preservation and economic development.  It 
follows a process by which political and resource management units in an ecosystem jointly 
recognize the benefits of collective efforts  in planning and implementing individual programs 
to achieve society’s common goals.  A participatory process is going to be mandated in preparing 
and legitimizing the IEM strategic plan for each site to serve as a guide to investments that will 
enhance the ecosystem’s resiliency and  its comparative advantages in support of the production 
of competitive  goods and services (DENR 2013).

 The DENR IEM has the following scope and coverage:

1. A river basin, sub-river basin or large watershed, the topographic divides of which, can 
be determined on the ground and may include the total area from ridge to reef, ridge 
to lake, or ridge to wetlands

2. A sub-watershed, cluster of sub-watersheds, or portion of sub-watershed based on 
topographic divides such as the upper portion of a watershed or sub-watershed

3. A total area of a delineated key biodiversity area (KBA) or an identified area within a 
KBA where concentrations and distribution of vulnerable, irreplaceable trigger species 
are found or reside e.g., wetland habitats

4. A protected area under the NIPAS or a watershed reservation (based on the technical 
descriptions of the issuance or legislation)
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5. An ancestral domain with unique socio-ethno-ecosystem characteristics that have evolved 
over time with the communities

6. An island or group of islands ecosystem with similar and unique ecological processes

7. Mineral reservation; and

8. Other ecosystems as maybe identified for management

The overall IEM approach and implementation have the following features:

1. Inter-sectoral, multi-disciplinary, integrated or holistic approach for managing and 
regulating land, water and living organisms in each site

2. Programs and actions will consider the inter-connectedness and interdependence within 
ecosystems because the impacts of interventions, land and resource uses, and 
development are inter-generational

3. Determination, management and regulation of restricted development, land and resource 
use zones9 in an ecosystem (such as strict protection zone in PA, no build zones in 
highly hazardous areas, no resource use zones in protection forests and in all natural 
forests, no conversion of prime agricultural lands, no take zones in marine and bird 
sanctuaries, others) to ensure that:

 • the ecosystems goods and services are provided and sustained over time

 • the highly diverse ecosystem continues to serve as foundation of ecological, 
 human, and food security

 • as a mitigation and adaptation approach, the ecosystems, communities and  
 their livelihoods, enterprises and industries are climate-proofed and become 

  resilient over time.

4. Outside the “restrict land and resource use zones”, a deregulated environment with  incentives 
are fostered to prioritize investments that will enhance comparative advantages and 
improve the competitiveness of goods and services with adequate safeguards.

 The DENR’s Rationalization Plan’s adoption of IEM will enable the regions with the 
support of the staff bureaus to provide functional and technical support especially those that 
are related to increasing and improving capacities and capabilities to formulate mitigation 
and adaptation strategies in protected areas.  IEM as an approach and practice embodies both 
mitigation and adaptation measures.

 These developments will positively impact on how DENR as a whole address the key 

9In previous articles, these zones were categorized as “non-negotiables”.
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issues and challenges constraining effective protected area management.  Firstly, both the IEM 
and  Rationalization Plan will encourage a more holistic approach and take away sector-based 
arrangements. Thus, there is an opportunity to re-orient current strategies to be more focused 
and rationalized. Hence, it enjoins the local stakeholders, DENR, and other related agencies 
to pursue individual and collective strategies and interventions in support of common goals 
and objectives.  Secondly, it also underlines the importance of governance-based results-based 
monitoring and evaluation system that elicits performance of those entities or units that have 
responsibility, accountability, and authority to conserve biophysical diversity; plan and implement 
measures to reduce threats and improve resiliencies of ecosystems, communities, and livelihoods; 
generate sustainable financing for PA management; and support sustainable development efforts 
especially those that will enhance inclusive economic growth at the local level.

 The ongoing implementation of DENR Rationalization Plan modifies the name of 
Protected Area and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB) into Biodiversity Management Bureau (BMB).  
There is not much change with respect to staffing between PAWB and the BMB.  The RAT 
plan also ensures that at least 12 of the 13 protected areas with Republic Acts (RAs) will have 
permanent staffing.

 With DBM’s commitments to provide tenured position for PAs with legislation, 
there will be incentives for the PAs with PPs to move through towards legislation.  In totality, 
the Rationalization Plan will result in a loss of DENR positions by more than 11% (from 
authorized number of 18,770 to 16,682 under the Rationalization Plan (Table 14) (DBM, 
Attachment A of DENR Rationalization Plan 2013). There will be a decrease in the regions 
because of the abolition of Regional Technical Directors (RTDs) and focusing research efforts 
in few research centers.  There will only be one Assistant Regional Executive Director for 
Technical Management instead of 4 Regional Technical Directors.  

 The intensive staffing requirements of PAs as state-managed “set asides”, in theory, 
will benefit from the increased “functional instead of sectoral” working arrangement at DENR 
field units.  There will still be sectoral focus through the divisional units, but the cohesion of 
functions is expected to result in synergy of outputs and outcomes.  

 The single position for an Assistant Regional Executive Director for Technical matters 
may help enforce the “ecosystems management approach” as basis in integrating ENR services 
in priority areas or sites.  This, however, will largely depend on the sectoral bias of the RED 
and ARED, the issuance of the DAO on integrated ecosystems management (which will 
operationalize the IEM with guidelines and is now in the Office of the DENR Secretary for 
his signature), and the strict implementation of the DBM new directives on DENR’s new 
MFOs as basis of their PPAs. 

 The consolidated findings from the MECA cluster reports highlighted major issues 
with respect to adequacy of funds for staffing, operations, and logistics; limited capacities 
of PAMBs, PAOs and LGU staff in planning and implementing  PA activities; and need 
to link PA activities with improving biodiversity and contribution to achieving sustainable 
development.
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Table 14.  DENR Staffing Plan under the Approved Rationalization Plan (DBM 2013)

 In theory, the DENR’s new MFOs and the approved Rationalization Plan may be 
able to address these concerns.  These two initiatives which backs the IEM approach to offer 
opportunities to align PPAs in support of PAs, rally other sectors in furtherance of PA goals 
and objectives, engage more competent DENR field staff, facilitate cohesion between and 
among the different sectors; and access regional and central integrated assistance for mapping, 
training, database development, legal services, support studies, and logistics.    
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 The consolidated findings of the MECA cluster reports when compared with the 
requirements and expectations of the NIPAS Law and its Revised IRR in 2008, show the 
overall management effectiveness in the 61 PAs, it indicates that current priorities, strategies, 
efforts, and support to PA management in the Philippines has fallen short of what the NIPAS 
Law and the Revised IRR require in terms of outputs and outcomes.  The MECA findings 
are further validated by the decline in land and forest cover from 2003 to 2010 and overall 

Overall Findings 5.1

Photo by Jacqueline Hernandez
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decline in marine and coastal resources. The overall findings of this study affirms the results 
of similar current studies and discussions in the sector such as those done by EEPSEA (Anda 
and Atienza, 2013), Philreefs (2008), World Bank (2003), NewCAPP (2013), and PAWB-
ADMU (2012), among others.

 The MECA studies have highlighted several areas of weaknesses in PA management 
and of actions that are within the mandate of DENR, PAWB and the regional offices such 
as priority in allocating funds and implementing resource management activities.  These 
shortcomings, however, offer opportunities to re-think and evaluate current approaches and 
strategies and test innovative approaches.

 The NMECA findings show  that in many ways, PA management effectiveness cannot 
be solely attributed to the NIPAS law and its implementation by DENR.  There are other 
constraining variables that are totally outside the control of DENR such as the increasing 
demand for round wood and fuel wood in highly urbanizing areas, the worsening poverty 
in rural areas, the overlapping (and unclear) resource management responsibilities of DENR 
with ancestral domain holders, the marginalized role of LGUs as co-managers in PAs as “set 
asides” of the State. What can be done within the NIPAS law to:

• Improve management effectiveness in each site

• Effectively co-manage PAs with LGUs, domain holders, tenured migrants, occupants  

• Adequately capacitate and incentivize PA staff

• Leverage more funds and support PA management operations and regulatory activities

• Harmonize land and resource uses in the PAs

• Manage the PA as a “set aside” and a management unit

• Engage the private sector to achieve triple bottom lines – environment, poverty, and profit

 The MECA results show that  the bottom line appears that despite the NIPAS law, 
the PAs have not been perceived as “land and resource management units” that were set aside 
by the State with DENR as the designated accountable, responsible, and authorized agency 
to manage biodiversity and conservation areas in collaboration with LGUs, communities, the 
private sector, and other partners.  

 The poor effectiveness show that the current arrangements with PAMB as a 
governance body, the DENR-driven planning process, and the DENR-dominated on-site 
management structure, support, system, and capacity appear to fall short of what the NIPAS 
require and, therefore, are not able to deal with outside forces and interests that continue 
to threaten biodiversity reserve.  There exist conflicts with ancestral domains as indigenous 
resource management units in PAs.  Domain holders also find it difficult to asset their own 
rights in PA because of DENR’s regulatory measures.  Moreover, most LGUs are not “buying 
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in” to PA management as they are marginalized as “co-managers” and partners for managing a 
“national state resource” in their own backyards.  Communities - legal and illegal occupants- 
and the private sector behave and maximize their benefits as “free riders” with their activities 
in the PAs.  There are no current incentives for the LGUs, private sector, domain holders, 
migrants, and other groups to “stake out their necks” to protect, conserve, and manage a PA 
as a “state-managed set aside” for posterity values.   

 There is a need to reconfigure, adjust, prioritize or align programs to achieve the 
goals of NIPAS, comply with the country’s international commitments especially with CBD 
Aichi targets, and contribute to the overall sustainable development at the local, regional, and 
national levels.  Opportunities for a change and moving forward are ripe especially with the 
ongoing DENR rationalization and the new MFOs, the need for climate change mitigation 
and adaptation, the increasing realization of the inter-connectedness and inter-dependence of 
ecosystems demanding collaborative and partnership arrangements among local stakeholders, 
and the relatively easy access to new knowledge and applications that could be useful in PA 
management.      

The following key areas of concerns emerged from the consolidated findings, assessments, and reviews:

Biophysical diversity in PAs and in KBAs continue to be threatened by:  

• increasing conversion of PAs for agriculture and other uses, 

• encroachments, settlements and establishments,  

• unregulated tourism, 

• illegal extraction, and 

• political intervention in PA land and resource uses due to lack of local buy-ins.

 Current NIPAS strategies are not able to adequately respond to the increasing 
threats to biodiversity.  Both legislated and administrative policies combined with effective 
programs are needed to reduce the threats to biodiversity reserves.  Institutional capacities and 
capabilities must be able to respond and match the threats.  LGUS must be given more space 
and authority as co-managers of “set asides” that are within their political jurisdictions.   There 
must be agreement between the LGUs, domain holders, and DENR to conserve biodiversity 
in NIPAS areas.  Incentives must be in place for the communities in and outside the PAs, 
LGUs, sub-management units (contracts, agreements, and tenured migrants) to actively 
participate in PA management.  

Extremely limited resources (manpower, financial, and logistics) to plan, implement, monitor, and 
coordinate PA activities; and to manage PAs as state allocation for conserving biophysical assets.  

 The NMECA found that financial and human resources that were allocated to the 
61 PAs were extremely low compared with national averages.  Table 15 further confirms this 
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observation.  The total amount and trend of government support for PA management in the 
Philippines. From 2007-2011, the overall budget support for protected areas and wildlife 
management was only averaging 8% of the total DENR GAA allocation. 

 To a certain extent, the figures indicate the commitment and priority of the government 
with respect to conserving biodiversity resources in the Philippines. This is extremely low 
compared with the need of “on-site management of PAs” with DENR (representing the State) 
that has the overall management responsibility, accountability, and has authority over these 
“set asides”.  PAs are management units.  Under various agreements and contracts, portions 
of the PAs especially the multiple-use zones maybe managed by other parties under contracts, 
agreements, or under other forms of tenure arrangement. 

 Weak technical capacities of PASu, PAO staff, PAMB members, and LGU counterparts 
to jointly and individually plan and implement PA activities that are consistent with intent 
and purpose of PAs resulting to outdated management plans, lack of database, and limited 
initiatives.  Presently, there is simply no clear trajectory for professional growth, advancement,  
and future for many of the PASus and PAO staff.  This, however, may change with the DENR 
Rationalization Plan and with legislated PAs that ensure tenure and future of professionals in 
biodiversity conservation.

 Overlapping and weak institutional arrangements for the collaborative governance 
and management of PAs as state set asides to conserve biophysical diversity.  Overlaps with 
ancestral domains, CBFMAs, mining claims, LGU zoning regimes exist.  Mechanisms for 
resolving overlaps are not effectively working.  This results to impasse, dilemma, standoff, and 
inaction for biodiversity conservation on concerned parties.  Responsibilities, accountabilities, 
and authorities (RAAs) could not also be easily pointed out.  PAMBs have limited rule making 
authority and most are not fully equipped to deal with issues with respect to functional and area 

Table 15.  DENR Budget from the General Appropriations Act from 2007-2011 (Central, 
Bureaus, and Regions) (ENRMP 2012)
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overlaps.  As a result, biodiversity suffers with unclear RAAs with respect to PAs as a management 
unit.

 Fragmented PA database system as basis for establishing results-based monitoring and 
evaluation system (RBME) for short, medium, and long-term planning, complementation, 
investments, enforcement, and implementation of other related activities at the site, LGU, 
regional, sectoral, and national levels.  Common PA output indicators that could be periodically 
measures, analysed, and reported over time are not in place.  In the absence of an accurate 
and up to date PA database, PAMBs, PASus, DENR field units, LGUs, private sector, and 
the DENR senior management do not have sound basis in formulating strategic, timely and 
relevant strategies for effective on-site PA management. 

 The overall PA management system is not fully anchored on “what are their reasons 
for being”.  A PA was declared or legislated with an intent and a purpose.  This has to be 
adequately understood, packaged, made relevant, communicated and connected with the needs 
of local stakeholders, opportunities in the markets and with market players, and the larger 
context of socio-economic and biophysical development in a highly diverse island and ridge-to-
reef dominated landscapes and seascapes.  There remains a challenge on how to properly link the 
PA planning and management with the “clients” of the PAs in this generation.  A quick look at 
Table 16, shows that of the 202 PAs, 85 or 42% are categorized as “watersheds”, which means 
their major ecosystems goods and services are “water, recreation, fisheries, regulation of water 
flow, minimization of siltation in waterways, among others”.   

 Moreover, at least 238 of the PAs will become part of the 78 ecotourism sites that are 
being marketed by the Department of Tourism under its “It’s more fun in the Philippines” 
campaign.  Fortunately, DENR and the DOT are currently targeting 83 PAs as convergence 
areas for increasing awareness on biodiversity conservation while opening up opportunities for 
ecotourism-related community livelihoods and business opportunities with the private sector.
 The policy environment has to be supportive for the livelihoods and enterprises to 
flourish. There is also the need to put in place enough safeguards and measures in order for 
the government to invest in areas that will not compete with the private sector and that the 
private sector investments are fully consistent with environmental and natural resources rules 
and regulations, especially that of the NIPAS law.  

 Table 16 points to major “reason for being of each PA” based on their present individual 
category.  Accordingly, the management plans of the PAs will have to be tailored with their 
individual “reason for being” – the starting point for planning and carrying out a communication 
and social marketing campaigns on PAs.  For instance, the 66 national parks and 27 mangrove 
reserves could easily be packaged as “areas for nature-based and unique attractions for tourism”.  
The biodiversity and the ecosystems goods and services that these PAs provide are not well 
packaged, communicated and easily appreciated by different clients and end-users (Lim 2013).  
 Social marketing in the PAs is simply lacking as most of the PAs (except one in 
Cluster E) are focused on conserving biodiversity without clear links to what will benefit the 
local stakeholders.  The PAs – which are set asides for the present and future generations for 
enjoyment – are not simply connected to the clients that they were supposed to be declared 
and established.  
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 In 2012, PAWB initiated an annual Protected Area Awards and Recognition (PAR) 
process, by which stakeholders, management boards as well as concerned partners are 
evaluated to recognize outstanding achievements, innovative practices, and to thus identify 
and promote model protected areas for improved biodiversity in the country (DENR 2013). 
The process identified 7 areas in 2012, one World Heritage Site and an ASEAN Heritage 
Park, and is gradually expanded to include new areas.

 Fortunately, the NIPAS implementation in the 61 PA sites and other sites have 
generated several best practices and innovations that could easily be replicated, refined, and 
scaled up with adequate support in a PA-friendly policy environment.  The ongoing DENR 
Rationalization Plan implementation and the new DENR MFOs combined with the Revised 
NIPAS IRR in 2008 offer opportunities to build on the best practices, lessons learned, and 
innovations.  There is also the opportunity for predictable and incentive-driven funding 
source from the newly approved legislation that allows 75% retention of IPAF on site. 

 The cluster reports highlighted a few best practices or lessons learned.  These may be 
further refined for their effectiveness and efficiency and demonstrate models that will visualize 
how PA management may be further improved.  Some of these best practices have also been 
observed in PAs that received awards in 2013.

• Increasing collaboration in PA management between the PAO, PAMB, LGUs, and 
NGOs resulting to increased level of environmental awareness, level of support, and 
buy-ins from the local stakeholders.  These are especially true in areas where the 
cultural integrity of the communities are relatively intact and in areas where the 
stakeholders perceive common unifying interests – ecotourism, habitat, supply of 
water, new knowledge and technology, additional PA revenues that could be shared, 
linkages with civil society and the academe, among others

• Joint formulation of policies to facilitate the harmonization of claims, land uses, and 
strategies in protected areas especially between the DENR, LGUs, CADT holders, 
and NGOs.  The increasing awareness for incorporating and/or harmonizing the 
PA zones with the LGU CLUPs and ancestral domains is an example of policy and 
program initiatives.

• Network with resource institutions especially those with interim external assistance 
and support from NGOs and academe in PAs have provided additional resources, 
knowledge, and new approaches to the PASus, PAOs, PAMBs, and the LGUs.  The 
PAs with external support, for instance, have more updated plans and better database 
and information system on the biophysical assets in the PAs.

• The processes in setting up user’s fee and other forms of Payment for Environmental 
Services (PES) schemes have started to emerge as a major focus of PA implementation 
in order to generate additional revenues for re-investments that may help the 
marginalized communities, enforcement, livelihoods, coordination, and other 
activities.  In several sites, the PAs offer opportunities for various forms of “social 
enterprises” especially for tourism-related services, and collaborative research. 

Lessons Learned and Best Practices5.2
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• Proper valuation combined with communication and social marketing campaigns 
may offer windows for the PAs to be managed as “natural resource assets” generating 
benefits for on- and off-site communities and not simply “white elephants” that are 
perceived to be in “highly restricted areas”.

• Some PA sites that were able to “ connect with PA clients and partners” have appeared 
to be more effective with their on-site management activities. 

Table 16.  Categories of Protected Areas in the Philippines
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• Cognizant of the fact that most of the areas being promoted by the Philippine 
Government for ecotourism are protected areas, DENR collaborate with the 
Departments of Tourism, and Trade and Industry, and the Local Governments. This 
collaboration will ensure that the enterprise developed and resulting activities are 
biodiversity-friendly and will still maintain the ecological integrity of the PA. An 
initial outcome is the development of a National Ecotourism Strategy and Action Plan 
which provides the necessary guidelines and safeguards for ecotourism development 
in protected areas.

• The DENR through the BMB is addressing the issue of differing management 
objectives such as CADT/ancestral domain areas that overlap with protected areas. 
With support from the GEF – UNDP, the New Conservation Areas of the Philippines 
(NewCAPP) Project, the establishment of a new management regime was piloted 
through the Indigenous Community Conservation Areas (ICCA), to promote 
the establishment of improved partnership among the DENR and the indigenous 
community.  This will provide greater involvement of the latter in the management 
of protected areas.

• The Rationalization Plan of the DENR fully supports the need for strengthening and 
capacitating the manpower requirements at the field level.  The approved structure 
would provide opportunity and promote greater collaboration within the DENR 
and partnership with other stakeholders.  It will also ensure oversight and shared 
responsibility and accountability in the management of our protected areas.

• The BMB recently developed a mechanism for Sustainable Financing of Protected 
Areas through the World Bank assisted National Program Support for Environment 
and Natural Resources Management Project (NPS-ENRMP).  This would address 
the limited financial resources allocated for the management of protected areas by 
helping them identify other activities and options for generating revenues.  The 
DENR will be upscaling this initiative to other protected areas.

• Sustainable tourism in the Tubbataha Reefs Natural Park, a Wetland of International 
Importance (or Ramsar Site), was made an example in a Ramsar and UNWTO 
publication in 2012 and a case study for The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity 
for Water and Wetlands.  It highlighted the use of a portion of the conservation fees 
to fund the livelihood initiatives in the surrounding communities, including support 
for local efforts to generate revenues from tourism. In addition, the establishment of 
locally-managed marine reserves near the Park, and providing technical and other 
assistance to help improve the capacity of the concerned municipality to manage 
these reserves had led to improved marine productivity and fish catches, and hence, 
eased the fishing pressure on the protected wetland. Critical for the success of this 
case was the well-facilitated involvement of all stakeholders, the identification of 
significant income potential from visitors, and a short-term re-distribution of funds.
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This section provides a synopsis of more detailed recommendations for improving policies, PA 
planning and management, and various PA processes.  Annex B provides a summary matrix 
of policy concerns that need legislative actions and/or administrative issuances to improve 
the policy environment that may result to better PA governance.  Annex C lists specific 
recommendations for strengthening the current PA planning and management processes, 
support system for PA planning and implementation including mobilizing inputs from both 
the public and private sectors and monitoring PA outputs and reporting PA outcomes.  These 
recommendations are intended to overcome the barriers for effective PA management in 
the Philippines.  Many of these recommendations simply echo those of earlier works (DA-
DENR-DAR-Silliman University and GIZ 2011, USAID/DAI 2008, USAID/ADMU 
2011, NewCAPP 2013, Molinyawe 2012, DENR-BFAR-DA-DENR 2010, among others). 
This section will simply highlight the major policy and implementation directions and key 
recommendations for improving the management effectiveness of PAs in the Philippines 
based on observations from the 61 sites and other areas.

5.3.1 Policy and Governance Improvement

For improving the policy and governance system for conserving biodiversity in PA, the 
following legislative and administrative policy actions are recommended.

Legislative Policy Actions

• With DENR and DILG initiative and in consultation with NCIP, a new legislation 
should enacted to clarify the key provisions of NIPAS, IPRA, and LGC laws with 
respect to the roles, powers, limits, responsibility, accountability, and authority of 
domain holders, DENR, PAMB, and LGUs  in PAs for conserving biodiversity 
to ensure ecological, human, and economic security of the present and future 
generations.  

• Together with DENR, the LGUs must be empowered as co-managers of “set 
asides”as state-managed PAs with the participation of ancestral domain holders as 
“resource management units” and other stakeholders.  This new legislation should 
address threats and issues that are constraining efforts of DENR, NCIP, and ancestral 
domain holders to resolve conflicts arising from overlapping mandate as resource 
management units, different management objectives, and accountability with respect 
to the country’s biodiversity conservation programs.  

• The new legislation should also ensure that collaborative governance through an 
independent PAMB with rule making powers must be in place. Under the NIPAS 
law, DENR must retain its power and authority to ensure that the independent 
PAMB is still accountable to DENR as the State-appointed agency for managing 
PAs.  This is to ensure the national objective to conserve biodiversity to increase the 
resiliencies of ecosystems adaptation of communities, livelihoods, enterprises, and 
industries that are largely dependent on the PA must be the dominant objective as a 
matter of national security.

Key Recommendations and
their Implications

5.3
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• Both DENR and the DILG should take actions to amend the LGC Law, which is 
needed to currently address gaps, limitations, and weaknesses with respect to the 
LGUs participation as “co-managers” in PA management:

• Additional IRA for LGUs as incentives to co-manage the PAs within their 
political jurisdictions and to support their constituents in and outside the PAs.

 • Provide complementary and supportive local legislations in support of 
DENR’s conservation and enforcement efforts in the PAs.

 • Incorporate the approved PA zones in their CLUPs and enforce them.

 • A percent share from the IPAF and other ENR-sourced revenues from PAs 
for re-investments and support to communities that are near or in the PAs.

 • Accountability of LGUs in conserving biodiversity in the PAs that are within 
their political jurisdiction.

• Safeguard biodiversity from the potential negative impacts of LGU’s 
socioeconomic development including those of the private sector investments. 

• The DENR Regions in collaboration with PAWB and the Congress should initiate 
actions to initiate stakeholders’-driven efforts to get into legislation the PAs with PPs.  
This will secure and affirm local buy-ins in the allocation and setting aside a protected 
area for the benefit of the present and future generations.  This process, however, has 
to be consistent with the requirements and specifications of the NIPAS Revised IRR 
in 2008.

Administrative Issuances

 DENR with NCIP, DOT, HLURB, DILG and DA may consider crafting joint 
DAOs, Memorandum Circular, or Memorandum Orders to clearly define operational 
guidelines on the limits and boundaries of investments, zoning, land and resources uses in a 
PA consistent with the provisions of the NIPAS Law, IPRA, Local Government Code, EIA 
law and other related ENR regulations.  This whole process, however, has to be driven by the 
need to reduce the threats to the PAs, improve PA management, reduce negative externalities, 
and provide safeguards for marginalized or displaced communities in and outside the PAs.  
Moreover, this approach may serve as interim measure while the legislative actions are taking 
place.

 The immediate areas of concerns for DENR or joint administrative issuances to 
improve, modify, add, replace guidelines are the following:

• Incorporating the approved PA zones in CLUPs consistent with the integrated 
ecosystem management approach in a watershed or ecosystem.

• Guidelines for co-investments between the government, private sector, and the 
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communities in the MUZs of PAs with adequate ENR safeguards and incentives for 
the private sector.

• Standard guidelines for establishing PES systems and mechanism for re-investments 
of revenues in the PAs.

• Harmonizing various ENR laws in a PA such as the Clean Water Act, Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) Law, Climate Change Act, Ecological Solid Waste Management 
Act, and others; and 

• IRR for retaining the 75% of IPAF at the local level with the PAMB based on the 
newly-signed Republic Act 10629.  The role and accountability of the PAMB, 
sharing, and other operational details must be made clear in order for the PAMB 
as an administrative body composed of all the local government units and tribal 
communities in charge of regulating the protected area must be effective.

5.3.2 Strengthening the PA Management Planning Process
 
 The greatest need in this area is the provision of adequate and accurate technical 
and socioeconomic database including clear understanding of institutional mandates and 
governance configuration.  This is an area where DENR, NGOs, linkages with academic and 
resource institutions, support externally- funded projects may able to make a difference in 
improving local capacities, setting up database systems, and develop tools and practices that 
could sustain PA management in the long term. 

 With the increasing impacts of climate change, a more long-term research should be 
in place with academes, local and international research groups, and DENR research centers 
(under the ERDB) to determine how the ecosystems, communities and their livelihoods 
maybe better mitigated and be adaptive with changes in temperature, rainfall pattern and 
intensity, extreme weather conditions such as super typhoons, storm surges, landslides and 
flooding.  Annex _ contains specific recommendations for strengthening the PA management 
planning process.    

5.3.3 Supporting or Improving Plan Implementation Processes

 Annex C lists several specific recommendations on this concern.  Setting up functional 
RBME systems in each PA that could serve as the “raw material” for aggregating PA data at 
the LGU, regional, sectoral and national levels will be crucial in linking public and private 
investments in support of overall PA management.  The planning, implementation, capacity 
building, coordination, network building, enforcement, rehabilitation, others must be 
properly linked with the NIPAS outcomes and goals. 

 Currently, there is a need to strengthen current policies to close the “open access” 
areas in the MUZs with DENR guidelines that will empower the PAMB with the LGUs 
to properly delineate and demarcate (and eventually supported with PAMB resolutions and 



Protecting Our Children’s Future116

LGU ordinances) “sustainable development sub-zones” for the issuance of appropriate tenure, 
contract, or agreement.  With adequate economic incentives, the “sustainable development 
sub-zones” may be able to attract private sector investments and enjoin the “occupants” and 
tenured migrants to “invest” in protection, development, rehabilitation, and enforcement of 
PA rules and regulations.

5.3.4 Intensifying or Mobilizing Inputs for PA management

 Inputs for carrying out PA activities to achieve the outputs that all contribute to 
meeting the outcomes and goals must be increased in all PA sites.  Inputs must not only 
come from DENR PPAs, but it should be from multi-sources whether in kind or cash from 
the DENR, IPAF, LGUs, other national agencies, private sector, community counterparts, 
donors, and NGOs.  This will make the annual work planning exercise as a business planning.  
This mechanism and process has to be further replicated and scaled up to gradually reduce the 
dependency of PA financing from GAA budget.

 Many PAs offer opportunities for shifting strategies from “protect, prohibit, and 
punish” approach to “protect, participate, and profit” schemes.  PAs have so much of “natural 
resource assets”.  Converting or translating these “ENR assets” into “financial assets” remains 
to be a mystery in most PAs.

 Biodiversity financing offers two broad pathways – “provider gets principle” and 
the “polluter pays principle”.  Presently, most PESs are based on “user’s fee” systems which 
combine both pathways. Other forms of biodiversity financing schemes will require site-
based analyses, valuation, determination, and negotiation before they could be tested and 
established as long-term and predictable source of financing.     

5.3.5 Measuring the Outputs and Reporting on the Outcome

 As earlier discussed, a functional RBME for PA in each site will facilitate progress 
monitoring of outputs based on the annual work plans/business plans and consolidate these 
to report on the outcomes.  In similar vein, reports on the kinds of outputs and relating 
them with the expected outcomes will be indicative of how the annual work plans (AWPs) 
are adequately responding to increasing threats and achieving the outcomes of biodiversity 

Photo by Jacqueline Hernandez
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conservation, improved governance and collaboration, and contribution of the PA to 
sustainable development.   Evaluation results will help in re-configuring PA strategies, 
effectiveness of policies and guidelines, and levels of support.  

 At present, PAWB does not have an organized and systematic data base system for 
PA management in the Philippines.  Existing systems are fragmented with extreme variability 
in terms of quality and accuracy.  Accordingly, a recommended PA database system is shown 
in Figure 11.  Each DENR Regional Office should establish a PA database system in order for 
each PA to update and get analysis and feedback from DENR management. A PA-, province-, 
and region-based PA database system allows aggregation and feedback mechanism based on 
actual PA output indicators. 

 Over time and with updated data on key indicators, trends and patterns may be 
established for modifying or aligning strategies and actions.  This database is periodically 
updated based on the periodic conduct of progress monitoring and evaluation of each site.  It 
is a system that can effectively respond to the needs of the PA clients, users, decision makers 
and even funding agencies. 

 The RBME process will eventually reveal during evaluation which outcomes are 
adequately being responded to by the PAs.  Moreover, RBME as a performance management 
tool will also help to evaluate the performance of the PAMB, PASu, PAO, each LGU, each 
tenured migrant holder and holders of contracts and agreements.  

Figure 11  A Recommended Data Base System for PA Management in the Philippines
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Introduction1.0

 Registration of participants started at 8:00 am. A total of 215 people registered 
representing various organizations, agencies, and local government units actively involved in 
the various aspects of development and implementation of protected area management in the 
Philippines. (Annex A) 

 The Philippine national anthem was sung to formally start the consultation activities 
followed immediately by an invocation. After which, the event’s masters of ceremonies, Jem 
and Joey, opened the occasion by briefly presenting the agenda of the national conference 
which is to establish a broader consensus and buy-in on the key threats and recommendations 
presented in the Protected Area Management Enhancement (PAME) project’s National 
Management Effectiveness and Capacity Assessment (NMECA) Report. (Annex B).
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 1.1 KEYNOTE MESSAGE BY THE DENR SECRETARY

 The Secretary of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) 
Ramon J. P. Paje was the event’s keynote speaker. He mentioned that the country’s remaining 
natural resources is heavily under threat partly because of increasing population (now 100 
million) and high incidence of poverty. Encroachments and illegal activities in the lands of the 
public domain especially in the remaining natural forests continue to degrade these resources, 
which partly contributes to low productivity resulting to worsening poverty. At least 25% of 
closed canopy forests in all types of forest lands including those that are under the protected 
areas (PAs) was lost from 2003-2010. 
Accordingly, President Aquino took strategic steps to help address the continuing degradation.  
These are the issuance of Executive Orders 23 and 26 (EO 23 and EO 26) in 2011. The former 
simply declares moratorium of logging in natural forests and strengthening enforcement 
and regulatory sanctions. With EO 23, all closed and open canopy forests outside “NIPAS-
covered protected areas” are considered as “protection forests” and will thus, be covered by the 
provisions of Presidential Decree No. 705 (PD 705). 
 
 EO 16 has paved the way for the National Greening Program (NGP), which is a social 
mobilization program to reforest and rehabilitate at least 1.5 million hectares of denuded and 
degraded lands of the public domains by 2016.  

DENR Secretary Ramon J.P. Paje
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 Under the NGP, more than 50% of total cost goes to communities in support of 
seedlings labor cost, and other technical assistance support. This approach is akin to the 
government’s Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) program and is expected to contribute to 
the country’ inclusive growth. He projected that with 1.5 million hectares of NGP by 2016 
which has an estimated cost of around 30 billion pesos, there will be enough supply to meet 
demand for plantation wood, fuel wood, and charcoal. 

 Secretary Paje stressed the point that without NGP, the country will incur about 
800 billion pesos of opportunity cost as a result of the negative environmental impacts of 
not “rehabilitating and managing the open access lands of the public domains”. He also took 
note of the issuance of EO 79, which is another landmark decree to improve environment 
and natural resources management in the country. This policy will increase the “share of the 
government” from mining since the government’s current share is only 2% of excise tax, an 
amount that is not enough to cover potential environmental damages.

 In his speech, Sec. Paje also took note of the importance of the study which is 
not just confined to protected areas but is also a reflection of the broader natural resources 
management condition of the country. He noted that from 2003 to 2010, forest cover in the 
Philippines has substantially declined and most of these are occurring in closed canopy forests 
where critical habitat and biodiversity are present. 

 This reality is validated by the study results. Sec. Paje thus feels that much work needs 
to be done at the policy, program, and operational levels. He highlights that the DENR’s 
budget has steadily increased and this has provided the organization with the needed resources 
to work harder, specifically, the increase of BMB’s budget by about 300% will enable stronger 
and focused attention on on-site management and enforcement. The recent passage of RA 
10629, which retains the 75% of the IPAF for improving PA management at the local level, 
is a big encouragement to the communities and LGUs. 

 1.2 WELCOME REMARKS BY THE BMB DIRECTOR

 Biodiversity Management Bureau (BMB) Director Theresa Mundita S. Lim gave the 
welcome remarks. In her speech, she expressed appreciation for the efforts of the study teams 
and the support provided by Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
GmbH. Dir. Lim welcomed the results of the study and is challenged by the need to improve 
protected area (PA) management in the context of sustainable national development. She 
recognizes the difficult task that is mandated to her office but stresses the significance of recent 
developments that will surely contribute to better PA management, such as the retention of 
the Integrated Protected Area Fund (IPAF) through Republic Act 10629 and the increase 
of her office’s 2014 budget by almost 300%. Also, Dir. Lim reiterated her commitment to 
further strengthen the gains achieved and is actually looking forward to enabling stronger 
working relations with partners in improving PA management in the Philippines.
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 1.3 CEREMONIAL HAND OVER OF THE NMECA REPORT TO DENR

 A brief ceremonial handover of the NMECA Report to DENR was held and was 
participated in by (from left:) Ernie Guiang, NMECA Study Team Leader; Berthold Schirm, 
GIZ Senior Program Advisor; Robert Kressirer, GIZ Regional Director; Ramon Paje, DENR 
Secretary; and Theresa Mundita Lim, DENR-BMB Director.

BMB Director Theresa Mundita S. Lim
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2.0

 The NMECA findings and recommendations were presented through an 
introductory video, presentation of the overall findings, assessment of the 61 Protected Areas, 
and conclusions and recommendations.  

 Mr. Gilbert Braganza and Dr. Ernesto Guiang, NMECA consultants, presented the 
overall findings and recommendations. Annex D has the complete copy of the NMECA 
presentation.   The discussion below simply highlights what were given emphasis during the 
consultants’ presentation and discussion.

 2.1 VIDEO ON THE NMECA BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

 As an introduction to the NMECA study, a video presentation was shown. The video 
presentation provided the context and background of the study highlighting the importance 
of the Philippines as a mega-diverse country, but currently experiencing significant threats 
to biodiversity conservation and protection (“hotspot”). The presentation also showed the 
strategies and programs that the Philippine government has put in place to pursue protected 
area management and address the threats to biodiversity. Foremost of these strategies is the 
National Integrated Protected Area System (NIPAS) Act of 1992. 

 However, after 20 years of implementation, effective protected area management 
remains a serious challenge due to increasing threats. To fully understand the situation and 
find ways of moving forward, GIZ, together with the DENR, undertook a comprehensive 
and iterative research on determining the current management state of protected areas in 
61 protected areas all over the country. The presentation covered the methodology and the 
various stages of the study, as well as the analytical framework (“lenses”) employed to identify 
recommendations for improving PA management.

NMECA Findings
and Recommendations
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3.0Reaction from Panelists

 Five resource persons were invited to review and provide their reactions to the 
NMECA overall findings and recommendations. Each one received advance copies of 
the draft final NMECA report and the summary of recommendations. 

Former Senator Edgardo Angara was invited to react to the NMECA report mainly 
because he was the main author of the NIPAS Law in 1992. He remains an ardent 
supporter and advocate of biodiversity conservation and protected area management 
in the Philippines.  

SENATOR EDGARDO J. ANGARA
Reactor Focus: Viewpoint of an Author/ Legislature/ Lawmaker

During the presentation of his reactions and suggestions, former Senator Angara highlighted 
the following major points:

Need to revisit the NIPAS Law

There is now a need to revisit the NIPAS as a whole and in a comprehensive manner. But the 
question is, how can we make NIPAS relevant to local stakeholders? How can we address the 
disconnect between needs of the people and the law? Or between policy and implementation?  

The NIPAS Law was enacted in 1992. In more than 20 years, the external environment for 
implementing the NIPAS law has also changed. There were a number changes that have taken 
place in the environment , giving rise to emerging new problems such as technologies that are 
developing very fast. Indeed, now is the time to take a hard look at the NIPAS law. 

Need to make PA management meaningful

There is now also a need to make PA management more meaningful to poor communities in 
order for them to meaningfully participate in conservation and protection. The NIPAS law 
should be revised to make it relevant to ordinary Filipinos especially in terms of livelihood. 
The current implementation practices are probably not connecting the NIPAS law with the 
communities, or that the implementation processes do not mean anything to ordinary people 
-- stimulating local economic activities in the communities like, for example, a PA management 
that can be linked with the diminishing supply of fish in a locality.  

Major comments

The selection of PA sites also need to be identified more carefully. There is also a need to work 
together and link with the National Heritage Act. Areas to be placed under the PA system 
must have remarkable/unique features, valuable scientific value; habitat for endangered species; 
and  an anthropological value, including those considered natural heritage. Selection is key 
because the pressure for land and space is now high given the current level of the Philippine 
population, which has since reached more than 100 million Filipinos.
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The application of the selection criteria should be made stricter and be based on accurate data 
for identifying PAs. Some of these include the area of governance, with PAMBs becoming too 
large, unwieldy and generally ineffective. Their membership composition also needs to have a 
strong, firm and technical management orientation. The membership and their leaders need 
to be professionalized. There might also be a need to put in place a ‘strong ecology executive” in 
each of the PAs. Right now, the existing PAMBs have taken on the role of an “advisory body” 
to the “ecology executive” and to the PA on-site management team.

Another major issue is conflict with IPRA -- there is currently no clear guidance and inter-
agency consultations on identifying and managing ancestral domains. The conflict between 
public forest and ancestral domain, for instance, may be the result of a “guideless” declaration 
of ancestral domain. 

The DENR has a “more superior” NIPAS law for ensuring that PAs are managed as “national 
set asides” for biodiversity conservation. DENR is in a position to take the lead in harmonizing 
land and boundary conflicts with the CADT holders.

Funding and budget has also become an issue. As a social capital, our rich natural resources 
have not been utilized to the fullest. Thus, there is now a need to invent ways and means for 
incentives to be able to attract social entrepreneurs for the outstanding PAs. The success of PA 
management in the Philippines requires effective and sustainable funding management. The 
IPAF may be expanded as a major source of fund for PA and the LGUs. Again, there is a need 
to connect PA management with the needs of the local stakeholders. One solution is to provide 
more incentives to LGUs so they may actively participate as co-managers in PA management 
in their respective political jurisdictions.

  Former DENR Secretary Victor O. Ramos as a resource person embodies the 
early DENR efforts to organize support, analyses, and advocacy for the passage of the 
NIPAS Law including the initial planning and implementation of the NIPAS Law 
and crafting of the first IRR of NIPAS in 1992. He brings with him an institutional 
memory, experience and wisdom on how PA in the Philippines should move forward.  

FORMER SECRETARY VICTOR O. RAMOS
Reactor Focus: Viewpoint of a former Head of an Executive and Regulatory 
Agency charged with the enforcement of the NIPAS law/ Management 
and Operations

Former Secretary Victor O. Ramos discussed several aspects and issues on the NIPAS Law and 
its implementation. He commended the study for its honest outlook at the PA – providing a 
good platform for reforms in conservation. His other comments are as follows:

Scientific studies and technical information

..............................................................................................
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A Science-based and accurate technical information can help provide the “reason for being” in 
PA management. It can also aid in identification of champions. Meanwhile, accurate technical 
information can provide the basis for developing sustainable mechanisms. 

There is also the option to use current and practical technologies, such as the LIDAR, to provide 
up-to-date visual assessments of forest cover and land use. All data gathered per LGU can then 
be used for holding LGUs, concerned DENR field units and tenure holders accountable for 
the degradation of forest and other natural resources in any given area.

Mobilizing scientists to assess the state and condition of resources on the ground will contribute 
to better understanding of these realities. Moreover, using the media as well as other forms of 
communication to share data can also serve well in advocating protected area management.

Sustainable financing

In the area of sustainable financing, there is now a need to seek mechanisms and strategies to 
develop a sense of self-sufficiency in the aspects of PA funding and getting financial resources.
Water, for one, is a resource that the PAs can leverage on to develop a sustainable financing 
mechanism. 

For instance, water can be used as a source of “endless” funds for PA management; a 2% levy 
charge on water can raise PhP 2B per year. Perhaps GIZ can help in lobbying or advocating 
for such a law.

On-site support to governance issues

There is now also a need to develop simple and relevant on-site indicators that will reflect on 
how the ultimate goals of NIPAS are achieved – suitable development, resource governance, 
and biodiversity conservation. The use of advance and successful PAs as models and allow 
other PAs to adapt and innovate their own management strategies, supported by performance 
reviews, resource, and incentives

LGU Accountabilities

Today, LGUs have enormous powers and authorities over their resources; Hence, if guided 
properly, they can leverage change. One of the most effective ways of encouraging LGUs to 
work towards sustainable and effective PA management is to employ the use of the “hiya” 
(shame) campaign – exposing poor LGU performers will stain their political legacy and expose 
themselves to peer pressure and public criticism.  

After all, in most LGUs, nothing happens in any town without the knowledge of the mayor. 
One example is the “dirty dozen” approach used during my term. The approach simply 
advertised private firms considered to be the “dirty dozen” in environmental management 
at the nationwide level. The end result? Firms advertised to have cared less on environmental 
issues were forced to address environmental issues due to bad publicity which, in turn, could 
mean loss of goodwill and market acceptance.
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Institutional reforms

There is no further need to go through a legislation process to harmonize overlapping and 
conflicting laws, but there might be a need to maximize the use of administrative measures that 
can be allowed under the NIPAS, IPRA and LGC laws to address issues that are constraining 
PA management. In the context of the NIPAS, what is simply needed is to strengthen the IRR.  
The options could be an Executive Order by the Office of the President, or an application of 
the BOT law with respect to incentives.

On the issue of the absence of inter-agency agreements, this will be very difficult to address 
given specific mandates and outcomes; hence there is no need to define roles in partnerships 
agreements once the IRR is strengthened

The DENR should also reflect on itself and move towards a management structure that is 
based more on function and accountabilities. Loss of positions of the Regional Technical 
Directors (of the various ENR services) under the DENR RAT Plan will weaken the ability 
of each region to address highly-technical sectoral issues. In addition, it would take years to 
develop sectoral expertise on environment, forestry, protected areas, land management services, 
research, and mining. Thus, resolving inter-sectoral issues will become much more difficult 
because of the loss of experts and advisory advice from these positions.

There should also be greater attention and advocacy to repeal the outdated PD 705 in order 
to define clearly the roles and functions of forestry and protected area management under 
DENR.

Honorable Mayor Ferdinand Abesamis is the Vice President of the League of 
Municipalities of the Philippines. He reviewed the NMECA report in the context of 
the needs and aspirations of the more than 1000 municipalities of the Philippines that 
are in the forefront in protecting and managing the protected areas. 

HONORABLE MAYOR FERDINAND ABESAMIS 
Reactor Focus: LGU viewpoint as member of the PAMB which has the political 
and administrative jurisdiction over protected areas.

Honorable Mayor Abesamis highlighted several points with respect to the NMECA 
report and PA management. He said:  

Given the ever-increasing role of the “church” in PA management, it was quite puzzling 
that the NMECA report made no reference at all to religion. The role of the church as the 
“conscience” in PA management is important as it puts a religious/spiritual dimension in 
natural resources and protected area management.

LGUs should also be at the forefront (the driver’s seat) of protected area management 
because it is the LGUS who are accountable to their constituents. Some LGUs can form 

..............................................................................................
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clusters to help ensure the protection and management of large PAs. Local chief executives, 
who are familiar with people and environment in their localities, should also be utilized. 
After all, there are also a lot of variations in approach of protection from one municipality 
to another. LGUs should not be made to play a mere supporting role but should instead 
be given the full authority or mandate to manage the PAs. I have reservations, however, 
on long-term impact of training and the need to ensure the continuity and sustainability 
of key resource personnel in PA management. 

The LMP may, however, act as advocates for improving PA management in the Philippines.

Mayor Abesamis, in response to a question on the preparation of LGU CLUPs, 
lamented the high cost of engaging professionals and consultants in helping 4th and 
3rd class municipalities prepare their CLUPs.  In some cases, these professionals would 
charge up to 3 million pesos for an LGU CLUP.

Ms. Elvira Baladad represents the communities and grassroots organizations that would 
either benefit or marginalized in the protection, management, and conservation of PAs 
as “national set asides” for biodiversity conservation.  

MS. ELVIRA BALADAD
Reactor Focus: CSO/Experiential viewpoint

In her reaction, Ms. Baladad highlighted the following points:
The NMECA (report) came too late. Why only now, after 20 years? Have we realized that 
things were not working as expected? Extraction of minerals is an enemy of biodiversity. 

As stated in the NIPAS Law, small-scale mining should be prohibited in PAs. Mining 
operations should be done outside PAs. Unfortunately, the NMECA report failed to capture 
the destructive and serious impact of small-scale mining in PA management.

Nonetheless, we should try to answer these question: What do we really want to do in our 
protected areas? The report only confirmed the reality on the ground, that there is rampant 
conversion of PA land into agricultural areas; that there is constant intrusion and encroachment 
of migrants into the PAs; that there are illegal establishments in the PAs; and that lowlanders 
migrate to uplands and cultivate the uplands because of poverty.

PAs and watersheds are important, but the government has continued to fail in addressing the 
needs of upland dwellers. There is, therefore, a need to clarify and strengthen the PACBRMA 
as a tenure instrument in the PA multiple-use zone. It is also important that before any inter-
agency arrangements are pursued, the DENR must first look into its own offices (bureaus) 
and harmonize the various mandates, functions and strategies which have all but contributed 
to the confusion.

..............................................................................................
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Lastly, Dr. J. Prospero E. de Vera III, Vice President of UP for Public Affairs and a 
well-known governance expert, was invited to react and provide advice on the major 
NMECA report recommendations.  

Dr. JOSE PROSPERO DE VERA III
Reactor Focus: Overall Governance viewpoint

Dr. de Vera pointed out that the key challenges for improving PA management effectiveness 
from a policy standpoint are the following.

The need to get a buy-in from Congress

Legislators are specialists in agenda setting, especially if it is based on accurate and current 
technical data. Hence, getting buy-in from legislators would require relevant information and 
messages that are aligned with their political agenda and position.  
In this light, a well-crafted advocacy plan based on analysis and accurate information 
can be very helpful and valuable. However, it takes time for the Congress to amend 
existing laws or legislate laws. This reality, therefore, has to be considered in the 
NMECA recommendations.

Devolution and the Local Government Code

Congress is usually unable to revise the Local Government Code because there are 
no current champions for Local Government Code amendments. One other point: 
LGUs are very diverse – some are imaginative in implementing national laws such as 
on the definition/operationalization of the policy on the use of the LGU’s human and 
ecological security (HES) funds, some are not.

Today, the era of command and control no longer work for devolution -- but an 
advocacy may help facilitate LGU buy in. There is also a need to show something that 
works, especially those that can help generate additional resources, that is, combined 
with incentives for compliance.

But before we do this, we should first ask ourselves: Are the LGUs ready?

It is important to understand that legislative change cannot be effective with a “one-
size-fits-all” (symmetrical) approach; this will only result in attribution impacts. It is 
important to understand that effective and sustainable PA management requires an 
asymmetrical approach to fully appreciate and address specific contexts, needs, and 
nuances.  
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There are issues that are site-specific; there are also those requiring inter-departmental 
actions at the national level. The key to understanding and promoting an “asymmetrical” 
approach is through an advocacy – by showing legislators and executives what works, 
promoting the factors that contribute to their success, and putting in place incentive 
mechanisms for implementation.

In PA management, it might be worthwhile to note that LGUs tend to copy the “success” 
of other LGUs. This has been the example in tax mapping. In PA management, the 
incentives must also be tailored for LGUs with an organized communication or social 
marketing campaigns so as to communicate the importance, value, and significance of 
PAs in their localities. 

Rationalization Plan

The DENR’s RAT Plan will not solve contradictions and conflicts within and among 
agencies. It suffers the fatal flaw of EO 366, which is currently carried out on an 
agency per agency basis.  Thus, inter-agency overlaps have not been addressed. Inter-
departmental issues and needs for complementation and integration of programs and 
plans are also hardly implemented.   

Institutional overlaps cannot also be resolved easily. Overlaps in the DENR/NCIP/
LGU will not and could not be addressed by the RAT plan. Moreover, simply changing 
or modifying policies to resolve overlapping mandate and responsibilities by going to 
Congress is also difficult process, that is, unless there are strong buy-ins.

“Reason for Being”

It is very disturbing to note that a key finding shows that many of the PAs are 
established and managed without a clear understanding of their “reason for being”. The 
government should do a better job in communicating the “PA’s reason for being” with 
the local stakeholders and the communities. This indicates the importance of effective 
communication and advocacy campaign in PA management. There should also be ways 
to develop the proper storyline, tools to employ and the strategies for effectively sharing 
the PA story. 

Dr. de Vera re-iterated his point that policies and IRR in a PA should adopt an 
asymmetrical approach – not a one-size-fits-all strategy. Some policies may only affect 
several clusters of LGUs within or near a PA because of where they are located.  A 
policy should be different for LGUs occupying the strict protection zone (SPZ) than 
those in the MUZ, or those LGUs downstream that great benefit from the PA-sourced 
ecosystems goods and services.  
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4.0

 Dr. Enrique Tolentino, Vice Chancellor of UPLB, was requested to facilitate 
the open forum after the presentations of the NMECA consultants and the panel
resource persons.  

During the open forum, several questions and issues were raised on the following:

• A question was raised regarding the recommendation on LGUs as co-managers in 
PAs.  Aren’t the PAMBs the mechanism for co-management in PAs?  

 
 It was discussed that the PAMBs as ad hoc governance bodies are currently organized 

and represented by the different stakeholders in and near the PA.  These are from the 
local government units (municipalities, cities, and concerned barangay leaders; IPs; 
NGOs; DENR; and other stakeholders).  The DENR Regional Executive Director is 
the Chairman of the PAMB.  As ad hoc governance bodies, the PAMBs are only able 
to provide overall oversight, coordination, and with limited rule making authority.  
The members of the PAMBs are appointed by the DENR Secretary.  The LGUs are 
not actively involved in the on-site co-management of PAs in their respective political 
jurisdictions whether these activities will be in the following: zoning, issuance of 
tenure rights legitimate occupants, enforcement, provision of livelihoods to their 
constituents, protection and rehabilitation.  To enable the LGUs as co-managers, the 
PA zones must be incorporated in their CLUPs, joint enforcement of these zones in 
the PAs, protection and enforcement, supporting the constituents, and benefiting 
from the PA-generated ENR revenues.  These activities can only happen with MOAs 
of the DENR RED with each of the LGUs in a PA.

• There was discussion on the migrants and occupants in the PA MUZ and sometimes 
the issuance of CLOAs inside the PAs.  The issue on tenure rights and occupants in 
the PA MUZs will need further assessment and study for crafting appropriate policy 
response.

Open Forum
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5.0

 5.1 DENR SUPPORT FOR PA MANAGEMENT

 There was an overall consensus that the NMECA findings and recommendations 
provided a sound basis for moving forward.  The DENR Secretary informed the audience 
that the protected area sector through BMB will have a higher budgetary allocation in 2014 
to as high as 300 percent.  DENR senior management expressed their commitments to move 
forward with the suggested additional guidelines for improving PA management especially in 
formulating the IRR for the newly signed IPAF law that allows the retention of at least 75% 
of IPAF fund for local operations.  

 There are adequate buy-ins for improving the PA database for decision making, 
planning, advocacy and social marketing, and monitoring and evaluation.  The need for 
capacity building to improve PA management was highlighted and, hopefully, be initially 
addressed by ongoing and proposed special projects such as the GiZ PAME.  
The implementation of the DENR RAT Plan and the adoption of the new MFOs may be 
re-configured to strengthen on-site support for PA management.

Closing Remarks

Photo shows Berthold Schirm, GIZ Program Director; and Mundita Lim, BMB Director
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 5.2 LEGISLATION AND/OR STRENGTHENING
 ADMINISTRATIVE MEASURES

 There were mixed reactions on the recommendations for additional legislations 
especially in amending the LGC, NIPAS Law and the IPRA to resolve and clarify issues 
on incentives, overlapping functions and mandates, and improving on-site PA governance.  
There is also the need to continue advocating the revision of the PD 705 – The Revised 
Forestry Code which was issued in 1975.  

 The recommendations are still worth pursuing by developing strategic advocacy 
agenda and actions that target existing and potential champions in Congress. However, Dr. 
de Vera warned that with the current priorities of Congress, legislation may take some time. 
It was suggested that while legislations are being advocated and supported, administrative 
measures (joint department administrative orders and Presidential Executive Orders) with 
proper support and guidance be used to provide initial solutions for the current “impasse” in 
resolving issues in the management of PAs.  

 This means that the DENR should take the lead in facilitating actions to partner with 
LGUs, NCIP, and other departments if only to positively connect PA management with those 
that can improve and strengthen on-site PA management.

 5.3 INCREASING REVENUES FROM PA-DEPENDENT
 ECOSYSTEMS SERVICES

 There appear to be an increased realization and understanding that the PA sites are valuable 
natural assets that can be managed to achieve multiple objectives – improve biodiversity conservation, 
sustainable development, and positive net revenue generations for re-investment in PA management.  
 The recently signed RA on retaining 75% of the IPAF at the local level is a good start.  
However, the challenge remains as to what extent can each PA achieve multiple objectives and be able 
to use PA-sourced revenues to increasingly support PA management?  To what extent and how long 
will each PA depend on national government and local government subsidy?  And to what extent will 
incentivized communities contribute to PA management?  
These are some issues that need to be resolved.  Current PES approaches remain limited as to how 
each PA can fully tap the potential of the PA natural resources to yield financial benefits without 
sacrificing biodiversity conservation and sustainable development.  This area of concern offers great 
opportunity for innovation and pilot testing various approaches.
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 5.4 INCREASING LGU’S ROLE IN PA MANAGEMENT 

 The need for LGU buy-ins in PA management was highlighted during the NMECA 
conference.  Given the need to improve on-site PA management, PA zones must be properly incorporated 
in the LGU’s CLUPs to ensure that local ordinances are in full support of PA management and attract 
local buy-ins.  PAs must be perceived as “part of LGU assets within their political jurisdictions” and that 
these are areas require joint or co-management with additional incentives.  

 Moreover, the LGUs must have a share from the PA-sourced revenues to enable them to 
support their constituents in and near the PAs.  This approach will continue to need innovative 
approaches that are consistent with the NIPAS, LGC, and IPRA laws. 

 As such, there is a need to harmonize the PA general management plan with the LGU 
comprehensive development plan and zoning.  Land and resource management plans of CADTs and 
tenured migrants and holders of contracts and agreements in the PA MUZs must also be aligned with 
the PA plan and those of the LGUs – province, cities, and municipalities.  This approach will minimize 
overlaps interventions that have negative externalities, strengthen governance, and degradation of the 
PA strict protection zones.

 5.5 PROTECTED AREAS’ CONNECTION WITH STAKEHOLDERS
 AND CLIENTS

 The NMECA findings and recommendations and the reactors confirmed the need to 
connect the reason for being of each PA with the local stakeholders and clients – communities 
in and near the PA, local government units, media, private sector, and PA/ENR-dependent 
facilities such as irrigation systems, local water districts, and resorts.  

 There is a need for a better job in communicating marketing the “values” of PA to 
achieve desired behaviors and policy actions in each PA. A support for improving the BMB 
and each on-site PA management team on social marketing and communication campaigns 
may help.  



Strategic Goal A: Address the underlying causes of biodiversity loss by mainstreaming biodiversity  

        across government and society 

Target 1 
By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the steps they can take to conserve and use it 
sustainably. 

Target 2 
By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national and local development and poverty 
reduction strategies and planning processes and are being incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and 
reporting systems. 

Target 3 
By 2020, at the latest, incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are eliminated, phased out or reformed 
in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts, and positive incentives for the conservation and sustainable use 
of biodiversity are developed and applied, consistent and in harmony with the Convention and other relevant 
international obligations, taking into account national socio economic conditions. 

Target 4 
By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps to achieve or have 
implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and have kept the impacts of use of natural resources 
well within safe ecological limits. 

Strategic Goal B: Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote sustainable use 

Target 5 
By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where feasible brought close to 
zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly reduced.
 
Target 6 
By 2020 all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are managed and harvested sustainably, legally and 
applying ecosystem based approaches, so that overfishing is avoided, recovery plans and measures are in place for all 
depleted species, fisheries have no significant adverse impacts on threatened species and vulnerable ecosystems and the 
impacts of fisheries on stocks, species and ecosystems are within safe ecological limits. 

Target 7 
By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring conservation of 
biodiversity. 

Target 8 
By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels that are not detrimental to ecosystem 
function and biodiversity. 

Target 9 
By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, priority species are controlled or 
eradicated, and measures are in place to manage pathways to prevent their introduction and establishment. 

Annex A. 2020 Aichi Biodiversity Targets under the Convention of 
Biological Diversity



Target 10 
By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs, and other vulnerable ecosystems impacted by climate 
change or ocean acidification are minimized, so as to maintain their integrity and functioning. 

Strategic Goal C: To improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and  
        genetic diversity 

Target 11
By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, especially 
areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably 
managed, ecologically representative and well-connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes. 

Target 12
By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their conservation status, particularly of 
those most in decline, has been improved and sustained. 

Target 13 
By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild relatives, 
including other socio-economically as well as culturally valuable species, is maintained, and strategies have been 
developed and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and safeguarding their genetic diversity. 

Strategic Goal D: Enhance the benefits to all from biodiversity and ecosystem services 

Target 14 
By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to water, and contribute to health, 
livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded, taking into account the needs of women, indigenous and 
local communities, and the poor and vulnerable.

Target 15
By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has been enhanced, through 
conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of degraded ecosystems, thereby 
contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation and to combating desertification. 

Target 16
By 2015, the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising 
from their Utilization is in force and operational, consistent with national legislation. 

Strategic Goal E: Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management 
        and capacity building 

Target 17
By 2015 each Party has developed, adopted as a policy instrument, and has commenced implementing an effective, 
participatory and updated national biodiversity strategy and action plan. 



Target 18 
By 2020, the traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities relevant for the 
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their customary use of biological resources, are respected, subject 
to national legislation and relevant international obligations, and fully integrated and reflected in the implementation 
of the Convention with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, at all relevant levels. 

Target 19
By 2020, knowledge, the science base and technologies relating to biodiversity, its values, functioning, status and 
trends, and the consequences of its loss, are improved, widely shared and transferred, and applied. 

Target 20
By 2020, at the latest, the mobilization of financial resources for effectively implementing the Strategic Plan for 
Biodiversity 2011-2020 from all sources, and in accordance with the consolidated and agreed process in the Strategy 
for Resource Mobilization, should increase substantially from the current levels. This target will be subject to changes 
contingent to resource needs assessments to be developed and reported by Parties. 

Source: CBD. 2013.  http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/#GoalA
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 The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool was developed to help track and monitor progress in the 
achievement of the World Bank/WWF Alliance worldwide protected area management effectiveness target. It is also 
hoped that the Tracking Tool will be used more generally where it can help monitor progress towards improving 
management effectiveness; for example it is now obligatory for all Global Environment Facility protected area 
projects to use the Tracking Tool three times during the projects lifespan and the tool has been modified for use 
in several national protected area systems. In addition, use of the Tracking Tool can help managers track progress 
in implementing protected areas commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Ramsar 
Convention on Wetlands.

 The Tracking Tool aims to report progress on management effectiveness and should not replace more 
thorough methods of assessment for the purposes of adaptive management. The Tracking Tool has been developed 
to provide a quick overview of progress in improving the effectiveness of management in individual protected areas, 
to be filled in by the protected area manager or other relevant site staff. As such it is clear that there are limitations 
on what it can achieve: it should not for example be regarded as an independent assessment, or as the sole basis for 
adaptive management.

 Because of the great differences between expectations, resources and needs around the world, the Tracking 
Tool also has strict limitations in terms of allowing comparison between sites: the scoring system, if applied at all, 
will be most useful for tracking progress over time in one site or a closely related group of sites. The Tracking Tool has 
however been used to identify trends and patterns in management of protected areas across a number of sites6. Lastly, 
the Tracking Tool is too limited to allow a detailed evaluation of outcomes and is really aimed at providing a quick 
overview of the management steps identified in the WCPA Framework up to and including outputs. Clearly, however 
good management is, if biodiversity continues to decline, the protected area objectives are not being met. Therefore 
the questions on condition assessment have disproportionate importance in the overall Tracking Tool.

The WCPA Framework

 To maximise the potential of protected areas, and to improve management processes, we need to understand 
the strengths and weaknesses of their management and the threats that they face. The World Commission on 
Protected Areas provides an overarching framework for assessing management effectiveness of both protected areas 
and protected area systems, to give guidance to managers and others and to help harmonise assessment around the 
world.

 The table below contains a very brief summary of the elements of the WCPA Framework and the criteria 
that can be assessed4. The World Bank/WWF Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool has been designed to fulfil 
the elements of evaluation included in the Framework.  Questions in the Tracking Tool have been ordered to make 
completion as easy as possible; however the element(s) that each refers to are indicated in italics in the left hand 
column of the assessment form (see page 12 onwards) for reference.

Annex D. Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)



Table of Management Parameters using the WCPA Framework



Management Requirements in Drawing Results from METT

The figure shows the key requirements to fully assess the management parameters.



The figure below shows the WCPA Framework’s management parameters in the context of a project cycle 
to better situate and appreciate the relevance of the METT.
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LMP Vice President Honourable Ferdinand 
Abesamis 

PKKK National Council Member Ms. Elvira Baladad

UP Diliman Vice President for Public Affairs Dr. 
J. Prospero E. de Vera III

Moderators

Mr. Berthold Schirm and Dir. Theresa Mundita S. Lim

Registration

Acknowledgement of Participants 

Welcome Remarks

Keynote Speech

Ceremonial handover of the report to DENR

Presentation of the NMECA Report

Coffee Break/ Physical Preparation

Panel of Reactors – Reactor 1 

Panel of Reactors – Reactor 2

Reaction from the DENR

Lunch break

Panel of Reactors – Reactor 3

Panel of Reactors – Reactor 4 

Panel of Reactors – Reactor 5 

Open Forum

Closing Remarks
 

ACTIVITYTIME RESPONSIBLE



Protecting Our Children’s Future156

Annex G. NMECA POWERPOINT PRESENTATION
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