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I. Background 
 

Throughout history, rural communities in the Philippines have been faced with 
problems related to the use of their natural resources. This is because resources in the 
uplands, lowlands and coastal areas have become scarcer and scarcer while the 
number of people and sectors who are becoming dependent on these resources 
continue to increase. As this happens, conflicts have grown among these stakeholders 
who want to share in the benefits from the resources. Thus these stakeholders are 
often at loggerheads with each other on issues like what, how much, how and when to 
use and who should have access to natural resources.  
 
The Philippines have been addressing this problem and various approaches have been 
designed to enable the proper management of natural resources and at the same time 
allow the fair enjoyment of the resources available to the different stakeholders.  
 
For example, as far as resources in the forest and how they are to be accessed by the 
stakeholders are concerned, a new tenurial arrangement was designed to enable the 
communities closest to the forest to enjoy more fully these forest resources. This 
tenurial instrument is called community based forest management. 
 
The Philippine government believes that if the needs of the local communities 
dependent upon the forests will be responded to, these communities themselves will 
join together to protect and properly manage the forest. When the forest is well 
managed there will be more benefits to share to the other stakeholders. Thus the 
Philippine adopts the community based forest management as the strategy to manage 
the Philippine forests. The strategy aims to push further the sustainable protection of 
the forests, improve livelihood of the communities and provide means for effective 
cooperation among the local communities, the local government units and the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR). 
 
Yet the challenge is far from being met as many communities are still grappling on 
the various processes that they have to undergo to become effective in their new roles 
as forest managers. The same developments are occurring in the lowland and the 
coastal areas as the same principles are being applied in these resources, e.g. 
principles of community based resource management. 
 
It is in this area where the Leveling the Playing Field (LPF) Project wants to 
contribute through its goal of facilitating relevant stakeholders to achieve natural 
resources management that support their own livelihood. The project posits that 
stakeholders have different interests, goals, and views on how the natural resources 
will be managed. Thus the project will look at appropriate mechanisms and tools to 
facilitate communications among stakeholders and thus contribute to the improvement 
of planning and management of natural resources. Poor planning and management 
have contributed a lot to unwise land use allocation, disregard of welfare of local 
people and inequitable distribution of long- and short-term benefits derived from the 
resources.  
 
The project found out that communities understand the link between improvement of 
local people livelihood and sustainable forest development, and how the decisions of 
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local governments as well as those of the community can dramatically affect local 
livelihood. Local development has also been seen as compatible with sustainable 
natural resources management. Thus the project aims to build capacity in the different 
sectors (local government units and agencies, forestry universities, NGOs) to 
contribute to sustainable natural resources management.  
 
Development of the proposal for this project was started by CIRAD and CIFOR in 
2000. University of the Philippines Los Baños (UPLB) was tapped by CIRAD/CIFOR 
to collaborate in the preparation of the proposal. Forestry universities are also targets 
as they have means to capitalize on the project outputs, which they will transfer to the 
future generations of forest managers.   
 
When the project was funded in August 2003, CIRAD and CIFOR again tapped the 
participation of the UPLB in its implementation. In January 2004, UPLB expressed 
interest in taking active role in the implementation of the project in the Philippines 
because this was seen by UPLB as a project that can provide opportunity to contribute 
to enhance the understanding and realization of sustainable forest management. UPLB 
also sees this as an opportunity for its scientists to further hone their skills and 
validate or modify some of their developed methodologies as social scientists, 
economists, foresters and computer scientists and modelers. UPLB will also benefit in 
the scientific cooperation and transfer of technology from Europe to Southeast Asia. 
The project will enable UPLB to establish linkages not only with fellow Asian 
scientists but also with scientists from CIRAD and CIFOR. Lastly, UPLB can acquire 
practical lessons from this project, which it can use to assist the DENR in policy 
formulation. UPLB had committed to assist DENR in policy formulation and a MOA 
exist between the two agencies regarding this matter. 
 
After a couple of months of preparing a work schedule and budget, and partnership 
agreement between UPLB and CIFOR was signed, project started its operations in the 
site. This report summarises the progress made by the LPF Philippine Team in 
implementing the project over a period of 6 months (1 March  – 31 August 2004). 
 

 

II. Operations Done in 2004 (Year 1) 
 

II.1  Site Selection 
 
The site where the project is being implemented in the Philippines is located in 
Palawan. It is a site where the DENR is maybe one of the prominent government 
agencies whose decisions may affect the way the natural resources are being managed 
there. DENR has posed prominently in the community which is predominantly upland 
and where a CBFM is being implemented by the community.  
 
The project site is under the political jurisdiction of Barangays San Rafael, Tanabag 
and Concepcion, City of Puerto Princesa, Provice of Palawan.  Accessible by land and 
water transport, the site is approximately 67 kms. from the city of Puerto Princesa 
consisting of a mosaic of varying landscapes from the coast in one side and forested 
mountains in the other side with settlement and agricultural areas in between. A 
community based forest management agreement (CBFMA) covering an area of 5,000 
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ha exists in the project site. Community-based forest management forms the 
cornerstone of the national forestry program in the Philippines. CBFM is a socially 
oriented forest management program, which involves the transfer of management 
responsibility of certain forest area to organized local communities. CBFM has been 
adopted by the government through Executive Order 263 as the national strategy for 
sustainable forest development and social equity.  
   
The major sources of income in the communities are fishing and farming. Bulk of the 
family income is derived from fishing.  Very little income is derived from handicraft 
and processing of minor forest products. Community forestry activities were in one 
time a major source of income for the communities when funding was available 
especially for comprehensive site development activities paid through contracts with 
government projects. 
 
Commercial logging existed in the past the latest being the logging of Almaciga 
(Agathis philippinensis) conducted by a concessionaire in 1985.  
 
The management of the CBFMA site is being undertaken by a cooperative named San 
Rafael Tanabag Concepcion Multipurpose Cooperative (STCMPC). STCMPC is a 
cooperative registered with the Cooperative Development Authority of the 
Philippines. Its membership, which consists of cooperators, comes from the three 
barangays. It has headquarters in San Rafael.  
 
Currently the organization is facing a lot of problems as far as the management of the 
CBFMA is concerned.   These problems include the lack of income generated from 
the management of the forests, as there are existing bans on the harvesting of wood 
from the forests. While they are given permits to harvest and utilize non-timber forest 
products the community is having problems in marketing of handicrafts from rattan, 
nito, and other non-timber forest products. Possible source of income could have been 
the current lumber inventory in their wood-processing workshop; however, they 
cannot process them into wood finished products because of lack of equipment and 
skilled laborer. Lastly, the community perceives some government policies as 
contributing to some of their problems. These include policies on forest charges and 
land use zoning.  
 
CIFOR had implemented a previous project in the site under the Adaptive 
Collaborative Management (ACM) Program. Although the LPF project is not a 
second phase of the ACM, it will build upon the works already done by ACM in the 
site for about three years.  
 
When the ACM project ended in 2002 many changes have taken place. There were 
policy changes, changes in regulations, local barangay leaders, DENR personnel in 
Community Based Forest Management (CBFM) areas and Peoples Organization’s 
(PO’s) activities, among others.  Because of these changes, the community may 
possibly be faced with new priorities, challenges, problems and opportunities.  
 
In this regard, LPF Project will challenge the local communities and stakeholders to 
find means to resolve these new problems.   
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To guide the project in its implementation of activities that will contribute to the 
achievement of is objectives and to ensure that the LPF Palawan activities are 
undertaken within the context of the overall Project framework, a workplan was 
deemed necessary to be prepared. Three staff (National Coordinator, Social Scientist, 
Field Assistant) directly involved in the implementation of the project attended a 
research methodology workshop in Bogor. The workshop enables the staff to meet 
other implementers of project in Indonesia and Malaysia. They also met other CIFOR 
scientists. 
 
During the workshop, the participants learned the different research tools that may be 
used in implementing the project. Participants also came up with Research Plan 
(Please see Appendix 1. Workplan for the Implementation of the LPF Project in 
Palawan, Philippines.) 

 
  

II.2  Initialization 
 
II.2.1  Stakeholder analysis  

 
Methodology: 

 
The study was conducted through the use of two separate focused group discussions 
(FGD) at the community and government/non-government institutional levels on 
April 3 and 5, 2004 respectively. 
 
The research team employed the process of identifying who are the different 
stakeholders wherein the participants were requested to identify the 1) specific users 
or those with interests on forest, lowland or coastal resources, 2) institutions whose 
interest were to help and provide assistance in management of resources like DENR, 
City ENRO, HARIBON, etc. and/or 3) economic interest groups or other users whose 
impacts created by their negative activities cannot be discounted. 
 
The analysis of the identified stakeholders made use of the “Who Counts Most Matrix 
Analysis” and the results of the matrix analysis further analyzed though the use of 
Venn diagram illustration. 
 
Details on the results of the FGDs and workshops are contained in Appendix 2. 
Workshop Proceedings of Stakeholder Identification and Analysis.  Only the 
highlights of the results of the two FGDs were in this report. Results at the two levels 
were compared in terms of differences and similarities and their possible implications 
as well.  The use of the CIFOR- ACM Project Report on stakeholders’ analysis also 
became an important part of analyzing the results generated in the two 
FGDs/workshops.  The latter report however dealt only on the forest resource 
stakeholders while the recent observations dealt on the stakeholders at the forest, 
lowland and coastal resources. 
 
Key Results: 
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Research information on the following were generated. Please see Appendix 3. Main 
Report on Stakeholder Identification and Analysis 
 
1. Identification and classification of the varied stakeholders into three main 

categories such as: forest users within the community (type 1), mediating 
institutions (type2) and the external economic interest/user group (type 3) for all 
types of natural resources namely forest, lowland and coastal areas. 

 
2.  Stakeholders analyses showed that: 
 

a. Among the previously identified stakeholders some GOs and NGOs GOs were 
said to have influenced the community people.  Corresponding explanations 
why the institutions influenced them were likewise obtained. This included the 
basis for political power, the manner by which the power is exercised and the 
areas, issues and \concerns which power is exercised and the corresponding 
influence on the use and management of natural resources. 

 
b. Institutional ranking based on relevance showed that the community workshop 

participants, the most relevant institutions were the DENR and Palawan 
Council for Sustainable Development (PCSD) with an average score of 2.85 
and 2.57 respectively and when rounded off with a score each of 3.  The 
second highest (average) groups included Environmental Legal Action Center 
(ELAC), STCMPC, Haribon, Department of Public Works and Highways 
(DPWH), Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) and LPF 
Project.  The third group with lowest score consisted of the non-PO members 
of the community, Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) and the Local 
Government Units (LGUs) at the city government and the Kilusang Sagip 
Kalikasan (KSK) at the provincial level. 

 
c.  Government offices (GO) and NGO participants rated the community people 

composed of the STCMPC members, Certificate of Stewardship (CSC) 
together with the IPs, DENR at the Provincial Environmental and Natural 
Resources Officer (PENRO) and Community Environment and Natural 
Resources Officer (CENRO levels as the most important stakeholders. The 
next groups of institutions considered important were the City Agriculture, 
Nagkakaisang Tribu sa Palawan (NATRIPAL), HARIBON, PCSD, City 
ENRO and the National Commission on Indigenous People (NCIP).   

 
d.  Results of the Venn diagram illustration to show the relevance and proximity 

of institution or group to community and resources are shown in Figures 1 & 2 
from among the community and the GO/NGO participants respectively. 

 
e.  Important information likewise was generated on a separate analysis of the 

mediating institutions and external economic interests in the community.  
Information included the groups or institutions working with the major users 
of resources or groups with economic interest in the community, the benefits 
derived by the user groups from interest groups, how the interest groups have 
influenced the political capacity of the user groups and the constraints faced 
by the users groups in relating with the interest groups and vice-versa.   
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f.  Based on the information, several issues and concerns can be further looked 
into.  Summary and Conclusion will be provided in the main report. 

 
 
 
Figure 1. Venn diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community and 
their resources: Community workshop, stage1 
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Figure 2.  Venn Diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community 
and their resources: Government and non-government institutional workshop, stage 2. 
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II.2.2 Resource and Resource Use 
 
Methodology: 
 
The team employed the use of primary data gathering through household survey and 
FGD/workshops at the project site from July 1-10, 2004.  Specific information needed 
on resource and resource use had been incorporated in the household survey 
instrument together with the other baseline information needed for the project.  With 
the individual respondents as sources of information, specific questions were 
developed to assess the following: a) present conditions of the resources forest, 
lowland and coastal; b) community’s access and limitations on major products and 
services on resources; c) perceived problems that may affect the conditions of 
resources; and perceived capabilities of local people to address/solve issues and 
problems in forest and other natural resources. 
 
The other method made use of the participatory mapping with selected participants 
from the community, i.e. those knowledgeable of the resource type they represent and 
the current uses and issues pertaining to use and management of the resources.  The 
FGD-workshop was conducted with specific sets of guide questions consistent with 
the kind of questions embodied in the individual household survey instrument.   In the 
resource participatory mapping, the participants were asked to draw or illustrate the 
existing kind of resources and their location in the community, how these resources 
were utilized together with the access and limitations they have with the use of the 
resources.   
 
Discussions on the results of their outputs (mapping exercises) were done to elicit 
important issues, problems and limitations or to determine areas and concerns that 
still need to be addressed. 
 
The main report on resource and resource use will contain an integrated output from 
the two approaches together with some implications and possible recommendations 
related to enhancing present use and management of the resources. 
 
Progress: 
 
1. Survey Completed. Editing and review of individual household instrument 

completed. Data processing and table analysis almost completed.  Write up on the 
result and analysis will follow.     

 
2.  FGD/Workshop participants able to come up with transect maps, separate 

resource maps for the three barangays specifically on forest, lowland and coastal 
resources. 

 
3. Information on seasonal calendar of economic activities similarly was generated. 
 
4.  Analysis and report preparation on resource and resource use will make use of the 

data generated from nos. 1-3 above.    
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5.  Other information was gathered through the use of one-on one interview with 

individual respondents during the conduct of the individual household survey in 
the project site. 

 

II.2.3 Livelihood 
 
Methodology: 
 
The team employed the use of primary data gathering through the conduct of 
household survey from July 1-10, 2004.  Individual household respondents taken from 
a 20% household sample were interviewed using defined sets of questions to 
determine the: a) type of occupation and/or economic activities of household family 
members, b) seasonal economic activities based on type of occupation (that are 
related to use of natural resources, c) income and income sources that would include 
farm, off farm income, non-farm and other sources of income, d) household 
expenditures in relation to livelihood and income, e) perceived  household 
socioeconomic status at present, 5 years ago and in coming 5 years,  f) perceived 
community socioeconomic status at present, 5 years ago and in coming 5 years.   
 
The other method use was seasonal calendar. The seasonal calendar on economic 
activities performed by the households by type of resources and nature of activities 
however were done using the initially prepared guide questions.   
  
Progress: 

 
1. Survey completed. Review and editing of survey instruments completed.  Data 

processing and tabulation of results completed. 
 
2. Report preparation in process. 

 
 

II.2.4  Institutions 
 

Methodology: 
 
A survey questionnaire was designed and distributed to the representatives of the 
different government offices, non-government organizations who attended the 
stakeholder analysis workshop (Part 2) held in Puerto Princesa City. The first 
stakeholder analysis workshop involved the different stakeholders from the 
communities. Ten representatives took part in answering the questionnaire, which was 
designed to capture the information identified in the workplan under the baseline 
studies  
Main concern in this survey and analysis is to identify institutions, which have direct 
influence in the way the communities are managing their resources.  
 
Since responses to some of the items in the questionnaire need to be researched, e.g., 
budget, staff, mandates, vision, mission, etc, the representatives were allowed to bring 
the survey forms to their office to properly fill up. After two weeks the LPF field 
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assistants collected the answered survey forms. During their visit to the offices of the 
institutions, they took some time to conduct key informant interview to get more 
details on the answers provided in the survey questionnaire or to clarify items not 
properly answered in the forms.  
 
4R analysis was also conducted to assess the roles, responsibilities, revenues 
(benefits), and relations of the various institutions. Through a participatory workshop, 
the different institutions were able to identify the different stakeholders that benefit 
most from the resources in the community, the stakeholders who have that most 
responsibilities, the stakeholders who are not contributing much to the proper 
protection and management of the resource and the stakeholders. The roles, 
responsibilities, rights and benefits of the different stakeholders are contained in the 
discussion of 4R analysis in Appendix 4. Proceedings of the Workshop to Identify 
Major Issues Affecting the Community, Formulate a Vision, and Identify Possible 
Strategies. The key findings are presented in the following table. 

 
 

3Rs  
Resource/Stakeholder Rights Score Responsibilities Score Revenue 

(Benefits) 
Score 

Coastal       
Illegal fishermen None 0 Care and 

management 
natural coastal 
resources 

0 Food and 
income 

5 

Fishermen To fish 5 Protect their 
fishing areas 

5 Food and 
income 

3 

Seaweed farmers To farm/plant 
sea weeds 

5 Pay tax 5 Food and 
income 

3 

Commercial fishing 
vessels 

None 0 Care of natural 
resources 

0  3 

NGO/Haribon 
 

Capacitation of 
the community 
people 

3 
 
 

Help care of 
coastal resources 

4 Salary and 
project 
implementa
tion 

5 

 Help/coordinate 
with leaders and 
other agencies 

3 Inform the other 
agencies about 
their programs and 
projects 

3 Support or 
assistance 

3 

Pundasyong Santiago Help increase 
people’s income 
in the 
community 

3 Help the people to 
become self-reliant 
for livelihood 
development 

4 Salary 
Project and 
Support or 
assistance 

3 

City government 
CityENRO 
Barangay Council 

Get tax 
revenues 

4 Manage/protect 
the mangrove 
resources 

3 Fees/Taxes 4 
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Lowland       

Farmers To farm 5 Pay taxes 
Take care not to 
erode soil in their 
farm 

5 Products 
and income 

5 

Handicraft/ 
Furniture makers    
 

Make 
handicrafts and 
furniture 
 

5 Plant bamboos, 
mahogany and 
others 
 
Get license or 
permit 

2 
 
 

0 

Income 5 

Other residents To live orderly in 
the community 

5 Follow in the 
existing rules and 
regulations 

2 Income 
from their 
own 
sources of 
living 

 

 STCMPC members Operate their 
own business 

5 Orderly 
management of 
their cooperative 

3 Income  

Barangay Council Manage/lead the 
people within 
their jurisdiction 

5 Respond to the 
needs of people in 
the local area 
Implement 
projects, rules and 
others within the 
area 

3 
 
 

3 

Honoraria 
 
 
- 

 

City Government Extend services 
or assistance  

5 Duly implement 
what they are 
supposed to give 
 
Respond to the 
needs of the 
barangays 

3 
 
 

3 

Taxes  

National Government Extend services 
or assistance 

5 Same with the city 
government 

3 -  

NGOs Extend services 
or assistance 

5 Efficient 
implementation of 
their projects 

3 More 
funding 
from 
funding 
agencies 

 

All the stakeholders had equal rights or access to the 
resources 

Top 3 stakeholders were the:  
1st- farmers 
2nd- STCMPC members, 
Brgy. council, City 
government, national 
government and NGOs 
 
3rd- other residents and 
handicraft/furniture makers 

Top 3 stakeholders 
were the: 
1st- farmers, 
handicraft/furniture 
makers; 
2nd- other residents; 
3rd- STCMPC 
members 
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Forest       
PO (STCMPC) Get Benefits 

Reside in the 
area 

5 Follow in the 
rule and 
regulations of 
the management 

2 Income 
Good living 

4 

IP community None 5 Take care of 
resources 

2 Income 
Safe area 
to live in 

4 

Other residents of the 
barangay/non-PO 

Follow/implemen
t laws 

0 None 0 Other 
livelihood 
activities 

1 

Barangay Council Implement laws 2 Apprehend 
violators in doing 
illegal activities;  
 
 
Support/assist 
the PO in 
implementing 
environmental 
projects/activitie
s 

1 Barangay 
share from 
all the 
proceeds 
coming 
from CBFM 
(utilization 
activities); 
 
Good 
environmen
t  

3 

DENR Implement laws 3 Technical 
assistance to 
PO 
 
Issuance of 
permit 
 
Monitoring of 
environmental 
activities 

2 Forest 
Charges 
Other 
regulatory 
fees 
Less 
responsibilit
ies with 
POs as 
their 
partners 

3 

City Government Implement laws 2 Technical 
support 
 
Monitoring 
 
Financial 
support 

1 Share on 
forest 
charges 

1 

PCSDS Implement laws 3  2 Implementa
tion of their 
mandates 

1 

 Stakeholders with highest 
rights:  PO and IPs 

Stakeholders with highest 
actual responsibilities: 
PO 
IP 
DENR 
PCDS 

Stakeholders with 
highest Benefits: 
PO 
IP 

Results’ Implications What to do about it? 

� Low performance of responsibilities compared 
to high rights and benefits  

� Local stakeholders do not fully understand the 
importance of rules and regulations 

� Stringent environmental laws 
� Possible over-lapping of functions among the 

concerned government agencies 
 

� Inform and educate the concerned 
stakeholders 

� Conduct IEC 
 

� Review of laws (SEP, etc.) 
� Levelling off among the concerned agencies 
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Progress: 
  
Responses of the different institutions are shown in Appendix 5. Tables of Responses 
of the Different Institutions that Participated in the Filling Up of Survey Forms for 
Institutional Analysis. Analysis and report are still to be done and completed. 

 
II.2.5  Formal and informal agreements 

 
Methodology: 
 
Though key informant interview and assessment of records, the formal and informal 
agreements entered into by an existing and active cooperative in the community were 
listed. The status of these agreements shall be assessed. 
 
Progress: 
 
A survey of the agreements entered into by the communities showed that they have 
six formal agreements and one informal agreements entered into. Foremost among 
these formal agreements is the community based forest management agreement, 
which they have entered into with the DENR. Other formal agreements were with the 
following: 

 
a. Enterprise Works Worldwide 
b. Palawan Tropical Forest Protection Program (PTFPP) 
c. Haribon Palawan 
d. Fundacion Santiago 
e. Budyong Resources Development Foundation, Inc. 

 
An informal agreement with the Taytay sa Kauswagan, Inc. had also been entered to. 
 
Analysis and report will still be done. 
 
II.2.6 Policy framework  
 
Methodology: 
 
A list of laws, local rules and regulation including those issued by the DENR, 
Department of Agriculture (DA), and PCSD is being complied. How these policies 
affect the way the community manage the natural resources shall be assessed. Key 
informants including the barangay captains were asked how the different policies 
affect their management of natural resources.  
 
Progress: 
 
A list of laws and how these affect the way the natural resources are being managed is 
being updated. Analysis and report will be done.  
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II.3 Intervention 
 

II.3.1 Workshop to formulate vision, identify problems and possible 
solutions to problems: By the communities 

 
Representatives of the communities of the three barangays participated in the first 
workshop conducted by the project. Venue was an ordinary people’s beach resort 
close to the community. Aside from serving as a venue for formulation of a vision for 
their community and identification of problems and issues that may prevent them 
from realizing their vision, the workshop also served as an opportunity to introduce 
the project to the communities. Details of the workshop are shown in Appendix4. 
Proceedings of the Workshop to Identify Major Issues Affecting the Community, 
Formulate a Vision and Identify Possible Actions to Address the Problems and Issues 
Identified. 

 
II.3.2 Workshop to formulate vision, identify problems and possible 

solutions to problems: By the other stakeholders  
 

To validate the vision, issues, problems and possible solutions crafted by the 
communities in the first workshop, these were presented to the other stakeholders 
consisting of representatives from various government agencies, non-government 
organizations and other groups that may be possible source of assistance for the 
communities. This was also an opportunity to present the LPF project to these other 
group of stakeholders. In this workshop, the perceptions of the participants as to the 
trends in the abundance and status of natural resources were also gathered. A 4R 
analysis was also conducted to gather the participants’ perceptions on the various 
roles, responsibilities, rights and benefits of the different stakeholders. Details of this 
are also shown in Appendix4. Proceedings of the Workshop to Identify Major Issues 
Affecting the Community, Formulate a Vision and Identify Possible Actions to 
Address the Problems and Issues Identified. 

 
II.3.3  Workshop to prioritize identified problems 
 
The communities identified more than twenty issues and problems during the first 
workshop. These are just too many and will not be properly addressed by the 
communities given their capabilities and resources. A cursory look at the long list of 
problems and issues shows that some of the problems can actually be treated as 
symptoms. Thus it is possible that if problems are properly grouped and prioritized, 
problem solving may be more effective. Through a workshop among the 
representatives of the different sectors of the communities, the long list of twenty 
problems was reduced to four priority problems. This was accomplished through 
consensus.  
  
II.3.4  Initial actions by technical working groups (TWG) to address 

prioritized problems  
 
Four technical working groups were formed to address each of the four identified 
priority problems. The four priority problems identified are: 

 
 



 17 

a. Low productivity in the coastal areas 
b. Low productivity in the lowland areas 
c. Low productivity in the upland areas  
d. Lack of livelihood and access to markets 
 
Members of the four technical working groups come from the three different 
barangays. The working groups have already met several times for organizational 
meetings and a facilitator for each group has been identified. Each group conducted a 
reflection meeting to assess the problem i.e. whether the problem can be part of a 
bigger problem or there are smaller problems contributing to the problem. After 
reviewing the problem that the working group has to address, the group designed an 
action plan. They leveled off to know the right process and the right path to follow to 
properly solve the problem. Working groups also presented their action plans to their 
barangay councils, the policy or lawmaking body of the barangay. Minutes of the 
various meetings conducted by working groups including Minutes of Technical 
Working Group Meetings, Minutes of Meeting to Prepare Proposals for Submission to 
City Councils are being compiled. 

 
 

II.4 Coordination and Capacity Building 
 

II.4.1  Coordination in Palawan 
 

Coordination with local government offices: 
 

1. DENR – Forest Management Bureau, Community based Forest Management 
Office. To explain about the LPF project and to request their participation in 
project implementation and to sit as member of Project Steering Committee 

 
2. DENR Regional Office. To request their participation in project implementation 
 
3. DENR  PENRO. To request their participation in project implementation 
 
4. DENR CENRO. To request their participation  in project implementation 
 
5. LGUs in Palawan. To request their participation in project implementation 
 
6. City ENRO. To request their participation  in project implementation 
 
7. PCSD. This office requires project implementers in Palawan to secure permit to 

conduct research in the province. They also require that the implementers get a 
prior informed consent from communities. To request their participation in project 
implementation. 
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GOALS 
 
1. Improved livelihood for men and women in the site 
2. Properly managed natural resources (forest, lowland, coastal areas) 
3. Improved processes for communication, negotiation, agreements, contracts between 

and among different stakeholders. 
 
 
OUTCOMES  
 
1. Identified and clarified roles and responsibilities of relevant stakeholders 
2. Discussed and accepted action plans to address issues related to natural resources 

management 
3. Efficiently delivered negotiated and accepted agreements among stakeholders on 

natural resources management 
4. Improved capability of stakeholders (DENR, local people, local government units) 

to properly mange natural resources (forest, lowlands, and coastal areas) 
5. Efficiently delivered services or assistance by supporting agencies (DENR, LGUs, 

City Agriculturist) 
 
 
OUTPUTS 
 
1. Processes for stakeholders to share view over long term view and livelihood issues 
2. Brief printed information about LPF project to improve the stakeholders shared 

understanding about the project (project primer) 
3. Guideline to facilitate multi-stakeholder negotiation 
4. Capacity building to: 
a. Improve capacities of local people in the project area to fund source 
b. Improve communication and information sharing among stakeholders 
c. Prepare local development plan 
5. Forums to facilitate improved and better access to service related to natural 

resources management and livelihood 
6. Forums for communication and information sharing among stakeholders at the 

local level for natural resources management and market chain policies 
7. Forums on policies  
 
 
HYPOTHESIS 
 
1. Improved decision making will improve forest management and local livelihood 
2. Facilitation will improve decision making process by: 

a. Providing relevant information to local community, DENR, LGUs, and other 
relevant stakeholders 

b. Revealing common interests and agreeing on them 
c. Sharing different views among DENR, LGUs, and other relevant stakeholders 
 

3. Agreement on long term goals for natural resources can improve natural resources 
management (forest, lowland, and coastal areas) 
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4. Agreements about natural resource use and management that are negotiated and 
discussed among stakeholders can improve natural resources management. 

 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 
1. Under what conditions natural resources and local livelihood can be improved 

through: 
 

a. enhanced capacities of the stakeholders 
b. improved processes of negotiation and agreement among stakeholders 
c. better communication and information 

 
2. What are the immediate impacts of the project on natural resources and local 

livelihood? 
3. What are the most appropriate mechanisms, processes, and tools to facilitate 

negotiation among stakeholders to come up with fair agreements on natural 
resources management use and management? 

4. Under what conditions stakeholders will be encouraged to manage natural 
resources in sustainable way. 
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IMPLEMENTATION STEPS AND THE DIFFERENT METHODS 
THAT WILL BE USED 
 

STEP AND INFORMATION NEED TO BE 
COLLECTED 

HOW TO COLLECT THE INFORMATION 
(INCL. TOOLS/METHODS) 

I. BASELINE SURVEY   

1.1. Basic information  

Information needed: 
- Number of households 
- Population size 
- Infrastructure 
- Demographic 

 

Validation of methods and quality of data collected 
by CBMS. If not sufficient, re-survey (20% 
sampling).  

1.2. Stakeholder analysis  

Information needed: 

- Who are the stakeholders 

- Their relationship and power relation 

- Stakeholder network 

 

Methods: 

- Who count matrix – the team will revise the 
criteria for stakeholder assessment.  

- Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

-     Explore possibility of using PACT 

1.3. Resources and resource use  

Information needed: 

- What are the resources availability? 

- What are the products? 

- How the resources are shared? 

- How the Bataks perceive their boundaries. 

- Their use of resources 

- Rules and norms regarding resource use and trading 

- Rights over resources and security of the access 

- Their views on how future resources should be used 
and managed? 

- Community perceptions on the forest and other natural 
resources 

- Tenure over land and resources 

- Occurrence and frequency of destructive activities, i.e. 
charcoal making, kaingin, illegal logging, tree killing, by 
whom 

- Issues and problems related to the management of 
resources 

- Nature and extent of forest dependency 

- Indigenous people’s knowledge on resources 

- Level of awareness on natural resource protection and 
conservation 

- Roles of women (and Indigenous People if relevant) in 
natural resource management 

Methods: 

- Multidisciplinary landscape assessment 

- Analysis on map and secondary literature  

- Pebble distribution 

- Ground survey 

- Field visit 

- FGD 

- KI 

- Household survey 
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1.4. Institutions Validate information collected during ACM project 
and obtain information on Department of 
Agriculture, City Planning Office, Fishermen 
Associations, and other community groups. 

Information: 

- Their mandates, management objectives and roles in 
natural resources management (particularly forest) 

- Their resources (funding, staff) 

- Any overlapping in mandates and responsibilities and 
conflict 

- Level of communication, coordination and cooperation 

- Existence of inter-sectoral coordination 

- Their level of participation 

- Existence and occurrence of collective action, who 
initiate them, and for what purpose. 

- Involvement of marginalised groups (indigenous 
people) in decision-making. 

 

Methods: 

- KI 

- FGD 

- Literature review on: rules, regulations, 
organisational charts 

- Institutional analysis 

- 4R analysis: Roles, Responsibilities, Revenues 
(Benefits), and Relations 

 

1.5. Livelihood  

Information: 

- Income of the people in the project  

- Proportion of income that come from natural resources 
(forest, coastal) areas and agriculture (lowland)  

- Household assets and properties 

- Capacities for self-investment (e.g. In house, cattle, 
etc.) 

- Savings, credits, debts  

- Capacities to conduct social and cultural activities 

- Access to education and level of education obtained 

- Diversity of livelihood sources (including employment) 

Methods: 

- Secondary information: Community-Based 
Monitory System 

- Household survey 

 

 

1.6. Analysis on formal and informal agreements List of agreements: 

- CBFM agreement 

- Informal agreement between Bataks and the 
PO. 

- Formal agreement between PO and Budyong 
Rural Development Foundation Inc. (past 
agreement). 

- Agreement between Haribon and Fishermen’s 
Association. 

Information: 

- Any existing and past agreement, why it work/doesn’t 
work 

- What are the processes in coming up with the 
agreement. 

- What are the rules set the by parties, who enforce 
them, how effective? 

- How are the benefits being shared among the parties? 

- The size of group involved in collective action vis-à-vis 
the village population. 

Methods: 

- Multiple interest accommodation assessment 
(for assessing agreement) 

- See also Benefit sharing contract analysis (for 
reference) 
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1.7. Policy framework Various rules and regulations on CBFM has been 
obtained already during ACM. 

Information needed: 

-    What are the related governing policies coastal 
management and agriculture i.e. Fisheries Act, 
Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act 

 

-  Literature review 

II. PROJECT INTERVENTION  

The project facilitates: 

 

2.1. Problem identification by local people and 
stakeholders. 

 

Comments: 

This was done with local people and forestry agencies. 
The team still needs to do in-depth analysis of the 
problem, and to get information from Department of 
Agriculture-BIFAR, Haribon, City Health). 

  

2.2. Build common vision (note: in the process).  

 

Next steps:  

- To get inputs from other village residents on the 
produced vision statement, e.g. presentation during 
village meeting. 

- To get the vision statement revised and finalised. 

 

2.3. Establish formal commitment (institutionalisation of 
the common vision) 

2.4. Action plan to achieve common vision (plans to be 
selected by the institutions signing the commitment) 

2.5. Identification of institutions/organisation who can 
participate in carrying out the action plans + local 
facilitators 

2.6. Institutional strengthening 

2.7. Collective action to implement action plan 

2.8. Monitoring at local level � to check progress 
towards their action plan; monitor whether the 
selected actions are effective; monitor level of 
commitment and involvement. 

2.9. Revisit and revised previous agreements (cyclic 
processes). 

2.10. Participating in the existing provincial multi-
stakeholder forum (i.e. CBFM Provincial Technical 
Working Group) with the intention to get updates on 
their areas of concern and to influence changes on 
policies. 

 

 

- Action research  

- FGD 

- PACT 

- Prospective 

- Future scenario 

- Projection scenario 

 

If there is demand: additional studies to help 
decision making process of the stakeholders. For 
example:  

- market chain study 
- forest inventory 
- assessing risks e.g. market fluctuation 
- modelling (Multi-Agent System, prospective, 

system dynamic, Soft System Methodology) 
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III. MONITORING THE IMPACT OF THE PROJECT  

 

3.1. Agree/develop parameters to monitor with the 
stakeholders  

3.2. Gather information at the beginning of the project 
and at the end of the project.  

 

 

 
 
 
SCHEDULE 
 

Description Schedule 
Site visit and assess stakeholders’ needs and demands (legitimacy for LPF 
project to work in Palawan) 

January 2004 

Problems identification January – April 2004 

Baseline surveys May – June 2004 

Build common vision April – June 2004 

Action plan by the local communities (coactive action among themselves) to 
achieve common vision 

May 2004 ….. 

Institutional strengthening of the stakeholders May 2004 …. 

Participation in provincial multi-stakeholders forums April 2004 …. 

Monitoring at local level Sept, 2004 …. 
Resource assessment (MLA) Oct. 2004 

Establish formal commitment among stakeholders (agreements) December 2004 

Implementation of agreements January 2005 

Market chain study January 2005 

Revisit and revise agreements September 2005 
Impact assessment April 2006 – June 2006 
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Workshop on Stakeholders Identification 
and Analysis 
 
Community Level (Stage 1) 
July 3, 2004 
 
Facilitator: Fe K. Mallion 
 

1. Registration and the FGD-Workshop 
Participants 
 
Registration started at 8:30 with an initial number of four (4 participants).  It ended at 
10:30 with a total of 14 participants.  Representatives from Tanabag consisted of only 
male and female representatives. San Rafael and Concepcion both had a total of six 
representatives. Participants from San Rafael however were mostly male while in 
Concepcion the participants were mostly women. Table 1 shows the gender distribution 
of the participants per barangay. 

 
Table 1. Participants and gender distribution per barangay, community workshop, stage1. 
 

Men Women Total Barangay 
No. % No. % No. % 

San Rafael 5 36 1 7 6 43 
Tanabag 1 7 1 7 2 14 
Concepcion 2 14 4 29 6 43 

Total 8 57 6 43 14 100 

 
 

2. Opening Prayer  
 
The morning session started with a prayer led by Pastor Zernan Teodoro. 
 

3. Overview of the Workshop Activities 
 
Dr. Teodoro R. Villanueva introduced the workshop activities for the day.  The first 
consisted of focused group discussion to help the community in the identification of 
stakeholders, and help analyze the effects of their activities or interests in management 
and utilization of natural resources. 
 
He also explained the need to review, categorize and prioritize the long list of problems 
generated in the 1st LPF project Workshop on April1-3, 2004 into just four (4) major 
problems. The project activity also aimed to help the participants create the Technical 
Working Group who would be responsible to address and identify strategies/solutions 
in the already prioritized problems.  The participants were made to understand the kind 
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of support or assistance the project could give, examples were supplies and materials in 
report preparation and communication, travel expenses, snacks and/or meals. 
 
He also mentioned the future activities of the project dealing with surveying of 
households, marketing and data base modeling, the latter to help the community decide 
or choose the best from among the options available to them in terms of resource 
utilization and management.  
 

4. Introduction of the Participants 
 
The introduction of the participants did not take long since there were only a few of 
them but the interests and eagerness to work for the day can readily be observed on 
their faces.  The list of the participants is given on Appendix 1. 
 

5.  Stakeholders Identification  
 
Fe K. Mallion discussed the activity on the identification and analysis of the 
stakeholders.  She explained the importance of the exercise to identify who the major or 
relevant stakeholders in resource management were as in: 1) specific users or those 
with interests on forest, lowland or coastal resources, 2) institutions whose interest were 
to help and provide assistance in management of resources like DENR, City ENRO, 
HARIBON, etc. and/or 3) users whose impacts created by their negative activities 
cannot be discounted. 
 

5.1   Identification and Classification of Stakehol ders  
 
The participants were requested to identify the different groups/institutions currently 
involved or have interests in the resource area.  They were given green, violet and blue 
cards to differentiate the different stakeholders into: forest users within the community 
(type 1), mediating institutions (type 2) and the external economic interest/user group 
(type 3) respectively.   The result of the activity is shown on Table 2 below. 
 

Table 2. Stakeholders identification by classification and kind of resources, community workshop, stage 1.  

 
Identified Stakeholders Stakeholder 

Classification or type Upland Lowland Coastal 
IPs – Batak, Tagbanua Community people Poor people in the 

community 
Charcoal makers Farmers Fishermen 

Honey bee gatherers Quarry operators (gravel) Tribal groups (Tagbanua 
& Batak) 

Kaingin farmers  Livestock raisers Illegal fishers 

Non-timber forest products 
gatherers 

 Resort owners 

1. Resource users within 
the community  

Residents (settlement 
purposes) 

 Seaweed raisers 

PNNI- Tanggol Kalikasan City Government City government 
/Monitoring Group 

DENR DENR DENR 
 PENRO-DENR  

PTFPP NAPOCOR FRMP 

2. Mediating institutions 
(GOs/Ngos)  

DA DA  
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Bantay Gubat DAR  

 DA-BFAR DA-BFAR 

PCSDS DSWD DSWD 
LGU LGU LGU 

 HARIBON-  HARIBON 

 Tanggol Kalikasan, 
Palawan 

KSK, ELAC 

LPF Project LPF Project LPF Project 

 CAFC  

Illegal loggers/users with 
Illegal activities 

Businessmen Users with illegal activities 

 Tourists Illegal fishers outsiders 
form the community area 

 Users with Illegal activities Resort owners 

3. External Economic 
Interest/User Group 

 Quarry operators Tourists 

 
 
5.2 Description of the resource users within the co mmunity  
 
The participants were asked to describe the composition or membership of the different 
users within the community.  They were able to quickly describe five major users 
within the community as follows: 
 
Users within the Community  Composition/Description 
Tribal groups Lack knowledge, poor, hardworking, malnourished, with 

no permanent place (nomads), focus on use of forests 
rather than coastal, population declining on a fast rate, 
improve ways to mingle/associate with other people and 
use of destructive kaingin farming.  

Charcoal makers Exists at 10% level of household population in 
Concepcion, 15 % in San Rafael and 30% in Tanabag. 
 
The practice served as seasonal job, means to get 
something for food expenses, hard work to do yet with 
less income, caused forest fires though many gather 
woods from lowland portions of the community area. 

Forest products gatherers (NonTimber Forest Products) Exists at 30% level of household population both in San 
Rafael and Concepcion and at 50% in Tanabag. 

Agroforestry farmers Exists at 20% level of household population both in 
Concepcion and Tanabag and 15% in San Rafael. 
 
Planted crops were banana, coconut, mango, and other 
fruit trees (mixed cropping system), some fuelwood and 
forest tree species 

Fisher folks Also made up of poor people 

 
 

6. Stakeholders Analyses 
 

6.1  Stakeholders or groups with power 
 
The participants were asked to re-sort the cards into which they feel had a lot of 
political power and influence on their community that may had result to changes in life 
of the people.  They were asked to explain and give examples based on the following:  
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� Bases for political power; 
� Manner by which power is exercised;  
� Areas (Issues and concerns on which power is exercised; and  
� Influence in the use and management of natural resources. 
 
Table 3 shows that from among the previously identified stakeholders, some GOs and 
NGOs GOs were said to have influenced the people.  Corresponding explanations why 
the institutions influenced them were also provided in the same table below. 
 
Table 3.  Institutions identified to have power or influence to the community, community workshop, stage 
1.  
 

Group/Institution Basis for 
political power 

Manner by which 
power is 
exercised 

Areas (Issues 
and concerns 
on which power 
is exercised 

Influence on the use 
and management of 
natural resources 

ELAC Legal assistance Training 
Workshop 
Monitoring of 
activities/presence 
of illegal activities  

Arrest and filling of 
cases 

Reduction in illegal 
activities 
Increase in harvest 
Instrument to filing cases 

HARIBON 
 
 
 
 
 

CO Capability 
building 
Resource 
Management 
Networking and 
Advocacy 

Training 
Workshop 

Use, protection 
and conservation 
of resources 
 
 
 

Enhanced capabilities 
Gained knowledge on 
use and management of 
resources 
 
 

STCMPC Cooperative 
formation/CBFM 
activities 

Training 
Reforestation 
Livelihood training 
e..g. handicraft 
making 

Use, protection 
and conservation 
of forest resources 

Protected forest 
Reduction in illegal 
activities 
Increased awareness on 
environmental protection 

PCSDS Regulated 
resource utilization 

Regulated resource 
utilization 
Law enforcement 

Consistent to their 
mandates (like on 
regulated cave 
resource use and 
management  

Control destructive 
activities  
Controlled/Regulated 
use of resources 

LGUs Law Enforcement Provide assistance 
Arrest   

Environmental law 
enforcement 

Enforced/Implementation 
of environmental laws 

DENR Permits 
Law Enforcement 

Tenure Instrument 
Training 
Law Enforcement 
Livelihood 
Issuance of Permits 

Resource use, 
policies and 
regulations 

Conservation and 
protection of forest 
resources 

DPWH Road Infrastructure  Road construction 
and maintenance  

Done especially 
during election 

Sporadic employment in 
barangay 
Presence of roads 

BFAR (for coastal 
resources 

Livelihood Training 
Provision of 
fingerling species 

Fish population 
Building 
knowledge and 
awareness  

Enhancement of species 
like samong, shellfish   
Increase knowledge 
through IEC 
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6.2  Stakeholders or institutional ranking based on  relevance 
 
The result of the participants’ categorization of the institutions based on their relevance 
to the community is shown on Table 4. 
 
The “Who Counts Most Matrix” was used for the participants to rank the different 
institutions present in their locality.  They were asked to categorize the institutions 
whether they have low (category 1), medium or average (category 2), or high (category 
3) levels of achievement1 for each of the following qualities: 
 

Qualities Descriptors 
Pre-existing Rights (PR) The possession of historical right over the land 

Dependency (D) Level of dependency on forest/other natural resources 

Local Knowledge (LK) The possession of indigenous knowledge and practices vis-à-vis forest/other 
natural resources 

Forest /Culture Integration (FC) The extent to which the world views and practices of the group are integrated 
with the nature and forest 

Proximity (P) The physical closeness of the group to the area 

Level of Power (LP) The level by which the group is perceived to be important  

Effectiveness (E) The level by which the group is perceived to be effective in its activities 

 
 
Table 4. Ranking of the institutions based on their relevance to the community using the “Who counts 
matrix”, community workshop, stage 1. 

 

Institutions PR D LK FC P LP E Average 
A. NGOs         
ELAC 3 3 1 1 2 3 2 2.14 

HARIBON 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1.9 

PNNI 1 1 - - 1 - - - 

B. GOs         

DENR 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2.85 
DA-BFAR 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1.85 

DSWD 2 2 - 2 2 3 2 1.85 

City Government/ 
Monitoring Group 

3 2 1 3 2 2 2 1.66 

KSK- Provincial government 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 1.14 

DAR 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1.14 

DPWH 2 2 2 1 1 2 3 1.85 

PCSDS 2 3 3 3 1 3 3 2.57 

C.Community         
STCMPC 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2.28 

Non-POs 2 2 2 1 1 2 (?) 1.6 

D. Other         

LPF Project 1 1 2 2 3 3 2 1.8 

 
 

Briefly stated the following were the main reasons provided in the ranking of the 
institutions: 

                                                 
1 In this exercise, the participants were asked to score the achievement of the different stakeholders with 
regards to the different qualities/dimensions. This is different from the way “Who Counts Matrix” was 
used elsewhere, in which the stakeholders’ dimensions were assessed to rank their importance.  For 
example, for Dependency, each institution was scored based on their dependency to forests, and not their 
achievements in assisting forest-dependent people. 
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1. PR or pre-existing rights: Participants gave high ratings to ELAC and STCMPC on 

pre-existing rights due to their recognition of community’s rights and access to 
forest resources in relation to the management of forest resources.  Examples given 
were on the kind of support or assistance to the tribal groups specific to access on 
land rights together with their existence or living within forestlands. The STCMPC 
in a way enabled to assist and represent the IPs regard to their use of resources as 
well as in obtaining the CBFMA for the association and the CSC for some members 
of the community. Haribon moreover was specifically cited instrumental in helping 
the minority (Bataks) obtained their CADC.   

 
2.  Dependency or D: ELAC, DENR, STCMPC and PCSDS got the highest score.  The 

reasons were mainly due to ELAC’s advocacy and efforts in the review of laws 
related to environment and increasing people’s awareness on appropriate 
use/dependency and protection of natural resources; DENR project/livelihood 
assistance to the community through contract reforestation and agroforestry; the  
use and protection of forest resources with that of STCMPC wherein the people 
were said to harvest the fruits of their efforts on rattan establishment in ten years 
time and related reforestation activities, people given livelihood opportunities 
simultaneous with that of protecting their environment.  The great help according to 
them from PCSD involved ECAN Zoning made for both forest and coastal 
resources. 

 
3.  Local Knowledge or LK: PCSDS and DENR got the highest score because of their 

taking into consideration or giving respect on the cultural knowledge, practices and 
traditions of the minorities prior to and during implementation of initiated project 
activities and/or policies with regards to forest and other natural resources. The 
other institutions like ELAC, City Government and Provincial Government has the 
lowest score since they were said not to respect the protocol of observing hierarchy 
of leadership at the community level, specifically of informing and giving due 
coordinating activities at the barangay level leaders in apprehending those who 
committed illegal activities and in settling issues with regard to the confiscated 
materials. 

 
4.  Forest Culture or FC:  DENR, PCSDS, STCMPC and City Government got the 

highest score (3) because of their support and assistance to the minority group.  
They had contributed in enhancing their existence and preservation of the 
minorities through CADC/CALC on land rights, due recognition of traditional 
practices or inherent ways of living (allowed to hunt, tap resins, etc.) and improve 
welfare in forms of services.  The City government for instance was cited to had 
given priorities on the minorities like giving galvanized irons for settlement 
purposes.  

 
5.  Proximity or PR:  LPF Project and DENR got the highest score due to their felt 

presence in the community, as they said, “they are there to help when needed” in 
relation to their resource related activities. For them, the importance provided to 
them was somehow recognition of the community as major stakeholder of the 
resource locality.  The LPF in particular for trying to come with holistic approach in 
the implementation of the project in the three barangays and high regard for its 
current effort and accomplishments (based on previous workshop outputs at the 
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community level) and the foreseen role of the project to be their partner in 
establishing linkage with other mediating institutions. In general the two institutions 
were cited to aim at improving the welfare and providing services to the community 
people towards their use and management of forest and other natural resources. 

 
  Note: we made use of proximity as the physical closeness/felt presence of the group 

to the area vis-à-vis related resource activities, emotional aspect included as to the 
proximity of the institutions in the form of help extended to the local communities 
closely living to forest/natural resources, i.e. the help extended as form of 
recognizing people s‘ potential as major stakeholders to have significant impact on 
the resources.   

 
6.  Level of Power or LP:  Except for DAR all the institutions got a score of 3 or 2.  

DAR was given a score of 1 since DAR ‘s assistance was only in San Rafael and 
only in subdividing certain portions of land in the area. 

 
7.  Effectiveness or E:  DENR, PCSDS and DPWH got the highest score since 

according to the participants, the institutions fulfilled their giving services to the 
people, the project and services being adaptive to the needs of the community.  The 
road infrastructure project was cited with great impact to them. 

 
On the whole, the most relevant institutions were the DENR and PCSD with an average 
score of 2.85 and 2.57 respectively and when rounded off with a score each of 3.  The 
second highest (average) groups included ELAC, STCMPC, HARIBON, DPWH, 
DSWD and LPF Project.  The third group with lowest score consisted of the non-PO 
members of the community, DAR and the LGUs at the city government and the KSK at 
the provincial level. 
 

6.3  Venn diagram representation of the stakeholder s’ 
analysis  
 
The participants were asked further to construct the Venn diagram (Figure 1) to denote 
the importance and sense of proximity of the different institutions or groups to the 
community and resources.  A big circle to represent the community was placed at the 
center of a brown paper.  The average ratings that resulted from the matrix table 
ranking were rounded off and the rounded values given the corresponding color and 
size of circles (cut cartolinas) as followed: 3 for the big circle, those with 2 in the 
median circle and those with 1 in the small circle.  The size of the circle denoted the 
importance of the institution or group.   
 
The proximity of the different circles to the main circle denoted the sense of proximity 
of institution or group to the community and resources.  To this effect, the participants 
were asked to agree on where to put the circles to show the relative distance of the 
institutions to the community and relationships to other institutions or groups.   
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Figure 1.  Venn diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community and their 

resources: Community workshop, stage1. 
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6.4  Analysis of mediating institutions and externa l economic 
interests 
 
Due to lack of time only a number of institutions from mediating and external 
economic interests were analyzed.  Based on group typology, the participants were 
made to respond on the following key questions: 
 
� What are the groups working with the user groups or has economic interests in the 

community? 
� What benefits do the user groups derive from them? 
� How have the interest groups influenced the political capacity of the user groups? 
� What constraints do the user groups face in relating with interest groups and vice-

versa? 
 
The responses were recorded by filling out the template table as shown below. 
 
Table 5. Participants’ analysis of mediating institutions and external economic interests, community 
workshop, stage 1.  
 

Constraints faced by Group (i) Group 
which 

interact 
with i 

Benefits 
derived by 
community 

Influence of i 
on political 
capacity of 
community 

group 

Influence of 
community 
group on 
political 

capacity of i 

i Community 
group 

DENR STCMPC Tenurial 
Instrument 

Given knowledge 
though seminars; 
Documents on 
land rights; 
Sense of 
ownership 

Lessening of 
conflicting 
policies; 
Lobby on forest 
charges 
reduction; 
CBFM areas 
granted 

Conflict in 
CBFM 
Areas -need 
to review 
forest 
charges 
with that of 
logging 
based 
industry 
sector; 
Almaciga 
permittees 

Long 
processing of 
documents/ 
Papers on 
getting permits; 
Weak 
information 
dissemination 
prior to CBFM 
program 
implementation; 
Community 
burden with 
outside 
permittees 
earning much 
compared to 
CBFM holders 
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PCSDS STCMPC 
Brgy. 
Council 
Resort 
Owners 
Quarry 
Operators 
Fish Cage 
Owners 

Regulated, 
minimized 
environmental 
destruction; 
 
Increased 
environmental 
awareness 
among 
people 

Endorsed projects 
had to undergo 
process flow, i.e. 
barangay council 
to the city then to 
PCSD and DENR 

- Resolve 
conflicting 
/overlapping 
policies with 
DENR 

Long 
processing of 
documents/ 
Papers; 
 
Weak 
information 
dissemination 
on existing 
policies and 
regulations; 
 
Confusions on 
how to 
implement 
policies at local 
level; 
 

HARIBON Fisher 
folks 
Seaweed 
farmers 

1 Yr Plan-SP 
Capability 
Building e.g 
skill to 
apprehend 
Awareness 
on benefits 
and 
importance of 
resources; 
Knowledge 
on rules and 
laws to follow  

Approved 
Barangay 
resolution on fish 
sanctuary  
 
Resolution on 
foreshore lease  

Preparation of 
plan on 
community 
need being 
considered 

Negative 
impressions 
by the 
people and 
politics 

Conflicting 
interest for 
different 
groups; 
 
Hindrance on 
implementation 
of resolution on 
foreshore list. 
 
Weak 
monitoring 
system 

Illegal 
groups 
with 
external 
economic 
interests 

IPs Negative Apprehension 
subsequently 
followed by 
release order 
from DENR  

Ask for law 
enforcement 
implementation 
(DENR, PNP 
and Marines) 

Show 
concrete 
example of 
integrated 
re-
enforcement  

Threat on lives 
 
Lack of logistics 
to apprehend 

 
 

7. Review, Categorization and Prioritization of 
Identified Community Problems. 
 
Facilitator : Dr. Ted R. Villanueva 
 
Ted Villanueva followed the preceding activities on stakeholder identification and 
analysis with discussions on the review, categorization and prioritization of identified 
community problems.  The group was supposed to come up with formation of 
Technical Working Group and plan of actions to address the identified major problems. 
 
A detailed result of this activity would be on a separate report component of the project 
by other team members. 
 

8. End of Workshop  
 
The workshop ended late at about 6 p.m. with the corresponding workshop outputs.   
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Workshop on Stakeholders Identification 
and Analysis  
 
GO/NGO Institutional Level (Stage 2) 
July 5, 2004 
 
Facilitator: Fe K. Mallion 
 
 

1. Registration and the FGD-Workshop 
Participants 
 
Registration started at 8:30 a.m. There were ten participants who represented nine 
institutions from the non-government and government institutions and with a number of 
participants ranging from 3 to 6 respectively.  Of the said participants only three were 
females.   
 

2. Opening Prayer 
 
Forester Veronica Flores from the Department of Environment and Natural Resources –
Community Environment and Natural Resources Office (DENR-CENRO) started the 
workshop with a prayer at exactly 9:50 a.m. 
 

3. Introduction of the Participants and Project 
Team Members 
 
A brief self- introduction from the participants and the project team members followed.  
Most of the participants who came had attended the 1st LPF Project April workshop 
while the new faces came from NATRIPAL, NCIP and DA-BFAR.  The name of the 
participants and the organizations to where they belonged were listed on Appendix 2. 
 

4. Updates on LPF Project and Workshop 
Overview 
 
Dr. Ted R. Villanueva reviewed the previous activities conducted by the LPF Project 
team, i.e. situational analysis and vision scenario formulation, etc. and the recent 
community workshop on stakeholders identification and analysis which the 
continuation had to take place during the day for the government and non-government 
organizations.  He discussed the relevance of conducting the workshop to get good 
understanding of: 1) who are the stakeholders, 2) relationships that exists among the 
stakeholders, 3) knowing their responsibilities, powers, etc. and 4) to make use of the 
information generated in the modeling component of the project. 
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He also informed the participants about the ongoing baseline survey at the community 
level in relation to the project third component on modeling.  The latter was explained 
lengthily to give the participants a wider perspective on the use of information 
generated from previous project activities including the workshops conducted at 
different levels and other project component on marketing.  He elaborated on the uses 
of modeling to the communities and relevant stakeholders in presence of sufficient 
information.  Stakeholders would be given options for greater use in adaptive/right 
decision-making.  This can be possible according to him since modeling can depict the 
present events and what would likely to happen in the future scenario. 
 
 He also mentioned the formation of Technical Working Group (TWG) whom the 
project would be expecting to provide assistance in the identification of strategies or 
measures in addressing community problems. He made a quick reference on the long 
list of problems identified and the community participants attempt to come up with 
short list of 4 major problems.  The TWG would be there to help facilitate the 
discussion on problems since proper solution would only come from a properly 
identified problem.  The kind of assistance the project would provide to the TWG 
similarly was discussed. 
 

5. Stakeholders Identification and 
Classification 
 
The participants identified the different groups/institutions currently involved or have 
interests in the resource area of the three barangays using the assigned colored meta-
cards to differentiate the different stakeholders.  The stakeholders were identified and 
classified according to: forest users within the community (type 1), mediating 
institutions (type 2) and the external economic interest/user group (type 3).  Shown on 
Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 were the different stakeholders identified according to their 
classification and kind of resources. 
 

5.1 Stakeholders/ Resource users within the communi ty. 
 
The stakeholders identified within the community had a total of 15 specific groups.  
Only 9 those listed on Table 6 were considered the major stakeholders within the 
community since their activities directly make use of the different resources.  The rest 
were re-classified under the type 3-classification for reasons of their activities resulting 
mainly from activities of other major users and/or other economic interest or use. 
Excluded were the beach resort owners, Non-PO/CBFM holders, Tarabanan, teachers, 
restaurant owners and other residents of the communities. 
 

5.2 Mediating Institutions: Non-government organiza tions 
 
Of the ten non-government organizations identified, only 3 were cited to assist (or had 
assisted) the communities with regards to the three major classifications of natural 
resources.   All the identified NGOs however had their attention to forest resources 
with four of them involved primarily on forest resources.   The said organizations were 
listed on Table 7.  
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Table 6. Stakeholders or resource users within the community by kind of resources, Institutional 
workshop, stage 2. 

Natural Resources  
Resource users Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture) 
Coastal 

 
Description of Users 

CSC/CBFM holders X 2 X 1 X 3 Sustainable resource users 
IPs X 1 - X 2 If left alone can be sustainable users group 

Charcoal makers X 1 - X 2 Domestic use only but have no permits 

Carpenters/Wood works X 1 - - Main focus was on use of forest resources 

Fishermen X 3 X 2 X 1 They also make use of forest and lowland 
areas 

Fishermen association Inc. X 3 X 2 X 1 - Same- 

Licensee/ Permittee X 1 - - Only a few from the community 

Lowland farmers - X 1 X 2 Production 60% greater than kaingin areas 
Lowland farmers Irrigators 
Association 

- X 1 - Production 60-80% greater than kaingin 
areas 

Level/Focus on use of resources: 
X 1- Primary; X 2 – Secondary; X 3 - Tertiary  

 
Table 7. Mediating Non-government organizations by kind of resources, Institutional workshop, stage 2. 

Natural Resources  
Resource users Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture) 
Coastal 

 
Description of Users 

Bangsa Palawan X  - - Started in the 1990s but stopped 2 years 
ago.  Activities focused on the Bataks in 
Barangay Tanabag. 

Fundacion Santiago X  X X Contracted under the FRMP project of DA-
BFAR until January 2005.  Focus is on 
income diversification or livelihood for all 
interest members of the community. 

World Vision Phjls. X  X X Operation from 1980 to 1987 and 
concentrated on all three types of 
resources 

NATRIPAL X 1 X 2 X 3 Started since 1990 to the present and 
primarily focused on advocacy.    

EWW X 1 - - Started since 2001 and assisting the 
STCMPC on financial and enterprising 
activities. 

Budyong Rural 
Development Foundation 
Inc. 

X  X - Have assisted the communities on lumber-
furniture making, agriculture, and livelihood 
for women especially. 

Ulugan Bay Foundation X  X - Started in 1989 up to 1993 only but worked 
on reforestation, community organizing 
and advocacy.  

Environmental legal 
Assistance Center 

X 1 - - Started on year 2000, focused on 
paralegal training on forest policy and 
fishery laws, confiscation of chain saw 

Haribon Palawan X 1 - - Started in 1980s to the present focused on 
assisting the Bataks, livelihood in 
agriculture through use of sari-sari store 
with value of P10,000.00. 

TSKI X X X Started in 2003 as micro-lending institution 
involvement is open to all interested 
community residents  

Level/Focus of interest: 
X/X 1- Primary; X 2 - Secondary ; X 3 - Tertiary  
 

Of the ten mediating institutions identified however, only seven were presently in 
operation or have interaction with the community people.  The Bangsa Palawan, World 
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Vision Philippines and Ulugan Bay Foundation (shaded portions) had been among the 
important stakeholders in the community resource in the previous years of their project 
implementation.  Project implementation of the said mediating institutions had  been 
completed.   
 
5.3 Mediating Institutions: Government organization s and 
local government units 
 
The participants identified a total of 21 government organizations and LGUs. Except 
for DA-BFAR and the City Veterinary Office all had involvement or interest with 
forest resources.  However only fourteen (14) were classified to have interest or had 
interaction with the communities with respect to all types of forest, coastal and lowland 
resources. These were understandable based on the general services or mandates most 
of the organizations had.  
 
DA-BFAR was understood to have its activities focus on coastal resources because of 
its specific mandates.  Table 8 shows the different government organizations and kind 
of resources they dealt with.  Due to lack of time the participants were not asked to 
describe each of the said organizations. The other project team working on institutional 
analysis would be able to get more detailed information on this aspect. 
 
Table 8. Mediating government organizations by kind of resources, Institutional workshop, stage 2. 

Natural Resources  
Resource users Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture) 
Coastal 

DSWD X  X X 

DA-BFAR - X (riverbank rehabilitation) - 

DENR-PENRO/CENRO X  X (agroforestry areas in A&D 
not yet released 

X  

NCIP X  X  X (bodies of water covered 
by ancestral fishing grounds 

PCSD X 1 X X 

KSK X  X X 
Governors Office X  X X 

City Agriculture X X X 

City Veterinary Office -  X - 

CityTourism X - X 
CEO X  - - 

OCPDC X  X X 

City Treasurer X  X X 

City ENRO X  X  X 

Community Affairs/ 
Assessors Office 

X  X X 

City Health X  X X 

Bantay Dagat/ 
Bantay Gubat 

X  - X 

Kalahi X  X X 

AFP X  X X 

PNP X  X  X 

DECS X  X X 

Level/Focus of interest: X/X 1-   
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5.4 External economic interests or other users grou p 
 
The last type of stakeholders classified as groups with external economic interests and 
or other concerns were listed on Table 9.  They ranged from coastal/beach resort 
owners, quarry operators NTFP licensees, groups in small business operations, nipa 
(pawid) buyers, in market sales and Vietnamese traders in the province.  The were still 
others who had been identified as interest groups such as the NPAs or local rebel 
groups, the Philippine Marines and community school teachers.  All of them were said 
had some form of assistance and/or with interaction with the community people. 
 
Table 9. External economic interest or users group by kind of resources, Institutional workshop, stage 2. 

Natural Resources  
Resource users Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture) 
Coastal 

With external economic 
interests: 

   

Beach Resort Owners - - X 1 

Restaurant Operators  X X 1 
Quarry Operators X - X 

Small businessmen - X - 

Small market (Tiyangge) 
vending of products like 
fish, vegetables, etc in the  
barangay 

X X X 

Nipa(Pawid) Buyers  - X - 
Vietnamese traders (buy 
and sell of varied items, 
goods or products from and 
to the barangay) 

X X X 

NTFP’s licensee ( they only 
mentioned that there were 
a number of them from the 
barangay) 

X - - 

Jeepney operators X X X 

Others:    
NPA X X X 

Philippine Marines X X X 

Community School 
Teachers  

X X X 

 

6. Stakeholders Analyses 
 

6.1 Stakeholders or groups with power 
 
The participants were asked to review the cards into which they feel had a political 
influence to the community.  Table 10 shows the institutions or groups identified to 
have influence to the community.  Among the government organizations were the 
PCDS, LGUs, DENR, DAR, DPWH and NCIP.  ELAC, HARIBON and NATRIPAL 
were the non-government institutions cited to have influence to the community.   
 

� Bases for political power 
� Manner by which power is exercised 
� Areas (issues and concerns on which power is exercised; and 



 21 

� Influence in the use and management of natural resources. 
 
Table 10 shows the identified institutions to have power or influence to the community 
project site.  
 
Table 10.  Institutions identified to have power or influence to the community, institutional workshop, stage 
2.  
Group/Institution Basis for political 

power 
Manner by which 
power is 
exercised 

Areas (Issues and 
concerns on which 
power is exercised 

Influence on the use 
and management of 
natural resources 

PCSD Regulated 
resource utilization 

Policies, rules and 
regulations  

Policies, rules and 
regulations 

Resources protected 
Controlled use of 
resources 

LGU Law Enforcement Provide assistance Bantay gubat/dagat 
operations 

Protection, 
conservation 
apprehension on illegal 
activities conducted 

DENR Permit Issuance 
CBFM areas 
CBFM participants 

Tenurial  
instrument 
Training 
Law Enforcement 
Livelihood 

Permit to use 
resource 
Compliance on 
existing laws 

Conservation and 
protection of resources 

DAR Land Distribution Subdivision titling  Distribution/Awarding 
of lands (San Rafael) 

- 

NCIP Ancestral Lands Tenurial Instrument 
Advocacy rights 
 

Processing of 
application 
Access to rights, 
rules and regulations 

Practice/Utilization of 
Ancestral lands 

DPWH Road Infrastructure 
Employment 

Construction and 
maintenance 
Jobs for Hire  

------- --------- 

ELAC Legal Assistance Para-legal training Forestry/fishery laws 
Chain saw 
confiscation 

Learning/Knowledge 
 
 

HARIBON Paralegal 
assistance; 
 
Livelihood; 

 
 
 
Provide knowledge 
or learning; 
Material inputs 

Document 
preparation, 
processing; 
 

Learning/Knowledge 
 
 
Livelihood 

NATRIPAL Advocacy and 
livelihood 

Training 
Livelihood 

  

 
Four main groups were identified to have some influence to the community.  From the 
non-government organizations were the BRFDI, Fundacion Santiago, EWW, ELAC, 
Taytay sa Kauswagan, Inc and CSWDO.   Cited from the government organizations 
were the City Health, City Veterinary Office, City Tourism CEO on spring 
Development and the OCPDC on planning and advocacy.  The third group consisted of 
the local stakeholders such as the Tarabanan/Fishermen’s Association, restaurant 
operators, beach resort owners, jeepney operators and small-scale businessmen.  The 
last referred to the community research projects of CIFOR specifically the ACM 
project held five years ago the and very recent LPF project. 
 
There were also 4 main groups identified to have no power or influence to the 
community.  The first came from the local users namely the non- members of the 
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lowland farmers’ association, non-members of the lowland farmers’ irrigators 
association, non-members of fishermen’s association, charcoal maker and wood 
worker.  From the non-government organizations were the Ulugan Bay Foundation, 
Bangsa Palawan and the World Vision Incorporated. The third group consisted of the 
external economic interest group such as the quarry operators and pawid buyers.  The 
Community Affairs, Assessors Office at the city government office was also cited in 
the category of with no influence to the community. 
 
6.2  Stakeholders or institutional ranking based on  relevance 
 
The result of the participants’ categorization of the institutions based on their relevance 
to the community is shown on Table 11. 
 
The “Who Counts Most Matrix” was used for the participants to rank the presence of 
the different institutions in their locality.  They were asked to categorize the institutions 
whether they have low (category 1), medium or average (category 2), or high (category 
3) levels of achievement for each of the following qualities.  They made used of the 
ratings such as 1, 2 and 3 for Categories 1 (low), 2 (medium or average) and 3 (high). 
 

Qualities Descriptors 

Pre-existing Rights (PR) The possession of historical right over the land 

Dependency (D) Level of dependency on forest/other natural resources 
Local Knowledge (LK) The possession of indigenous knowledge and practices vis-à-vis 

forest/other natural resources 

Forest /Culture Integration (FC) The extent to which the world vies and practices of the group are 
integrated with the nature and forest 

Proximity (P) The physical closeness of the group to the area 

Level of Power (LP) The level by which the group is perceived to be important 

Effectiveness (E) The level by which the group is perceived to be effective in its activities 

 
Table 11. Ranking of the institutions based on their relevance to the community using the “Who counts 
matrix”, institutional workshop, stage 2. 

Institutions PR D LK FC PX LP E Average 

A. NGOs         
Haribon 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2.28 

B. GOs         

NCIP 1 1 3 3 1 3 1 1.85 

DENR-PENRO-CENRO 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2.42 

PCSD 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2.14 
City ENRO 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2.14 

NATRIPAL 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2.28 

City Agriculture 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2.35 

Bantay Dagat & Bantay Gubat 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1.71 
AFP 1 1 1 1 2 1.5 2 1.38 

PNP 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.42 

Philippine Marines 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.42 

C.Community         

IPs 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 2.43 
STCMP/CSC/CBFMA holders 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2.57 

D. Other         

Outside Licensees/Permittees 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1.14 

NTFP licensees 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 
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Based on Table 11, the participants rated the community people composed of the 
STCMP/CSC/CBFMA holders (2.570 together with the IPs), DENR at the PENRO and 
CENRO levels with scores of 2.43 and 2.42 respectively as the most important 
stakeholders.  The next groups of institutions considered important with scores ranging 
from 1.71 to 2.35 were the City Agriculture, NATRIPAL, HARIBON, PCSD, City 
ENRO and the NCIP.  The rest though said earlier to have influence in the community 
were rated this time with low scores from 1.0 to 1.42.  
 
6.3 Venn diagram representation of the stakeholders ’ 
analysis  
 
The participants were asked further to construct the Venn diagram (Figure 2) to denote 
the importance and sense of proximity of the different institutions or groups to the 
community and resources.   A big circle to represent the community was placed at the 
center of a brown paper.  The average ratings that resulted from the matrix table 
ranking were rounded off and the rounded values given the corresponding color and 
size of circles (cut cartolinas) as followed: 3 for the big circle, those with 2 in the 
median circle and those with 1 in the small circle.  The size of the circle denoted the 
importance of the institution or group.   
 
The proximity of the different circles to the main circle denoted the sense of proximity 
of institution or group to the community and resources.  To this effect, the participants 
were asked to agree on where to put the circles to show the relative distance of the 
institutions to the community and relationships to other institutions or groups.   
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Figure 2. Venn Diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community and their 
resources: Government and non-government institutional workshop, stage 2. 
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6.4 Analysis of mediating institutions and external  economic 
interests 
 
Based on group typology, the participants were made to respond on the following key 
questions: 
 

� What are the groups working with the user groups or has economic interests in 
the community? 

� What benefits do the user groups derive from them? 
� How have the interest groups influenced the political capacity of the user 

groups? 
� What constraints do the user groups face in relating with interest groups and 

vice-versa? 
 
The responses were recorded by filling out the template table as shown below. 
 
Table 12. Participants’ analysis of mediating institutions and external economic interests, institutional 
workshop, stage 2.  

Constraints faced by Group (i) Group which 
interact with i 

Benefits 
derived by 
community 

Influence of i on 
political capacity 

of community 
group 

Influence of 
community group 

on political 
capacity of i 

i Community 
group 

NCIP IPs Processing 
application 
CALT/CADC 

Learned practices 
on how to utilized 
ancestral lands 

Enhanced 
awareness of 
NCIP people on 
areas/concerns or 
peoples’ needs to 
address  

Lack of 
budget/logist
ics in 
processing 
papers/appli
cations 

 

Capitalist/Sari
-sari 
establishment 
(within area) 

IPs Market 
Request for 
assistance 

Cash income 
Advance payment 
for gathering of 
forest products 

None at all Loss of 
capital due 
to non-
payments 

 

Barangay 
council/ 
Captain 
Tribal leaders 

IPs 
 

Facilitation of 
requests 

Time/Volume of 
product to gather 
granted 
Fast action/ 
coordination 

   

CBFM 
participants 

Tenurial 
instrument 
Livelihood 
Legal rights on 
use of 
resources 

Farmers 
Association 
establishment 
 
Legal personality 
trough 
association 

Advocacy on 
reduction of forest 
charges on 
CBFM areas 
 
Association as 
venue to raise 
issues 

Limited 
funds to 
implement 
CBFM 

 DENR-
PENRO/CEN
RO 

Licensee/per
mittees 

Permit to 
gather NTFP 

Compliance   Lack of 
logistics/fund
s 
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Brgy. 
Cpt./Council 

Revenue for 
community 

IEC/Advocay Review of 
existing policies 
on utilization 
(Core zone) 

Political 
Interference 
 
 

 

 Non-CBFM 
participants 

Protection of 
the 
environment 

Widening 
knowledge to 
eventually 
support the 
program 

 Difficulty to 
implement 
program  

 

Barangay 
Officials 

Not directly 
visible 

Permit 
Applicants 

Community 

PCSD 

IPs 

Issuance of 
policies 

Appreciation of 
policies; why 
policies were 
issued; 
rationalized 

Tried to abide 
with rules and 
regulations 

Lack of 
harmony on 
forest 
policies and 
ECAN core 
zoning 

 

Barangay 
Officials 

City ENRO 

CBFM/Non-
CBFM 
members 

Request on 
forest 
rehabilitation 
activity; 
seedlings, 
resolutions, 
surveying and 
donations of 
confiscated 
logs 

Initiated the feast 
of the forest in 
barangays, 
rehabilitated 
denuded areas 

 Lack of 
budget to 
implement 
activities 

 

CBFM 
Holders/STC
MPC 
others 

Reforestatio
n members 
(no financial 
gain) 

Forest charges 
(IRA) 

File complaints to 
determine 
clearances in 
securing license 

 Inactive 
members 
Lack of 
outreach 
Power 
struggle 
Mismanage
ment 
 
 

Due to 
distance 
activities 
cannot be 
or difficult 
to check 

City Treasurer Business 
permit 
issuance; 
Collection of 
taxes 

IRA (tax share) Authority to stop 
or operate; 
In charge of 
collection  

-do- Cases of 
land use 
conflict in 
licensee 
area (e.g. 
grabbing)  

 

Barangay 
Council 

Community School of Arts 
and Trades 
 
Brought about 
strong 
linkages/follow 
ups 
 
Access and 
provision of 
services 

Networking/prope
r coordination at 
community level 

Forced to conduct 
monthly meeting 
(pressured to 
meet regularly) 

Political 
interventions
; play with 
politics 

Access to 
services 
and 
benefits/ 
kind of 
services 
given 
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DA-BFAR Fishermen Trainings/ 
organization/ 
Forum; 
Established 
riverbank 
rehabilitation 
program; 
License or 
permits; 
Inputs like 
cages and nets 

Financial 
assistance; 
 
With license and 
legal personality; 
 
Unity in 
organizational 
formation; 
 
Deputized fishery 
warden 

Seems that BFAR 
report on 
performance was 
getting better or 
good 

How to 
prioritize 
training 
needs; 
 
Budget 
allocation 
plan 

 

DECS 
Teacher 

All Education, 
Knowledge and 
understanding 
of resources 
managment 

Presence of 
teacher adviser 
for every “purok” 

   

HARIBON IPs & all 
within 3 
types of 
resources 

Learning  
Livelihood 
Material inputs 

Paralegal 
Lega; Dcument 
preparation and 
processing; 
Influence to come 
up with fisher 
federation 
 

Motivated 
Haribon to deliver 
assistance 
services in 
barangay 
residents 

Social 
preparation 

 

NATRIPAL 
(forests only) 

IPs Training on 
advocacy 
rights and 
access on 
existing rules & 
regulations 

CADT/CADC  Lack of 
funds 

 

City 
Agriculture 

Fisher folks 
Lowland 
farmers 
Barangay 
leaders 

FRMP 
trainings, Use 
of technology 
Provision of 
Seeds  

Farmers 
Organization 
established 

Formal request 
provided as in 
barangay based 
technician 

Lack of 
budget 

Limited 
services 
granted 

Bantay Dagat 
Bantay Gubat 

Fisher folks 
Lowland 
farmers 
Barangay 
leaders 

Protection 
Conservation 
Apprehension 

Lessen illegal 
activities in 
presence of unity 
and cooperation 
among people 
and 
communication 
facility 

   

 
 

7. End of Workshop 
 
The workshop ended at 5:00 p.m. with some encouraging remarks from the participants 
as to the importance of holding workshops and efforts to have collaborative 
undertakings necessary for people like them working with service institutions.  Dr. Ted 
R. Villanueva thanked the participants in his closing remarks. 
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Appendix 1 
 

List of participants, community workshop, stage 1. 
 

Name  Barangay San Rafael Barangay Tanabag Barangay Concepcion 
Leila D. Balud   X 

Beatriz P. Dacles   X 
Gaudencio A. Osano, Jr  X  
Ed D. Canete   X 
Candido E. Canete   X 
Venus R. Restar  X  
Joseph D. Villon X   
Zernan D. Teodor X   
Jesus L. Maquillao X   
Arturo Santos X   
Cynthia D. Macula   X 
Nelia D. Macula   X 
Merlinda S. Lumbre X   
Melquiades Rodriguez X   
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Appendix 2 
 

List of participants: government and non-government institutional workshop, stage 2. 
 

Name  Designation Office 
Daniel G. Tejada PEO III, City Government OCPCDC (City Planning) 

Mercedes L.Mediodia Project Coordinator NATRIPAL 
Romina B. de la Cruz Forester City ENRO 
Danny D. Sagun - PCSD 
Jovic B. Favbello PDO III/Forester PCSD 
Benny T. Postrado BRDFI Supervisor BRDFI 
Eusebio V. Busilan Administrative Officer NCIP 
Veronica G. Flores CBFMO DENR—CENRO 
Felizardo Cayatoc Provincial CBFM Coordinator DENR-PENRO 
Tomas J. Matillano Project Supervisor Fundacion Santiago 
Leopoldo M. Pactanac Quarantine Officer DA-BFAR/MFRS 
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I.  Introduction 
 
An activity under the generation of baseline information of the LPF Project during its 
first year of implementation is the identification and analysis of the stakeholders in the 
project site.  The information on who are the major stakeholders, their interests and 
influence (power), the pattern of relationships, processes and/or interactions carried out 
by the various resource stakeholders are necessary inputs needed by the project in 
facilitating relevant stakeholders towards development of long term partnerships 
between and among themselves in the management of natural resources in the project 
site.  
 
The stakeholders’ identification and analysis aims to understand the diversity of 
different stakeholders instead of treating them in uniformity.  The process identifies 
who are the direct users, the most important local stakeholders and the most 
disadvantaged group.  It also gives insights of other stakeholders who can provide and 
who are providing the necessary support or assistance compatible to resource 
management.  
 

II.  Methodology 
 
The study was conducted through the use of two separate focus group discussions 
(FGD) at the community and government/non-government institutional levels on April 
3 and 5, 2004 respectively. 
 
The research team employed the process of identifying who are the different 
stakeholders wherein the participants were requested to identify the 1) specific users or 
those with interests on forest, lowland or coastal resources, 2) institutions whose 
interest were to help and provide assistance in management of resources like DENR, 
City ENRO, HARIBON, etc. and/or 3) economic interest groups or other users whose 
impacts created by their negative activities cannot be discounted. 
 
The analysis of the identified stakeholders made use of the “Who Counts Most Matrix 
Analysis” and the results of the matrix analysis further analyzed though the use of Venn 
diagram illustration. 
 
Specific details on the result of the FGDs/workshops were contained in a separate 
report on “Philippine Workshop Proceedings No. 2 “Stakeholders’ Identification and 
Analysis”. Only the highlights of the results of the two FGDs are discussed in this 
report. Results at the two levels were compared in terms of differences and similarities 
and their possible implications as well.  The use of the CIFOR- ACM Project Report on 
stakeholders’ analysis also became an important part of analyzing the results generated 
in the two FGDs/workshops. This report however dealt only on the forest resource 
stakeholders while the recent observations dealt on the stakeholders at the forest, 
lowland and coastal resources. 
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III.  Results and Discussions  
 

A. Identification and Classification of Stakeholder s  
 
The participants were requested to identify the different groups/institutions currently 
involved or have interests in use and management of the resource area.  They were 
given colored cards to differentiate the different stakeholders into: forest and other 
natural users within the community (type 1), mediating institutions (type 2) and the 
external economic interest/user group (type 3) respectively 
 
1. Stakeholders in the Community Project Site (Type  1) 
 
1.1 Forest/upland resource users 
 
Appendix Table 1 shows eleven types of resource users in the upland.  Both groups of 
the participants had identified the Certificate of Stewardship Contract 
(CSC)/Community Based Forest Management Agreement (CBFMA) holders and/or the 
San Rafael, Tanabag Concepcion Multi-purpose Cooperative (STCMPC) Incorporated, 
Indigenous Peoples (IPs) and charcoal makers as major stakeholders in the area.  
Participants at the community level moreover, due to their more in-depth knowledge 
about the situation in the community, included also in their list of stakeholders the 
honeybee gatherers, kaingin farmers, non-timber forest products gatherers and other 
residents of the community.  
 
At the government and non-government institutional level, participants specifically 
included the carpenters depending on wood products or scrap wood materials together 
with the fishermen (belonging or not belonging to fishermen’s association) and a few of 
permittees or licensees in the community as their other sets of stakeholders.  According 
to them, the fishermen also make use of both lowland and forest resources and 
therefore need be identified as stakeholders. 
 
Descriptions made by the two types of participants for the CSC/CBFM/STCMPC were 
complementary.  The participants from the community described them as agro-forestry 
farmers with mixed cropping system that included fruits, some fuel-wood and forest 
tree species.  The participants from government and non-government (GO and NGO) 
institutions considered this group of stakeholders as sustainable resource users. In the 
ACM Project Report, STCMPC as CBFMA recipient was cited to have undergone 
series of related activities with assistance from various institutions pertaining to use and 
management of forest resources formulation of Community Resource management 
Framework (CRMF), Annual Work Plan and involvement in contracted Comprehensive 
Site Development Activities as well as in the implementation of the Interim Resource 
Use Permit or IRUP.  
 
The community participants described the Indigenous Peoples (consisted of the Batak 
and Tagbanua tribal groups) as the groups with lack of knowledge, were poor, 
hardworking, malnourished, their population declining at a faster rate due to illnesses 
and death especially among children, with no permanent place and still make use of 
destructive kaingin making.  They added however, that the groups had improved in 
terms of their being able to associate or mingle with the lowlanders.  For the 
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participants from GO and NGO, the IPs when left alone can also be sustainable users of 
the resource, especially if the IPs are not exploited by other economic interest groups of 
the society. Bataks are also known to make their living through hunting and collection 
of non-timber forest products such as honey, almaciga resin and rattan (ACM Project 
Report, 2000). Some IPs (both Bataks and Tagbanuas) are also members of the 
STCMPC.       
 
The charcoal makers, according to the GO/NGO participants, collect fuel-wood or 
charcoal materials only for domestic purposes and therefore they donot need to obtain 
permits.  Community participants estimated that 10% of the household population in 
Concepcion, 15% in San Rafael and 30% in Tanabag were engaged in charcoal making. 
The practice, according to them, was served as seasonal job and peoples’ means of 
augmenting food expenses.  It was a hard work and generated low income.  Participants 
added that although many charcoal makers gathered woods from their individual farm 
lots, the activity may have also contributed to incidence of forest fires in the area.  
 
The non-timber forest product gatherers, including the honeybee gatherers also made a 
sizeable group of stakeholders within the community. According to the community 
participants, the percentage of the households that gather honey is about 30% in both 
San Rafael and Concepcion and about 50% in Tanabag. These estimates were lower 
from the figures collected by the ACM Project Report in 2000.  Harvesting of minor 
forest products then were estimated to be at 45% in San Rafael, 37% in Concepcion and 
55% in Tanabag. The difference may be due to the fact that the ACM project also 
included other minor forest products besides honey.  
 
Participants also mentioned other residents in the community as stakeholders since they 
make use of the place for settlement purposes.  The ACM Project report also described 
this group of stakeholders as legitimate residence of the barangays although they may 
not significantly depend on forest products in the area. 
 
1.2 Lowland/agriculture land users 
 
The kind of lowland/agriculture land users were not many compared to the forest or 
upland users.  They consists mainly of the community people themselves, the lowland 
farmers whom may or may not be members of farmers irrigators association and the 
fishermen whom were also users of the resource.  The community participants 
identified the fishermen to be made up of poor people in the community, but they didn’t 
pinpoint fishermen as the users of lowland.  It was the observations of GO/NGO 
participants of fishermen being users of all the types of resources, forest, lowland and 
coastal areas (Appendix Table 2). 
 
1.3 Coastal resource users 
 
The participants similarly identified only few types of coastal resource users.  The 
community participants aptly described the poor people among the other fishermen and 
members of fishermen association as the major coastal resource stakeholders in the 
barangays.  They also identified the IPs together with seaweed farmers, illegal fishers, 
and beach resort owners as coastal resource users. 
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In addition to the fishermen/members of fishermen associations, the GO/NGO 
participants also identified the tribal groups as using the coastal resources though their 
activities were more on use of forest resources. Some members of the STCMPC 
members, lowland farmers and charcoal makers were likewise identified as coastal 
resource users. These results emphasized the fact that community residents make use of 
many resources in the upland, lowland, and coastal area, and they do not depend on one 
resource only. To understand this aspect better, we also carried out income and 
livelihood study and the results were reported separately.  
 
2. Mediating Institutions (Type 2)  
 
2.1  Mediating non-government institutions by kind of resources 
 
Compared to the GO and NGO participants, the community participants identified less 
number of institutions who had involvement or interaction with regard to the 
community people regards to use and management of the different natural resources 
(Appendix Table 4). Foremost among those mentioned by the GO and NGO group 
were: 
 
- The PNNI, Tanggol Kalikasan, PTFPP and the LPF Project on forest resources,  
- HARIBON, LPF project, KSK and ELAC for coastal resources  
- PNNI, Tanggol Kalikasan, Haribon and LPF Project for lowland agriculture 

resources.  
 
On the other hand, of the ten mediating institutions identified by the GO/NGO 
participants, only 3 were cited to assist (or had assisted) the communities with regards 
to the three major classifications of natural resources.  All the identified NGOs however 
also had their attention to forest resources with four of them involved primarily on 
forest resources, namely HARIBON, ELAC, EWW and NATRIPAL. At present 
however only seven of the said institutions continue to operate or have interaction with 
the community people.  They are the Fundacion Santiago, NATRIPAL, EWW, BRDFI, 
ELAC, HARIBON and TSKI.  The Bangsa Palawan, World Vision Philippines and 
Ulugan Bay Foundation had been among the important stakeholders in the community 
resource in the past but they are not present any more.  
 
In the ACM Project Report only five out of the recently identified 14 institutions were 
likewise identified.  These were the following, BRDFI, EWW, HARIBON, 
NATRIPAL, ELAC, UGNAYAN and CIFOR. These were institutions that particularly 
assisted the People’s Organisation with the management of CBFM. The number of 
mediating institutions is naturally higher if we also include lowland and coastal 
management, as identified in this workshop.  
 
2.2  Mediating government institutions/local govern ment units by kind 

of resources 
 
With regard to the different government instituations involved in the management of 
resources in the area, community participants identified only eight government units 
and/or institutions compared to a total of 21 government organizations and LGUs 
identified by the GO/NGO participants.  The results reflected the more knowledge that 
the GO and NGO participants had with regard to the existence and operations of 
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different institutions. They specified that, except for DA-BFAR and the City Veterinary 
Office, all had involvement or interest with forest resources.  However only fourteen 
(14) were classified to have interest or had interaction with the communities with 
respect to all types of forest, coastal and lowland resources. These were understandable 
based on the general services or mandates most of the organizations had.  
 
DA-BFAR was understood to have its activities focus on coastal resources because of 
its specific mandates.  Appendix Table 5 shows the different government organizations 
and kind of resources they dealt with.  
 
3. External Economic Interests/Other Users Groups  
 
The community participants were basically vocal in citing the illegal users of resources 
in the area whether in forest, lowland or coastal areas. The GO/NGOs on the other hand 
remained silent on this aspect.  They however have identified higher number of 
institutions or groups with economic interests in the area.  These groups however can 
be generally classified as those: a) with indirect involvement to major resource 
stakeholders from the community mainly because of their occupation, business or ways 
of living, such as buyers and traders and b) the other group whom can be classified to 
have some kind of influence with regards to conservation and protection of the 
resources, such as teachers, Philippine Marines, (including the Philippine National 
Police) and the rebel groups locally known as the NPAs.   
 
3.1  Economic interests/other users groups in fores t resources 
 
The last type of stakeholders classified as groups with external economic interests 
and/or other users groups by kind of resources were listed on Appendix Table 6. The 
only identified interest groups in forest resources by the community participants were 
the illegal loggers and others whom may be doing illegal activities within the forest 
zone areas.  In contrast the GO/NGO participants identified eight interest groups, 
namely quarry operators, small market vendors, nipa buyers, Vietnamese traders, 
licensees, jeepney operators, NPAs, Philippine Marines and Community School 
teachers.  All these groups to some extent were said to have specific interest, 
involvement or interaction with the people in relation to their use of resources.   No one 
mentioned of the illegal loggers/other illegal users as indicated by the community 
participants.   
 
3.2  Economic interests/other users groups in lowla nd resources  
 
Again the community participants identified less number of interest groups in 
lowland/agriculture resources compared to the second group of workshop participants. 
Among these were the businessmen, tourists, users with illegal activities and quarry 
operators.  In the case of the GO/NGO participants nine groups were enumerated 
namely the: quarry operators, small businessmen, small market vendors, nipa buyers, 
vietnamese traders. Licensee, jeepney operators, NPA, Philippine Marines and 
Community school Teachers.  They also did not mention anything about illegal 
activities (Also in Appendix Table 6).  
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3.3  Economic interests/other users groups in coast al resources  
 
The same sets of observations were depicted on Appendix Table 6 with regard to 
interest groups in coastal resource areas identified by the participants.  The community 
participants were again mentioning the illegal users consisted of fishers from other 
communities of the province, beach- resort owners and tourists. Among those identified 
by the GO/NGO participants were the: beach resort owners, restaurant operators, 
quarry operators, small market vendors, Vietnamese traders, jeepney operators, NPA, 
Philippine Marines and community school teachers. They also did not mention 
anything about illegal activities.  
 
 

B. Stakeholders Analyses 
 
1. Stakeholders or groups with power  
 
From among the previously identified stakeholders, some GOs and NGOs were said to 
have influenced the people or their way of life. Both the community and the GO/NGOs 
had on their list the PCSD, LGU, DENR, DPWH, ELAC and HARIBON.  At the 
Community level, they also cited the STCMPC and for coastal resources DA-BFAR. 
The NGO/NGOs on the other hand also cited, DAR, NCIP and NATRIPAL as the other 
institutions with influence to the community. 
 
Information on Table 1 shows the different stakeholders identified by the participants.  
The tables provided examples on the institutional a) bases for political power, b) 
manner by which power is exercised, c) areas (Issues and concerns on which power is 
exercised; and d) influence in the use and management of natural resources. 
 
The examples provided at the level of the community and the GO/NGOs were basically 
in agreement and mainly covers legal assistance, paralegal assistance, human resource 
capability, networking and advocacy, enforcement of rules and regulations on use of 
resources, livelihood, and road infrastructure in the case of DPWH which in effect had 
impact on livelihood and employment of the community people as they elaborated.   
 
The GO/NGOs further identified groups which have somehow influenced the 
community.  From the non-government organizations were the BRDFI, Fundacion 
Santiago, EWW, ELAC, Taytay sa Kauswagan, Inc and CSWDO. Cited from the 
government organizations were the City Health, City Veterinary Office, City Tourism 
CEO on spring Development and the OCPDC on planning and advocacy.  The third 
group consisted of the local stakeholders such as the Tarabanan/Fishermen’s 
Association, restaurant operators, beach resort owners, jeepney operators and small-
scale businessmen.  The last group consisted of the community research projects of 
CIFOR specifically the ACM project held five years ago the and very recent LPF 
project. 
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Table1. Institutions identified to have power or influence to the community, community/GO/NGO 
workshops.  

Group/ 
Institution 

 

Basis for political 
power 

Manner by which 
power is 

exercised 

Areas (Issues and 
concerns on 

which power is 
exercised 

Influence on the use 
and management of 
natural resources 

ELAC 
Community 
 

 
Legal assistance 

 
Training 
Workshop; 
Monitoring of 
activities/presence of 
illegal activities  

 
Arrest and filling of 
cases 

 
Reduction in illegal 
activities; Increase in 
harvest;  Instrument to 
filing cases 

GO/NGOs Legal Assistance Para-legal training Forestry/fishery laws 
Chain saw 
confiscation 

Learning/Knowledge 
 
 

HARIBON 
Community 
 

 
CO Capability 
building; Resource 
Management Net 
working and 
Advocacy 

 
Training 
Workshop 

 
Use, protection and 
conservation of 
resources 
 

 
Enhanced capabilities 
Gained knowledge on 
use and management 
of resources 

GO/NGOs Paralegal assistance; 
Livelihood; 

Provide knowledge or 
learning; Material 
inputs 

Document 
preparation, 
processing; 
 

Learning/Knowledge 
Livelihood 

STCMPC 
 

Cooperative 
formation/CBFM 
activities 

Training 
Reforestation 
Livelihood training, 
e..g. handicraft 
making 

Use, protection and 
conservation of forest 
resources 

Protected forest 
Reduction in illegal 
activities 
Increased awareness 
on environmental 
protection 

PCSDS: 
Community 
 
 

 
Regulated resource 
utilization 

 
Regulated resource 
utilization 
Law enforcement 

 
Consistent to their 
mandates (like on 
regulated cave 
resource use and 
management  

 
Control destructive 
activities  
Controlled/Regulated 
use of resources 

GO/NGOs Regulated resource 
utilization 

Policies, rules and 
regulations  

Policies, rules and 
regulations 

Resources protected 
Controlled use of 
resources 

LGUs 
Community 

 
Law Enforcement 

 
Provide assistance 
Arrest   

 
Environmental law 
enforcement 

 
Enforced/Implementatio
n of environmental laws 

GO/NGOs Law Enforcement Provide assistance Bantay gubat/dagat 
operations 

Protection, conservation 
apprehension on illegal 
activities conducted 

DENR: 
Community 

 
Permits 
Law Enforcement 

 
Tenure Instrument 
Training 
Law Enforcement 
Livelihood 
Issuance of Permits 

 
Resource use, 
policies and 
regulations 

 
Conservation and 
protection of forest 
resources 
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GO/NGOs Permit Issuance 
CBFM areas 
CBFM participants 
 

Tenurial  instrument 
Training 
Law Enforcement 
Livelihood 

Permit to use 
resource 
Compliance on 
existing laws 

Conservation and 
protection of resources 

DPWH 
Community 
 
 

 
Road Infrastructure  

 
Road construction 
and maintenance  

 
Done especially 
during election 

 
Sporadic employment in 
barangay 
Presence of roads 

GO/NGOs Road Infrastructure 
Employment 

Construction and 
maintenance 
Jobs for Hire  

------- --------- 

BFAR (for 
coastal 
resources) 

Livelihood Training 
Provision of fingerling 
species 

Fish population 
Building knowledge 
and awareness  

Enhancement of 
species like samong, 
shellfish   
Increase knowledge 
through IEC 

DAR Land Distribution Subdivision titling  Distribution/Awarding 
of lands (San Rafael) 

- 

NCIP Ancestral Lands Tenurial Instrument 
Advocacy rights 
 

Processing of 
application 
Access to rights, 
rules and regulations 

Practice/Utilization of 
Ancestral lands 

NATRIPAL Advocacy and 
livelihood 

Training 
Livelihood 

  

 
 
There were also 4 main groups identified to have no power or influence to the 
community.  The first came from the local users namely the non- members of the 
lowland farmers’ association, non-members of the lowland farmers’ irrigators 
association, non-members of fishermen’s association, charcoal maker and wood 
worker.  From the non-government organizations were the Ulugan Bay Foundation, 
Bangsa Palawan and the World Vision Incorporated. The third group consisted of the 
external economic interest group such as the quarry operators and pawid buyers.  The 
Community Affairs, Assessors Office at the city government office was also cited in 
the category of with no influence to the community. 
 

2. Stakeholders or institutional ranking based on r elevance  
 
The “Who Counts Most Matrix” was used for the participants to rank the presence of 
the different institutions in their locality.  They were asked to categorize the institutions 
whether they have low (category 1), medium or average (category 2), or high (category 
3) levels of achievement1 for each of the following qualities 
 

Qualities Descriptors 

Pre-existing Rights (PR) The possession of historical right over the land 

Dependency (D) Level of dependency on forest/other natural resources 

                                                 
1 In this exercise, the participants were asked to score the achievement of the different stakeholders with 
regards to the different qualities/dimensions. This is different from the way “Who Counts Matrix” was 
used elsewhere, in which the stakeholders’ dimensions were assessed to rank their importance.  For 
example, for Dependency, each institution was scored based on their dependency to forests, and not their 
achievements in assisting forest-dependent people. 
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Local Knowledge (LK) The possession of indigenous knowledge and practices vis-à-vis forest/other 
natural resources 

Forest /Culture Integration (FC) The extent to which the world vies and practices of the group are integrated 
with the nature and forest 

Proximity (P) The physical closeness of the group to the area 

Level of Power (LP) The level by which the group is perceived to be important  

Effectiveness (E) The level by which the group is perceived to be effective in its activities 

 
The results of the participants’ categorization of the institutions based on their 
relevance to the community were listed on Tables 2 and 3. At the community level, the 
most relevant institutions were the DENR and PCSD with an average score of 2.85 and 
2.57 respectively and when rounded off with a score each of 3.  The second highest 
(average) groups included ELAC, STCMPC, HARIBON, DPWH, DSWD and LPF 
Project.  The third group with lowest score consisted of the non-PO members of the 
community, DAR and the LGUs at the city government and the KSK at the provincial 
level (Table 2). 
 
Table 2. Ranking of the institutions based on their relevance to the community using the “Who counts 
matrix”, community workshop, stage 1. 

Institutions PR D LK FC P LP E Average 
A. NGOs         

ELAC 3 3 1 1 2 3 2 2.14 

HARIBON 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1.9 

PNNI 1 1 - - 1 - - - 

B. GOs         
DENR 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2.85 

DA-BFAR 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1.85 

DSWD 2 2 - 2 2 3 2 1.85 

City Government/ 
Monitoring Group 

3 2 1 3 2 2 2 1.66 

KSK- Provincial government 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 1.14 

DAR 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1.14 

DPWH 2 2 2 1 1 2 3 1.85 

PCSDS 2 3 3 3 1 3 3 2.57 
C.Community         

STCMPC 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2.28 

Non-POs 2 2 2 1 1 2 (?) 1.6 

D. Other         

LPF Project 1 1 2 2 3 3 2 1.8 
 

The GO/NGOs rated the community people composed of the STCMPC/CSC/CBFMA 
holders (2.57) together with the IPs, DENR at the PENRO and CENRO levels with 
2.43 and 2.42 scores respectively as the most important stakeholders.  The next groups 
of institutions considered important with scores ranging from 1.71 to 2.35 were the City 
Agriculture, NATRIPAL, HARIBON, PCSD, City ENRO and the NCIP.  The rest 
though said to have influence in the community were rated this time with low scores 
ranging from 1.0 to 1.42 (Table 3). 
 
Though there were differences on the actual scores from the two groups of workshop 
participants, the result nevertheless showed that GO/NGOs and the community people 
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recognized each other’s role and relationships as to their co-existence in the use, 
conservation and management of the resources. From among the GO/NGOs, there is 
high importance given to the community people composed of STCMPC/CSC/CBFMA 
holders (2.57) together with the IPs, DENR at the PENRO and CENRO levels. 
 
Table 3. Ranking of the institutions based on their relevance to the community using the “Who counts 
matrix”, institutional workshop, stage 2. 

Institutions PR D LK FC PX LP E Average 
A. NGOs         

Haribon 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2.28 

B. GOs         

NCIP 1 1 3 3 1 3 1 1.85 

DENR-PENRO-CENRO 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2.42 

PCSD 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2.14 
City ENRO 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2.14 

NATRIPAL 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2.28 

City Agriculture 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2.35 

Bantay Dagat & Bantay Gubat 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1.71 

AFP 1 1 1 1 2 1.5 2 1.38 
PNP 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.42 

Philippine Marines 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.42 

C.Community         

IPs 2 1 3 3 3 3 2 2.43 
STCMP/CSC/CBFMA holders 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2.57 

D. Other         

Outside 
Licensees/Permittees 

1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1.14 

NTFP licensees 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

 
Results at the community level indicated the same perspective wherein DENR and 
PCSD got the highest score followed by other important institutions such as ELAC, 
STCMPC, HARIBON, DPWH, DSWD and LPF Project.  Briefly stated the following 
were some of the reasons or the indicative qualities to explain the community 
participants’ ranking of the institutions:  
 
1. PR or pre-existing rights: Participants gave high ratings to ELAC and STCMPC on 

pre-existing rights due to their recognition of community’s rights and access to 
forest resources in relation to the management of natural resources.  Examples 
given were on the kind of support or assistance to the tribal groups specific to 
access on land rights together with their existence or living within forestlands. The 
STCMPC in a way was enabled to assist and represent the IPs regards to their use 
of resources so much with obtaining the CBFM Agreement for members of the 
association and others through the CSC.  Haribon moreover was specifically cited 
as being instrumental in helping the minority (Bataks) obtained their Certificate of 
Ancestral Domain Claim. 

 
2.  Dependency or D: ELAC, DENR, STCMPC and PCSDS got the highest score.  The 

reasons were mainly due to ELAC’s advocacy and efforts in the review of laws 
related to environment and increasing people’s awareness on appropriate 
use/dependency and protection of natural resources; DENR project/livelihood 
assistance to the community through contract reforestation and agroforestry; the  
use and protection of forest resources with that of STCMPC wherein the people 
were said to harvest the fruits of their efforts on rattan establishment in ten years 
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time and related reforestation activities, people given livelihood opportunities 
simultaneous with that of protecting their environment.  The great help according to 
them was from PCSD that led the ECAN zonation efforts for both forest and coastal 
resources. 

 
3.  Local Knowledge or LK: PCSDS and DENR got the highest score because of their 

consideration and respect to local peoples’ knowledge, practices and traditions of 
the minorities prior to and during implementation of initiated project activities 
and/or policies with regards to forest and other natural resources. The other 
institutions like ELAC, City Government and Provincial Government has the 
lowest score since they did not respect the local leaders at the community level, 
specifically for not informing and coordinating activities with barangay  leaders in 
apprehending those who committed illegal activities and in settling issues with 
regards to the confiscated materials. 

 
4.  Forest Culture or FC:  DENR, PCSDS, STCMPC and City Government got the 

highest score because of their support and assistance to the minority group.  They 
had contributed in enhancing their existence and preservation of the minorities 
through CADC/CALC on land rights, due recognition of traditional practices or 
inherent ways of living (allowed to hunt, tap resins, etc.) and improve welfare in 
forms of services.  The City government for instance was cited to have given 
priorities on the minorities like giving galvanized irons for settlement purposes. 

 
5.  Proximity or PR:  LPF Project and DENR got the highest score due to their felt 

presence in the community, as they said, “they are there to help when needed” in 
relation to their resource related activities. The importance provided to the people 
was in form of recognition of the community living close in the resource locality.  
The LPF in particular for their holistic approach in the implementation of the 
project in the three barangays and high regard for its current effort and 
accomplishments (based on previous workshop outputs at the community level) and 
the foreseen role of the project to be their partner in establishing linkage with other 
resource mediating institutions.  In general the two institutions were cited to aim at 
improving the welfare and providing services to the community people towards 
their use and management of forest and other natural resources. 

 
6.  Level of Power or LP:  Except for DAR all the institutions got a score of 3 or 2.  

DAR was given a score of 1 since DAR ‘s assistance was only in San Rafael and 
only in subdividing certain portions of land in the area. 

 
7.  Effectiveness or E:  DENR, PCSDS and DPWH got the highest score since 

according to the participants, the institutions provided the services to the people; the 
project and services were adaptive to the needs of the community.  The road 
infrastructure project was cited as having great impact to them. 

 
 
3. Venn diagram representation of the stakeholders’  analysis   
 
The participants were asked further to construct the Venn diagram to denote the 
importance and sense of proximity of the different institutions or groups to the 
community and resources.   A big circle to represent the community was placed at the 



 

 16 

center of a brown paper.  The average ratings that resulted from the matrix table 
ranking were rounded off and the rounded values given the corresponding color and 
size of circles (cut cartolinas) as followed: 3 for the big circle, those with 2 in the 
median circle and those with 1 in the small circle.  The size of the circle denoted the 
importance of the institution or group.   
 
The proximity of the different circles to the main circle denoted the sense of proximity 
of institution or group to the community and resources.  To this effect, the participants 
were asked to agree on where to put the circles to show the relative distance of the 
institutions to the community and relationships to other institutions or groups.  
 
Figures 1 and 2 shows the Venn diagrams illustrated by the community participants and 
the GO/NGOs respectively.  The illustrations showed the indicative relationships 
between and among the various institutions and their relative importance to the 
community. The illustration depicted relationships that are appreciative of the 
importance and recognition of each other as major stakeholders.  Such recognition and 
appreciation for each others’ existence are necessary  for any micro-level partnerships 
in resource management.  
 
 
Figure 1. Venn diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community and their 
resources: Community workshop, stage1. 
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Figure 2. Venn Diagram showing the relevance of the different institutions to the community and their 
resources: Government and non-government institutional workshop, stage 2.  
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4. Analysis of mediating institutions and external economic interests  
 
More information on the interaction and relationships by the mediating institutions and 
other external economic interests with the various community stakeholders were done 
by asking the respondents to respond on the following questions:  
 

� What are the groups working with the user groups or has economic interests in 
the community?  

� What benefits do the user groups derive from them? 
� How have the interest groups influenced the political capacity of the user 

groups? 
� What constraints do the user groups face in relating with interest groups and 

vice-versa? 
 

4.1  Institutional analysis for DENR, PCSD, HARIBON  and the 
Community 
 
4.1.1  DENR and community 
 
Due to lack of time only a number of institutions from mediating and external 
economic interests were analyzed at the community level.  Appendix Table 7 shows the 
result of the analysis made by the community participants for the DENR, PCSD and 
HARIBON vis-à-vis the outputs of the GO/NGO workshop participants on the said 
institutions.  
 
For the community participants, the DENR was seen dealing mainly with the STCMPC 
whose benefit mainly comes in the form of tenurial instrument known as the 
Community Based Forest Management Agreement (CBFMA).  As CBFMA holders 
they were given documents on land rights, seminars to gain added knowledge on forest 
resources and enabled people to have “sense of ownership” on CBFM areas occupied.  
In as much as the DENR influenced the people, they in return were able to influence 
the DENR by lobbying on reducing forest charges on CBFM areas.  The DENR had 
conflicting policies and there is the need to review forest charges for the CBFM 
almaciga permittee and those of the log based industry sector.  The community under 
the program experienced long processing of documents/papers on getting permits; weak 
information dissemination prior to CBFM implementation and said “overpowered” by 
permittees (outsiders) who earned much compared to CBFM holders 
 
For the GO/NGO workshop participants, the DENR’s operation was not limited to the 
CBFM participants but also to a number of licensee/permittees, barangay local leaders 
and non-CBFM participants.  The tenurial instrument benefited the members of the 
People’s Organisation to obtain legal rights on use of forestlands for livelihood.  The 
people moreover, through the program, established their own farmers association.  The 
peoples’ association also ventilated important issues with regards to use of resources, 
e.g. advocacy to reduce forest charges in CBFM area.  Relationships with the local 
barangay leaders also made contribution in persuading people from DENR to review 
policies on utilization vis-à-vis the PCSD core zone areas. DENR’s relationship with 
permittees does not necessarily involve the issuance of permits but ensuring permittees 
compliance with set rules and regulations in it. Some of the constraints faced by the 
DENR include the limited funds to implement CBFM, lack of necessary logistics in 
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dealings with permittees, political interference, and difficulty to implement programs to 
widen knowledge and participation of non-CBFM program participants.  
 
Specific information from the ACM Project Report cited that the STCMPC directly 
coordinates with the CBFM Desk Officer and the CENRO.  For problems related to 
CBFM implementation, PO can directly consult CENRO.  The CENRO immediately 
can act on issues or problems presented if it is within his jurisdiction.  But other issues 
need to go to PENRO, then to the Region and back to the PENRO and CENRO again.  
 
4.1.2  PCSD and community 
 
The community participants cited the PCSD to be dealing with the STCMPC (PO), 
barangay council and leaders, resort owners, quarry operators and fish cage owners.  
The benefits derived by the community include the regulated and minimized 
environmental destruction and the increased environmental awareness of the people. 
Through the PCSD, any project has to undergo the required procedural flow of 
documents, i.e. from the barangay council to the city then to PCSD and DENR.  In this 
procedure, the local political power or authority at the barangay level was said given 
proper emphasis or due recognition.  The participants did not mention any influence the 
community had made for the institution but according to them, PCSD needs to resolve 
conflicting and/or overlapping policies with the DENR.  The community was also cited 
to experience long processing of their documents, get weak information on existing 
policies and regulations and confusions on how to implement policies at the local 
community level. 
 
Similar to DENR, the GO/NGO participants cited the PCSD to be dealing with 
barangay officials, permit applicants, the community in general together with the IPs.  
Since they are concerned with issuance of policies, the immediate effects were not that 
visible, but the participants cited that PCSD was able to influence the people in their 
appreciation of policies and knowing some reasons for having such policies or why the 
policies were issued.  People in return tried to abide with rules and regulations.  To 
some extent the participants admitted there was lack of harmony between DENR forest 
policies and ECAN core zoning. 
 
4.1.3  HARIBON and Community 
 
In the ACM Project report, the HARIBON was cited to be a local NGO directly 
assisting the Batac on sustainable management of non-timber forest products (NTFP) in 
Barangay Tanabag and Concepcion.  They were also reported to conduct meetings on 
tenurial security issues, varied training course enhancement, introduced rice field 
establishment in the uplands and assisted the IPs’ CBFM activities while the CADC 
under the IPRA Law was in suspension 
 
In addition, the community participants cited HARIBON to be currently dealing with 
the rest of the community people since their interests cover all of forest, lowland and 
coastal areas. They have given the community people knowledge, livelihood and 
material inputs. Knowledge and other benefits included paralegal training and 
assistance in preparation and processing of documents and influencing people to come 
up with fisher federation.  The positive responses given by the people in effect was said 
to motivate HARIBON deliver services and assistance to the residents.   
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4.2  Other mediating institutions, external economi c interest and the IPs 
 
The relative importance of the IPs and their being a disadvantaged group were seen in 
the higher number of government offices mandated to help them. In addition to DENR 
and PCSD were the NCIP, Barangay Leaders/Captains and Tribal Leaders to deal with 
the poor situation of the IPs. The NCIP is known to help the IPs in processing their 
CADT/ CALT and enhancing their practices on use of ancestral lands.  The IPs 
interaction with the NCIP people, on the other hand, enabled this institution to become 
aware of the IPs’ needs that need be addressed. The representative participant from 
NCIP cited however they lack budget and the necessary logistics in processing papers 
and applications of the IPs.  The Barangay leaders as well as the tribal leaders are of 
help to the minorities in facilitating fast action and coordination of requests and in 
giving the IPs the necessary permit to gather forest products.   NATRIPAL also helped 
the IPs and provided them with training on advocacy, rights and access on existing 
rules and regulations. Nevertheless, they also had limited funds to implement their 
program activities with the IPs. 
 
The community participants moreover take note of illegal groups who tend to make use 
or exploit the presence of the IPs.  The IPs were used to cut trees and the IPs’ poor 
living condition used as main reason to come up later with release order from the 
DENR. On the other hand, the GO/NGO observed that the capitalist and small sari-sari 
establishment lost their capitals due to the failure of the IPs to return the borrowed cash 
advances and/or credits. 
   
4.3  Mediating institutions and the fisherfolks 
 
DA-BFAR, Bantay Dagat and City Agriculture were among the offices that deal with 
the fisher folks in the community.  Fishermen were given FRMP trainings and 
benefited from the establishment of the riverbank rehabilitation program, issuance of 
license permit and material inputs for cage establishment, fishnets and the like.  Bantay 
Dagat was seen instrumental in apprehending or checking incidence of illegal fishing 
activities in the protection and conservation of coastal resources.   
 
4.4  Other mediating institutions and the community  
 
CBFMA holder or the STCMPC was cited to be contracting CSD activities like 
reforestation, however, members were said to have not gotten financial benefits from 
said contracts.  The association is currently constraint by inactive members, lack of 
outreach activities, mismanagement and power struggle.  The community was cited to 
benefit from IRA generated from forest charges from collection of minor forest 
products.  The STCMPC also served as means for people to file complaints and 
securing clearances and license to the DENR. 
 
Together with the above is the City ENRO cited to deal with barangay officials, CBFM 
and non-CBFM members of the community.  They have assisted the people in their 
request on forest   rehabilitation through distribution of seedlings, surveying and giving 
confiscated logs as donations for school and related needs of the community.  They also 
were responsible for initiating the feast of the forest in the barangays wherein the 
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people were enjoined to rehabilitate denuded areas through planting of trees.  They also 
have insufficient budget to implement program activities with the people. 
 
The community people had specific dealings with City Treasurer Office in securing 
business permits and collection of taxes.  The office has the authority to stop and permit 
the operation of businessmen and sometimes constraint with cases of land use conflicts 
among users in securing licenses. The community in general benefited through the IRA 
generated from payments in business operations.    
 
The Barangay Council Leaders directly serve the community in general.  Services and 
benefits included the establishment of school arts and trades, building linkages and 
assistance in following up documents to relevant institutions, networking and 
coordination at the community level and conduct of monthly meetings.  The local 
leaders are constraint by political interventions that they have to deal with politics.  The 
benefits as well as the community’s access to kind of services are somehow affected by 
politics’ situation.   
 
The teachers assigned in every “purok” had been influential to both parents and school 
children, according to the participants.  They had important role to play in giving 
education, knowledge and understanding of resource management 
 
 

IV.  Summary and Conclusion 
 
The result of the study showed that different groups and institutions are currently 
involved or have interests in the use and management of forests, coastal and lowland 
resources.  They consist of the community stakeholders themselves, the mediating 
institutions composed of government and non-government organization, and the other 
users groups and/or external economic interest groups.   
 
The number, kind, and nature of the different stakeholders indicated the dynamic and 
complex situation in the project site. It depicted the importance of building on the 
potentials of the community stakeholders and their being close to the resource area as 
partners of mediating institutions (government and non-government organizations) 
whose existence were based on their specific mandates and functions. Specific 
discussions on the POs, the poor situation of the IPs, the poor condition of the 
fishermen, sizeable number of people dependent on forest products gathering, and 
lowland farmers and related discussions on them together with mediating or assisting 
institutions point to the relevance of institutions to play the key role (specifics and 
limitations based on mandates and functions) in promoting sustainable resource 
management.   
 
The information generated also highlighted the need for balancing the different 
interests with regard to natural resource management.  It was clear that there were more 
institutions involved and/or depended on forests compared to the coastal and lowland 
resources.  While the forests cannot be dissociated with the other natural resources, 
there is the need to enhance linkages and cooperation with other institutions concern 
with coastal and lowland resources. Community stakeholders do not use forest 
resources only, so that other natural resources must be of equal importance to them.  
There is big challenge to improve the lives of the IPs, who despite the on-going 
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assistance, tend to remain at the periphery, to improve the livelihood of poor fishermen, 
and to deal with the low productivity of lowland areas faced by lowland farmers. 
 
Important insights were also generated from this study with regard to interface between 
people and policies. Community leaders specifically mentioned the importance of the 
DENR and PCSD with regard to executing and implementing rules and regulations.  
While they recognized the contribution of these agencies in the management of the 
resources, particularly in the uplands, they somehow expressed the need for those 
institutions to fully understand and implement such policies at the community level.  
They also cited the need to fully enforce laws against illegal activities occurring in all 
resources types.  Such interest for the local people on policy implementation denotes 
their concern to be heard and be part of an effective implementation of rules and 
regulations pertaining to resource management.  
 
The external economic interest groups had their specific functions and role in keeping 
or upgrading the people’s life to some extent. Their presence indicates the varied 
economic activities going on in the project site.  This somehow highlighted the need to 
create a safe environment for the less knowledgeable residents like the IPs, lowland 
farmers, etc. and increase their skills and knowledge so that they can deal and negotiate 
more effectively with these various economic interest groups. 
 
Improved interaction and relationship between and among the mediating institutions is 
another concern that needs to be addressed. The workshop participants indicated that 
avenues for greater interaction would help in improving inter-agencies/institutions 
relationship and understanding for working in collaborative manner.  
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APPENDIX TABLES 
 
 

Appendix Table 1.  The forest-upland users identified and described by the community, government and 
non-government workshop participants. 
 

Identifying Groups of 
Participants 

Description of Users by Participants Resource 
Users in the 
Community 

Community GOs/ 
NGOs 

Community Gos/NGOs 

CSC/CBFM 
holders/STCM
PC 

X X Agroforestry farmers exists at 20% level 
of household population both in 
Concepcion and Tanabag and 15% in 
San Rafael. 
Planted crops were banana, coconut, 
mango, and other fruit trees (mixed 
cropping system), some fuelwood and 
forest tree species 

Sustainable resource 
users 

IPs (Batak & 
Tagbanua) 

X x Lack knowledge, poor, hardworking, 
malnourished, with no permanent place 
(nomads), focus on use of forests rather 
than coastal, population declining on a 
fast rate, improve ways to 
mingle/associate with other people and 
use of destructive kaingin farming 

If left alone can be 
sustainable users 
group 

Charcoal 
makers 

X x Exists at 10% level of household 
population in Concepcion, 15 % in San 
Rafael and 30% in Tanabag. 
 
The practice served as seasonal job, 
means to get something for food 
expenses, hard work to do yet with less 
income, caused forest fires though many 
gather woods from lowland portions of 
the community area 

Domestic use only but 
with no permit 

Honey bee 
gatherers 

X    

Kaingin farmers  X    

Non-timber 
forest products 
gatherers 

X  Exists at 30% level of household 
population both in San Rafael and 
Concepcion and at 50% in Tanabag. 

 

Residents 
(settlement 
purposes) 

x    

Carpenters/ 
Wood works 

 x  Main focus was on use 
of wood forest 
resources 

Fishermen  x Also made up of poor people in the 
community 

They make use also of 
forest and lowland 
areas 

Fishermen 
Association, Inc 

 x Same as above Same as above 

Licensee/Permi
ttee 

 x  Only a few from the 
community 
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Appendix Table 2.  The lowland/agriculture land users identified and described by the community, 
government and non-government workshop participants. 
 
 

Identifying Groups of 
Participants 

Description of Users by Participants Resource 
Users in the 
Community 

Community GOs/ 
NGOs 

Community Gos/NGOs 

Community 
people 

X  No description made  

Farmers/Lowla
nd Farmers 

X X  Production is 60% 
greater than kaingin 
areas 

Lowland 
Farmers 
irrigators 
Association 

 X  Production is 60%-
80% greater than 
kaingin areas 

Quarry 
operators 

X    

Livestock 
raisers 

X    

Fishermen  X Also made up of poor people in the 
community 

They also make use of 
lowland and forest 
areas 

Fishermen 
Association, 
Inc. 

 x Same as above Same as above 

CBFM/CSC/ST
CMPC 

   They also have 
individual farmlots in 
lowland/sloping 
agricultural areas 
(awarded CSC in 
lower elevations) 

 
 
Appendix Table 3. The coastal resource users identified by the community, government and non-
government workshop participants 
 
 

Identifying Groups of Participants Resource Users in the Community 

Community GOs/NGOs 

Poor people in the Community  X  

Fishermen/ 
Fishermen Association 

X x 

Tribal groups/IPs X X 
Illegal Fishers X  

Resort Owners X  

Seaweed raisers X  

Charcoal makers  X 

Lowland Farmers  X 
CBFM/CSC/STCMPC  X 

 
 
 



 

 25 

Appendix Table 4. Mediating non-government institutions by kind of resources identified by the 
community, government and non-government workshop participants 
. 

Identifying Groups of Participants 

Community Gos/NGOs 

Mediating 
Resource 
Institution

s 
Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture)  
Coastal Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture)  
Coastal Description of 

Mediating 
Institutions 

PNNI- 
Tanggol 
Kalikasan 

X X      
 

PTFPP X       

Haribon  X X X   Started in 1980s to 
the present. 
Focused on 
assisting the 
Bataks, livelihood in 
agriculture through 
use of sari-sari store 
with value of 
P10,000 

LPF Project X X X     

KSK   X    Started in 2003 as 
micro-lending 
institution. 
Involvement is open 
to all interested 
community 
members 

ELAC   X X   Started in 2000, 
focused on 
paralegal training on 
forest policy and 
fishery laws and 
confiscation of chain 
saws 

TSKI    X X X  

Ulugan Bay 
Foundation 

   X X  Started in 1989 to 
1993 but worked 
only on 
reforestation, 
community 
organizing and 
advocacy 

BRDFI    X X  Operating until now 
and assisting the 
communities on 
lumber furniture 
making, agriculture 
and livelihood for 
women especially 

EWW    X X  Started in 2001.  
Assisting the 
STCMPC on 
financial and 
enterprising 
activities 



 

 26 

NATRIPAL    X X X Started in 1990 to 
the present and 
primarily focused on  
advocacy for the 
minority groups 

World 
Vision Phil. 

   X X X Operation from 
1980-1987 and 
focused on all types 
of resources 

Fundacion 
Santiago 

   X X X Contracted under 
DA-BFAR-FRMP 
Project until 
Jan.2005.  Focus on 
income 
diversification/livelih
ood for all interested 
members of the 
community 

Bangsa 
Palawan 

   X   Started in 1990 
ended 2 years ago. 
Activities focused 
on the Bataks in 
Barangay Tanabag 
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Appendix Table 5.   Mediating government institutions by kind of resources identified by the community, 
government and non-government workshop participants 
 

Identifying Groups of Participants 

Community GOs/NGOs 

Mediating 
Resource 

Institutions 
Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture)  

Coastal Forest Lowland 

(Agriculture)  

Coastal 

       

PCSDS X   X x x 

LGU X      

DA X X     

Bantay Gubat X      

City Government  X X    

DENR/ 
PENRO/ 
CENRO 

X X X X X 
(agroforestry 

A&D areas not 
yet released) 

X 

       

NAPOCOR  X     

       

DAR  X     

DA-BFAR  X X X X (river bank 
rehabilitation) 

- 

DSWD  X X X X X 

LGU  X X    

FRMP   X    

CAFC  X     

NCIP    x x X (bodies of 
water covered 
by ancestral 

fishing 
grounds) 

KSK 
 

 
 

 
 

 X  X X 

Governors Office    X  X X 

City Agriculture    X X X 

City Veterinary 
Office 

   -  X - 

CityTourism    X - X 

CEO    X  - - 

OCPDC    X  X X 

City Treasurer    X  X X 

City ENRO    X  X  X 

Community Affairs/ 
Assessors Office 

   X  X X 

City Health    X  X X 

Bantay Dagat/ 
Bantay Gubat 

   X  - X 

Kalahi    X  X X 

AFP    X  X X 

PNP    X  X  X 

DECS    X  X X 

 


