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CHAPTER 1

I NTRODUCTION

PROJECT OVERVIEW : PHILIPPINES AND INDONESIAN COMPONENTS

The project, titled Fostering Marine Conservation in Indonesia:Developing Capacity to Implement

Community-Based Marine Sanctuaries, is being implemented by the Coastal Resources Center of the

University of Rhode Island (CRC/URI) with funding from the David and Lucile Packard Foundation. The

project aims to accomplish the following objectives:

• Document methodologies and develop materials for use in widespread adaptation of community-based

marine sanctuary (CB-MS) technology to specific site conditions

• Build capacity of local institutions in North Sulawesi, Indonesia, to replicate models of successful CB-

MSs by developing human resource capacity and providing supporting resource materials

• Replicate CB-MSs in selected North Sulawesi, Indonesia, communities through on-going programs at

local institutions

In the Philippines,the project is being implemented in collaboration with the Philippine Council for Aquatic

and Marine Research and Development (PCAMRD),the Coastal Resources Management Project (CRMP)-

Philippines, the University of the Philippines Marine Science Institute (UPMSI),and the Silliman University

Marine Laboratory (SUML). The local partners provided assistance in organizing the focus group discus-

sions and the Philippines-Indonesia Workshop on Community-Based Marine Sanctuaries. In Indonesia,the

project collaborators are the Indonesian Coastal Resources Management Project (CRMP-Indonesia–locally

known as Proyek Pesisir), the Regional Development Planning Board, North Sulawesi Province and

Minahasa Regency,and the Sam Ratulangi University’s Coral Reef Information and Training Center.

The Philippine component of the project (Year 1) involves the documentation of experience and lessons

learned from establishing CB-MSs in the Philippines through focus group discussions among experts on CB-

MSs (Crawford et al. 2000). A study of various field sites empirically tested and validated hypothesized suc-

cess factors (Pollnac 2000). The outputs from these two activities were presented and discussed in the

Philippines-Indonesia Workshop,also aimed to develop cross-country comparisons and recommendations for

the future of CB-MSs in both countries,and to produce a guidance document for replicating institutions and

field work specific to the Indonesian context.

The Indonesian component (Years 2 and 3) aims to develop and disseminate materials for the 

replication of CB-MSs in Indonesia. These materials will be in the form of guides,training materials, public

education aides, and databases and libraries on coastal communities, coral reefs, and governance in North

Sulawesi. This component will also focus on capacity building to support the establishment of CB-MSs in

other areas through workshops, training sessions, and providing material support to other institutions.

1
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OBJECTIVES OF THE WORKSHOP

The workshop had the following objectives in relation to CB-MSs:

• Share experience between Indonesia and the Philippines

• Discuss results of the Philippine focus group sessions and field research

• Discuss lessons learned concerning success at a given site and for promoting institutional replication 

in other villages

• Elaborate on guidance for field workers and replicating institutions

• Describe future challenges for the Philippines and North Sulawesi

COUNTRY CONTEXTS

The Indonesian Context in Nor th Sulawesi

Johnnes Tulungen (field program manager of Proyek Pesisir) gave an overview of the United States Agency

for International Development (USAID)-supported activities in North Sulawesi Province being carried out in

cooperation with the Regional Development Planning Board and other supporting institutions. This presenta-

tion is summarized below.

North Sulawesi (Sulawesi Utara) is one of three provinces selected by Proyek Pesisir (Figure 1) for the

development and testing of decentralized, participatory and strengthened coastal resources management

(CRM) approaches in Indonesia. In North Sulawesi, the project goals are to:

• Develop models of effective community-based CRM 

• Scale-up effective models into a local CRM extension program

Models being developed and tested include:

• CB-MSs

• Village-level ordinances

• Village-level integrated management plans

The project began in 1997,when a rapid assessment of the Minahasa Regency of North Sulawesi Province

was carried out to identify issues in the region and to provide inputs for selection of three community-based

field sites. The Minahasa Regency was characterized as having:

• Marine resources in good condition

• High marine biodiversity

• Hill y coastlines with fringing reefs

• Coastal resource-dependent rural communities

• Diverse multi-ethnic immigrant communities



Three village-scale field sites were selected by the Provincial Working Group (Figure 2) based on a set of

selected criteria developed and field visits to several candidate sites. Full-time field extension workers were

assigned to the villages in October 1998,spending approximately three out of every four months living and

working in the village.

The coastal resource management threats and issues in the local villages included:

• Reef degradation from coral mining and destructive fishing techniques

• Bomb fishing

• Overfishing

• Poison fishing (cyanide)

• Crown-of-Thorns (CoTs) infestations

• Forest degradation

• Sedimentation

• Mangrove cutting and degradation

• Poor agricultural practices including slash-and-burn methods

• Capture of endangered species such as dugong and sea turtles

• Problems with fish marketing

• Flooding and coastal erosion 

• Inadequate water supply

• Poor environmental sanitation

• High drop-out rates in schools
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Figure 1: Proyek Pesisir field sites in Indonesia



CB-MSs were chosen for testing in Indonesia because it had been proven to be an effective CRM approach

in the Philippines and the South Pacific. If applied to the more than 500 coastal communities in North

Sulawesi Province,and the more than 6,000 coastal villages in Indonesia,CB-MSs can make a significant

contribution to increased reef fish production and coral reef protection. Local communities in North

Sulawesi showed a high interest in the MS concept, and it offered a simple technique to start CRM planning.

It is also a technique that can address multiple issues and achieve multiple objectives. 

CB-MSs established in North Sulawesi can be defined as co-management regimes between local government

and the community. They have been established by formal village ordinance, developed with widespread

support and participation of the communities and local government, and are part of a larger village CRM

plan. The establishment and implementation process involves five phases:

• Community entry and socialization

• Public education and community capacity building

• Community consultation and ordinance formulation

• Ordinance approval

• Implementation
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Figure 1.2: Village field sites in North Sulawesi Province



Important activities undertaken during the planning phases included:

• Cross visits to Philippine MS sites (e.g., Apo Island)

• Issue identification through participatory appraisals, technical studies, and systematic baseline surveys

• Coastal management training of community core groups and local government officials

• Planning workshops

• Implementation of early actions such as construction of latrines, water systems, and information cen-

ters to build community capacity and support

• Village meetings and informal stakeholder group discussions

• An all-village meeting for sanctuary ordinance approval

Prior to the formal approval of the MS by village ordinance, activities undertaken included:

• Continuing training of the core group and management committee 

• Development and approval of a management plan

• Inauguration of the sanctuary by senior provincial officials

• Installation of signboards, boundary markers,and other community development and sanctuary 

management activities

In Blongko village,the MS established in October 1998 is approximately 10 hectares in size with a core

zone extending 300 m along the reef and extends from the high tide mark of the shoreline to beyond the reef

slope. It contains reef slope, crest and flat, seagrass, and mangrove habitat. It includes a rectangular-shaped

no-take core zone with a surrounding buffer zone. The sanctuary in Talise, formally established in August

2000,has a 10-hectare core zone along with a 12-hectare buffer zone and consists of reef, seagrass, and

mangrove habitat. Two other sanctuaries in development (Talise and Tumbak villages) are of similar size to

the existing Talise sanctuary, but do not contain mangrove habitat.

Management committees at each of the villages are developing implementation action plans to be funded by

a block grant to the community that will be approved by a regency-level (Kabupaten) task force.

Implementation actions include the installation of informational signboards, boundary markers, and other

non- marine sanctuary activities such as supplemental livelihood projects and community development pro-

jects. The Blongko MS has become a popular demonstration site and has been visited by Indonesians from

several other provinces, the national capital, and many international visitors. 

Preliminary results of monitoring from the Blongko MS show that coral cover has increased 30 percent over

a two-year period compared to approximately 10 percent in adjacent village control sites. Target fish abun-

dance increased seven-fold in the sanctuary compared to a two-fold increase in the control sites over the

same two-year period. In a random sample of community households, 96 percent of respondents are familiar

with rules governing the MS, and only 4 percent did not know anything at all about the rules. Additionally,

68 percent of respondents correctly knew one or more of the multiple purposes of a MS, but 32 percent of

respondents did not know its purpose. Women tend to have lower participation rates in project activities and

organizations and were more likely not to know the purpose of the MS. However, there was no difference in
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perceptions of human impacts on the marine environment between male and female respondents in the 

community.

In summary, over a three-year period, several CB-MS models have been established in North Sulawesi

which can show concrete benefits such as:

• Improvements in quality of life

• Changes in attitudes and behaviors towards marine resources

• Greater community control and empowerment

• Improvements in coral reef ecosystem conditions

Keys to the success of initiatives in these villages and principles that can be applied for replication 

elsewhere include:

• Field workers living full time in the community

• Cross visits to the other successful MS sites

• A highly participatory process that involves all stakeholders from the beginning including incorpora-

tion of local government in all phases

• Issues unrelated to the MS but of concern to the community were addressed through an early action

community grant program to build trust and support

• The sanctuaries are part of a broader village CRM effort 

• Use of systematic information for issue identification, monitoring,and model testing

• Large investments in local capacity building

• Involvement of the local university as technical consultants

• A long timeframe for development and support of the first model

• Continued engagement with the community towards implementation beyond the ordinance approval

stage (1-2 years for planning, 2 years for implementation)

• The MS has been the pride of the community, as it is used as a demonstration and 

inspiration for others in the nation

• Serendipity in timing of reforms, where the regional and national policy climate is now more 

favorable to community-based approaches

Finally, a key goal over the next two years of the project in North Sulawesi is the establishment of an exten-

sion program whose mission is to promote and establish additional MSs in other coastal villages. The insti-

tutional, policy,and funding framework for such a program is now being developed. 
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GROUP DISCUSSION

Following the presentation, participants directed questions to Johnnes Tulungen and others involved in 

project activities in North Sulawesi.

 

To what extent was community participation used in the baseline surveys? 

The project is using two parallel methods to conduct assessments. One approach uses systematic and scien-

tific methods,since these are the first CB-MSs being attempted in the country. Hence, objective and credible

information on their impacts is needed to convince decisionmakers to support and promote their more wide-

spread replication as an effective approach to CRM in the nation. Parallel to the scientific effort, participato-

ry appraisal techniques have also been used, including village transects, identification and assessment of

local CRM issues and their causes and consequences through community and core group workshops, as well

as community beach profiling and monitoring along erosion areas. Additionally, after training, the communi-

ty members developed coral reef maps using the manta tow technique. These maps were then used as the

basis for site selection of the MS. 

Why was the site selected for the MS in Blongko only 30 percent coral cover? Shouldn’t it be greater than

50 percent? 

The initial recommendation of the technical team was for a site that had the highest coral cover in the vil-

lage. However, the community rejected this site because it was too far away from the village to be observed

well, was frequently visited by outside fishers and bomb fishers, and was a resting spot for fishers coming

from fishing for pelagic species far offshore. Hence,another site was proposed that the community felt was

practical. Site selection is a compromise between ecological and technical considerations and social and

practical considerations. Based on technical inputs provided by the extension institution, the community

should select the site.

Your monitoring data showed that women have a lower participation rate in project activities and 

organizations. Why? 

Muslims are a large percentage of the residents of the coastal communities. It is difficult to get women to

participate in some events. They are often not allowed by their husbands to attend training events alone. This

is a cultural issue that is different in Indonesia compared to the Philippines. However, 48 percent of women

respondents in our survey in Blongko have participated in project activities. While this is less than men (75

percent of men participate), we consider this very high–overall 61 percent of survey respondents (50 percent

of survey respondents were female) say they have participated in project activities. Additionally, perception

surveys of human impacts on marine resources and on some aspects of project and MS knowledge show no

differences between male and female survey respondents. Therefore, while participation rates may be lower,

we can infer that information is being transmitted, perhaps over dinner or in the bedroom at night before

sleeping, and perception changes and awareness levels of women in the communities show small differences,

if any, with men. 
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What percent of women should participate? What are the participation rates of women in Philippine 

projects? 

If the ultimate goals and outcomes of the MS are being achieved, a participation rate of 48 percent by

women,in spite of being lower than the participation rate of men,may be sufficient. Participation of women

in project organizations in our sites has been quite low as shown by our survey results. We are working with

extension workers on strategies to increase their participation in project organizations. This is why we are

doing this type of interim monitoring. It helps us learn and provides us with the opportunity to adjust our

approach to address this issue through adaptive management. 

How is community membership in organizations decided? 

The community decides who will be members in project organizations, (e.g., core group or early action

implementation groups). The management committees are in the process of being formed,and the communi-

ty makes the decision on membership of the management committee and sub-committees. We encourage the

participation of women in these groups, but for cultural reasons it is hard for them to go outside the commu-

nity for training. Those that have been trained have the most knowledge and are often then selected for orga-

nization membership.

Only 8 percent of the community are members of project organizations. This seems quite low. Why? 

To clarify, it is 8 percent of the sample of survey respondents, and we cannot be sure it is the exact percent-

age of participants in project organizations in the community. These communities consist of total populations

between 1,000-2,000 persons. 

We should not expect all members or even a majority of the community to be members of a project 

organization. How do we know whether this is low or not? 

We need to judge the level of membership in light of outcomes. If the sanctuary management is considered

successful in terms of improved coral cover and fish abundance, perhaps the level of membership is ade-

quate. The overall percent participation of survey respondents in community organizations may not be all

that important. The monitoring data shows statistically significant differences in the participation rates of

male and female survey respondents,and this is probably a more important piece of information for project

managers to know. 

What livelihood projects were promoted at the sites? 

Livelihood projects have a provision of a revolving fund for individuals to get involved in seaweed farming,

a very lucrative economic activity at the moment. We have also provided revolving funds to purchase

engines for fishers with no motors (and to bomb fishers if they agree to stop bomb fishing). Extension activi-

ties on improved farming methods and experimentation with a crab-fattening project is ongoing. Previously,

some study tours on opportunities for tourism development were conducted. 

Funding implementation is important for sustainability and should be considered in the approval of local

ordinances. How are local institutions financing implementation? 

The village-level ordinances do not allocate funding; this is also true in Indonesia. (Village ordinances in

Indonesia [SK desa] are more equivalent to barangay[village] resolutions in the Philippines,but have
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weight of law behind them.) There are regular mechanisms where annual village requests for funding are

made. Acquiring sanctuary implementation funds needs to follow this process. Additionally, we are experi-

menting with the concept of an implementation block grant approach for communities that have approved

management plans and have submitted implementation proposals to the regency task force. We are currently

working with provincial and regency institutions to determine the best ways to finance an extension program

through policies and programs that promote scaling-up.

Scaling-up is not just a matter of increasing the number of CB-MSs. It also includes whether local gov-

ernment will support the sanctuaries with institutional and financial resources. How is this being done? 

There is not yet a local government institutional program supporting the establishment and implementation

of MSs. This is being proposed since the experimental field sites have shown CB-MSs can work in the

Indonesian context. Budgetary allocations have been requested to establish a program for the local people’s

assembly and national government by the Regional Development Planning Board of the Province and

Regency. Additionally, the provincial working group and regency task force are working on the development

of institutional mechanisms to formally establish an extension program–by law or through an administrative

order.

CONTEXT AND PROGRESS FORCB-MSS IN THE PHILIPPINES

Cesar Pagdilao (deputy executive director of the PCAMRD) gave an overview of the evolution and develop-

ment of MSs in the Philippines over the last 20 years. He highlighted several foreign assistance projects that

have supported field programs to establish MSs and CRM activities in various parts of the country. Mr.

Pagdilao cited examples drawn from a paper by A.T. White, A. Salamanca,and C.A. Courtney (2000) titled

Experience with Coastal and Marine Protected Area Planning and Management in the Philippines.

Coastal management has been practiced in the Philippines over the last two decades to try to stem the

increasing tide of destruction to coastal habitats and the decline of fisheries. Unfortunately,after 20 years of

practice, coastal resources continue to decline and deteriorate at alarming rates, although there are now many

successes with small-scale MSs in different parts of the Philippines.

In recent years, two major forces have influenced the development of MSs in the Philippines. The first is a series

of donor-assisted nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and government projects that have resulted in a num-

ber of experiments in CRM,all of which have established marine protected areas of various kinds. Such projects,

working with coastal communities,have focused on near-shore fisheries and coastal habitat management. The

second major influence affecting the evolution of coastal management in the Philippines is the devolution of

authority from central to local governments (municipal,city, and provincial). CRM has been supported and nur-

tured by a variety of institutions,including government,NGOs,people’s organizations,research institutions,and

by multilateral and bilateral donor organizations,employing different strategies and approaches.

The first so-called municipal marine park or fish sanctuary in the Philippines was established in 1974 on

Sumilon Island, Cebu,under the guidance of Silliman University and its marine laboratory. Sumilon Island

fish sanctuary is often cited in the Philippines and even internationally as the reason why coral reef fish
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sanctuaries contribute to improved reef fisheries management (Russ and Alcala 1994). This initial experi-

ment in reef management, that in fact stopped all fishing on a portion of the Sumilon Island reef for about 10

years, allowed researchers to collect substantial data on the effects of such management on the coral reef and

its related fisheries. First, the coral reef substrate condition improved remarkably because all destructive fish-

ing practices were halted. Living coral cover more than doubled to about 60 percent. Second, the fish abun-

dance on the reef as measured in terms of individuals per 500 square meters more than tripled with the most

significant increase among those fish targeted by fishers. Finally,and most importantly, the yearly fish catch

to fishers fishing on the Sumilon Island reef, but not in the sanctuary, increased from about 14 tons per

square kilometer to almost 36 tons per square kilometer. This unprecedented fish catch and large measurable

increase convinced scientists, reef managers, and fishers alike that fish sanctuaries did indeed improve reef

fisheries,and most importantly benefit the fishers dependent on the area.

Since 1974, many similar municipal marine fish sanctuaries or marine protected areas (MPAs) have been

established in the Philippines following the lead of Sumilon Island. Several that are well managed and docu-

mented in terms of their benefits both for fisheries and tourism include Apo Island, Negros; Balicasag and

Pamilacan Islands, Bohol; Mabini, Batangas; and San Salvador Island, Zambales (Buhat 1994; Russ and

Alcala 1994). These examples have followed a general model whereby the portion of an island or mainland-

based fringing coral reef is set aside in a “no-take” or “sanctuary” zone. The area outside of this no-take

zone is called a traditional fishing zone,or in international terms, the buffer zone. Within the buffer zone,

activities are usually allowed that do not damage the coral reef in any way (e.g., traditional fishing methods).

Within the no-take or sanctuary zone, entry in the form of swimming and diving is normally permitted but

without collection of any kind.

Recent studies have not only indicated the beneficial impacts of MSs on fishery yields and protecting the

coral reef, but those participating in such management efforts gain in a variety of ways. One salient charac-

teristic of successful MPA projects is the strong involvement of communities and the local government in the

planning and enforcement process. This involvement builds the people’s confidence to manage their own

resources and encourages long-lasting outcomes. Thus,success of MPAs in the Philippines hinges on two

crucial actors:the (local and national) government and the stakeholder communities. In a survey of MPAs

conducted by the national NGO, Haribon Foundation, approximately 439 MPAs of all kinds were reported

(Pajaro et al. 1999). Although information on actual field management was limited, the study indicated that

only 44 MPAs were fully enforced. The substantial increase in number of MPAs reported in 1999 may be

attributed to the strong interests shown by the national government, NGOs,and funding institutions to pro-

mote MPAs as a means for coastal habitat and fisheries management in the 1990s. Although the total area

covered by all these MPAs is not known, the 44 existing and enforced MPAs reported covering about 26,500

hectares (265 km2) of mostly coral reef habitat. Thus, the cumulative impacts of the existing MPAs, assum-

ing full implementation, would begin to contribute to the sustainability of coastal ecosystems.

The growth of MPAs in the Philippines can also be attributed to the innovations of CRM proliferating in the

country. The hallmark of CRM in the Philippines is the effort to make it more community based, people ori-

ented, and participatory. Thus, ongoing efforts are labeled as community-based CRM, integrated coastal

resources management, or collaborative management. In this flurry of activity, MPAs, through their success-

ful precursors–the fish sanctuaries and marine reserves–became a centerpiece in the involvement of commu-

nities and other stakeholders. MPAs are known to provide various benefits:
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• Improved fishery yields (commercial and small scale)

• Tourism revenues

• Recreation

• Scientific research and education

• Biodiversity improvement

• Gene resources and diversity

• Species and ecosystem protection

• Ecological processes support (larval dispersal)

• Flood and erosion reduction 

• Spiritual, cultural,and aesthetic values

• Future values

The success demonstrated by marine sanctuaries has encouraged the general acceptance of the approach.

National legislation now promotes the use of this management measure for coastal habitats and fisheries.

The National Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Law or RA 7586,and the Fisheries Code of 1998

both make provision for the implementation of MPAs through the means of marine reserves and fish sanctu-

aries. In addition, internationally-sponsored projects have included MPAs as a priority mechanism to restore

degraded coastal and marine ecosystems within coastal management programs. Several large and foreign-

assisted programs that have had a major influence on the development of coastal management practices,

specifically MPAs, are:

• The Central Visayas Regional Project (CVRP), supported by a World Bank loan,was a pilot project in

community-based rural development operating from 1984 to 1992. One of its components was water-

shed management, including near-shore fisheries development in four provinces. Interventions included

mangrove reforestation, coral reef protection and MS establishment, artificial reef and fish-aggregating

device installation, and mariculture. A major finding from a 1995 assessment of CVRP was that base-

line information was insufficient to evaluate the results (SUML 1996). A key lesson learned was that

baseline information and periodic monitoring is essential.

• The Marine Conservation and Development Program (MCDP) of Silliman University, supported by

USAID, operated from 1984 through 1986 on three small islands in the Central Visayas. This relatively

small project generated important examples for community-based coral reef management that exempli-

fied the potential sustainable use of coral reef fisheries and habitat. The lessons from these three

islands attest to the effective role communities can play in sustaining management efforts in spite of

changes in government personnel and policies.

• The Lingayen Gulf Coastal Area Management Program (LGCAMP) operated from 1986 through 1992

as one of six CRM planning areas in Southeast Asia supported by USAID and the Association of

Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries. This was the first attempt at integrated coastal manage-

ment (ICM) in the Philippines,and addressed one large gulf in northern Luzon composed of two

provinces and 20 municipalities. Since the area’s most serious issue was over-fishing, the project first

generated a comprehensive database which included reliable fisheries data to measure required fishing
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effort reduction needs. The difficulties in implementing recommendations on fishing effort forced the

planning process to steer toward education, generation of political will, and development of CRM plans at

the municipal level. This program initiated an institutional arrangement to coordinate planning and imple-

mentation that, while not completely effective,is a model for the country.

• The Department of Agriculture (DA) implemented the Fisheries Sector Program (FSP) from 1991 to 1997

with support from the Asian Development Bank (FSP-PMO 1993). This large program attempted to gen-

erate and implement CRM plans in 12 bays known for their rich fisheries, management problems, and the

growing poverty of coastal residents. The program tested the ability of the DA to incorporate community-

based management as a mainstream approach to CRM. A primary strategy was to generate bay-wide

CRM plans through the involvement of fishing communities by contracting NGOs to facilitate the plan-

ning and community organization processes. The results have raised awareness about the need for man-

agement,and in a few cases, actually improved fishery management in the bays. A lesson was the impor-

tance of establishing a simple set of baseline information on which evaluation and management decisions

could be based. The 12 bay-wide projects, together with national policy efforts, helped establish 22 fish

sanctuaries.

• The Coastal Environment Program (CEP) of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources

(DENR) was started in 1993 and is implemented by the regional offices of DENR. The program empha-

sizes community participation and focuses on national MPAs. The CEP is the only national government

program to promote management of the entire coastal environment, including water quality and shoreline

land use,and is not solely focused on fisheries management. The CEP,if it is supported and can develop

effective links with the Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,has the potential to develop into a

national coordinating and policy unit supporting ICM throughout the Philippines.

• The Regional Programme for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pollution in the East Asian Seas

(MPP-EAS) is an on-going project of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) initiated in

1994. It is funded through the Global Environment Facility, which is a cooperative venture among nation-

al governments, the UNDP, and the World Bank (Chua 1998). The Philippines is one of 10 participating

countries in Southeast Asia. MPP-EAS has focused on developing Batangas Bay as a model site for inte-

grated coastal management. It is working with national and local government and promoting private sec-

tor partnerships to solve environment problems.

• The National Integrated Protected Area Project (NIPAP) is a project of the DENR funded by the

European Union. It was initiated in 1995 with the overall objective of helping protect, conserve, and man-

age natural habitats and biodiversity in eight selected protected areas in the Philippines,two of these are

marine (El Nido Marine Reserve and Malampaya Sound, Palawan).

• The Coastal Resource Management Project (CRMP), a project of the DENR and funded by USAID, was

initiated in 1996 to provide technical assistance and training to local government units, coastal communi-

ties, national government agencies, and NGOs. A primary focus is to work with local government to

establish coastal management as a basic service with active involvement of coastal communities and co-

management regimes with national government agencies and other stakeholders. By 2000,the CRMP had

initiated and improved coastal management in 29 municipalities covering about 700 km of coastline. This

area represents the “learning areas”of the project. It is expanding its area of influence, in collaboration

with local governments, provinces, DENR, other donors, and partners,to another 1,500 km of coastline. 
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• The Fisheries Resource Management Program (FRMP), supported by a large Asian Development Bank

loan, started operation in 1998 and will continue to 2003 or beyond. It is being implemented through

the DA, Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources and represents the most significant effort by the

government to improve coastal management in the country. This program is a continuation of the

Fisheries Sector Program that addressed the need for CRM in 12 bays. Eleven of the 12 original bays

will be continued,and six new ones added to the field implementation. The focus of field implementa-

tion is empowering communities and local governments to manage their fisheries and other coastal

resources. It is designed to build on past lessons of the FRMP and other projects. One notable change

is that coastal resource assessments will be done together with community participation to start the

planning and implementation process. This innovation is patterned after the CRMP upon which the

FRMP is depending for some training, education,and other materials already created and available.

The FRMP supports CRM as a basic service of local governments and is involved in furthering nation-

al policies for coastal management (FRMP 1999).

The legal and policy framework for the planning, establishing, and managing of MPAs in the Philippines is

found in the Local Government Code of 1991,the NIPAS Act of 1992,and the Fisheries Code of 1998.

Other laws that regulate certain activities or use of protected areas may also be applied depending on the

need. At the local level, there are many municipal ordinances supporting MPA establishment. In the hierar-

chy of laws in the Philippines,the 1987 Constitution is the fundamental law of the land, while treaties, inter-

national agreements, republic acts, presidential proclamations, presidential decrees, and executive orders fol-

low. Administrative orders issued by government agencies are the lowest in the hierarchy.

The evolution of coastal management legal support mechanisms in the Philippines has progressed from a

predominantly open-access regime under national government to a more localized management framework

(Abregana et al. 1996,for a legal perspective on local management of Philippine marine resources). 

ESTABLISHING MPAS IN THE PHILIPPINES

There are two basic processes for establishing a MPA in the Philippines. The most common is through com-

munity involvement at the barangaylevel within a municipal or city government ordinance and support. The

second, and much less common,is through the NIPAS Act that also involves community participation, but is

facilitated by the national DENR. The two case studies below represent these two processes for establishing

MPAs.

A typical MPA in the Philippines,as described above,has a no-take area (fish or marine sanctuary) sur-

rounded by a limited or traditional use area (buffer zone or reserve). Successful MPAs such as Apo Island

and San Salvador Island have this structure. The process of establishing MPAs, when done carefully over

time, is usually nested in a broad community-based resource management program. This is often facilitated

by an outside organization such as a local or national NGO or a local university as in the case of Silliman

University and the formation of Apo Island reserve. 

Establishing a MPA is normally not the only end goal in a CRM project, but is a good entry point for

improving conservation and the wise use of coastal resources. Achieving improved CRM through 
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establishing MPAs always requires substantial involvement of communities with the strong support from

local and sometimes national government. Thus, MPA planning and implementation normally proceeds

along the path of a community-based coastal resource or fishery management process. Being the major phys-

ical manifestation of a community-based CRM initiative, MPAs often take a central role and become the

main project with other activities taking on the sidelight. 

The structure of activities undertaken to facilitate a community-based CRM program with a MPA component

is not rigid but overlaps depending on how receptive the community and other stakeholders are and the

needs and context of the area. The phases are:

• Preparation involves conceptualizing the project, arranging the administrative setup of the project 

and hiring the needed staff. 

• Integration with the community involves introducing the project to stakeholders and collecting 

baseline data.

• Community education refers to activities that communicate the essence and objective of the project to

local stakeholders. Marine ecology, in general,and the benefits of management are explained using for-

mal and informal approaches to win community support. 

• Reserve establishment and managementis when a core group is formed to lead resource manage-

ment activities and to spearhead reserve establishment. Community education at this stage does not

cease, but is continued indefinitely.

• Strengthening and supporting activities come after the reserve is established and some form of man-

agement is already developed. Activities include refining management schemes,assisting the commu-

nity in their daily management activities, broadening conservation strategies, strengthening networking,

and linkage building. 

• Monitoring, evaluating, and phasing-outprepares for the project end and turnover to the community.

It also provides information and feedback on management.

In summary, it was noted that the long-term goal for the Philippines is to focus more on ICM approaches

that are comprehensive and include MSs as an important tool for habitat management. It was stressed that

MSs are really a microcosm of larger and more complex coastal management programs that are essential to

address the multitude of issues in coastal areas. It was also stressed that multi-sector collaboration is

required for ICM to succeed. This collaboration must include foreign donors as well as national agencies 

and organizations.
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GROUP DISCUSSION

What caused the shift from central control in the 1980s to a more devolved process in the 1990s? 

The most important factor was the passing of the Local Government Code of 1991 that essentially devolved

most responsibility to local municipal, city, and provincial governments for management of coastal and

marine resources out to 15 km from the shoreline. Before 1991, municipal governments were supposed to

get approval from the national Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR) before they could pro-

ceed with setting up marine sanctuaries (BFAR 1990). Despite this requirement, the marine sanctuaries of

the 1980s were established because of the local communities’ desire for increased control over their coral

reef and fisheries resources.

What is the impact on the fishers by the large number of marine sanctuaries,since so many restrict

access in many areas around the country? 

The marine sanctuaries, in fact, only cover a small area. If the average size were 10 hectares, 400 marine

sanctuaries would only protect 4,000 hectares of coral reef. This is a tiny fraction of the 27,000 square kilo-

meters of coral reef in the Philippines. As the various successful projects have shown, when a small,10-20

hectare area of coral reef is set aside as a no-fishing zone, the result is higher fish catches outside of the

sanctuary area. This effect is now well documented from Sumilon Island and other similar experiments. It is

also well known that fishers are mobile and a restriction on one kilometer of coral reef is not much inconve-

nience to them as long as there is sufficient fishing habitat in the vicinity of where they normally fish. Thus,

the overall effect of the 400-plus MPAs in the Philippines should be higher fish catches for the local fishers.

This effort, however, takes time before it can be appreciated by fishers whose day-to-day needs overshadow

any future benefit for the MS. Thus, greater efforts are now focused on generating alternative or supplemen-

tal resources of income such as cooperative construction and operation of offshore fishing vessels for tuna

and other pelagic fishes.

What is the nature of multi-sector collaboration in the Philippines for setting up and managing marine

sanctuaries?

Although the level of government responsible for legalizing and supporting marine sanctuaries in the

Philippines is the municipality or city, in reality, most sanctuaries are established with the assistance of

marine research units of universities, NGOs, donor projects or some variation thereof. Most often,the

municipal government does not have the capacity or know how to assist in the community preparation for a

successful MS. Thus,in most model projects, there is some level of collaboration among different organiza-

tions together with the municipal or city government of concern.

How can the small community-based sanctuaries be scaled-up to more integrated coastal management

programs?

This is beginning to occur as municipal governments develop CRM plans for their whole area of municipal

jurisdiction to 15 km offshore. Such plans often include the following:

• Allocation of budget for CRM projects

• Support for barangay-level organizations for CRM such as the Fisheries and Aquatic Resources

Management Councils

M a r i n e  S a n c t u a ri e s  Wo r k s h o p 15



• Planning and supporting a host of CRM best practices such as marine sanctuaries, law enforcement

units, zoning schemes for municipal waters, alternative and environmentally-friendly livelihood pro-

jects, determination of municipal water boundaries, shoreline land use plans and others
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CHAPTER 2

THE IDEAS AND THEORY BEHIND COMMUNITY -BASED MARINE

SANCTUARIES

SUMMARY /ABSTRACT OF PANELIST PRESENTATIONS

THE THEORY AND ECOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS OF MARINE SANCTUARIES (MSS)
Presented by Alan White

The very high natural productivity of tropical coastal ecosystems is a strong justification for their manage-

ment. They rival tropical rainforests in natural production (figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1: Primary productivity of some major marine communities

Source: Whittaker 1975



This natural productivity translates into useable products such as fish. The high natural fish yields of up to

30 tons per square kilometer per year from coral reefs, for example,need to be maintained through proper

management. Otherwise, without proper management, much is lost as shown in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2: Fish yield decline and loss on destroyed reefs (10 years)

Source: White and Cruz-Trinidad 
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There are also basic requirements for managing coral reef ecosystems that are expected in the environment.

These include clear water, temperature, salinity, and others as shown in Figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3: Requirements for healthy coral reef growth

Source: White 1987a



The typical design for a MS that has evolved in the Philippines is based on the experiment with Sumilon

Island by Silliman University. The basic design,shown in Figure 2.4,sets aside a portion of the coral reef in

a core, or no-take/no-fishing zone.
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Figure 2.4:Example of reserve system with core sanctuary and “traditional use” buffer areas applied to islands

Source: White 1998a



Why do we need these MSs? 

MSs are important because overfishing is occurring in most nearshore tropical reef habitats as fishing

effort increases. Consequently, fish catch and fish recruitment to natural stocks are declining as illustrated

in Figure 2.5.
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Figure 2.5: Natural vs. fisheries selection

Source: White and Cruz-Trinidad



Why not just decrease fishing effort in general,instead of setting up MSs?

The reason is that many fish have to live to a certain age before they reproduce and provide large numbers of

eggs back into the ocean system. If fish such as grouper, snapper,and other important food fish are not

allowed to live to maturity, they never reproduce. Sanctuaries are needed to allow natural selection in the

wild, without pressures from continued fishing (Figure 2.6).
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Figure 2.6: Effects of natural vs. fishing mortality on population size structure and total egg production from

coral reef fish

Source: Bohnsack 1990
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In addition to the export of fish larvae and juveniles, sanctuaries export fish biomass as fish stocks have been

allowed to grow to maturity and naturally migrate to areas outside of home reefs. This effect is the crux of

why MSs are important for the improved management of coral reef habitats and fish stocks (Figure 2.7).

Figure 2.7: Dispersal of fish and larvae from a marine reserve

Source: Bohnsack 1990



Is there real evidence from existing MSs that positive results such as increased habitat quality, fish abun-

dance, and fish diversity do occur? 

Yes,this is shown in Figure 2.8. Three well-managed MSs (Balicasag, Pamilacan,and Sumilon Islands) all

have high fish density compared to six other unmanaged coral reefs in the vicinity that have very low fish

density. It can be noted that fish diversity (species richness) is also higher in the three MSs and reefs under

management compared to those without management.
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Figure 2.8: Mean fish species rich-

ness and individual density per 500

m2 for target reef species observed in

Balicasag, Pamilacan, Sumilon,

Danao (Alona Beach), Bolod,

Tawala, Doljo, Bil-isan, and Cabilao

May 1999

Source: White 1999
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The ultimate benefit from a well-managed MS is an increase in fish yield outside of the no-fishing zone of

the sanctuary. The increase in fish catch to fishers fishing outside the area of Sumilon and Apo islands is

shown in Figure 2.9. It is noted that the fish yield from Sumilon Island decreased in 1984 after sanctuary

management stopped (because of local political problems).
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Figure 2.9: Change in fish yields on two island reefs resulting from management

Source: White 1999
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In summary, the key environmental considerations in setting up effective MSs are to:

Select an area with a reasonably good habitat quality in terms of coral cover and other common mea-
sures of quality and where pollution is not a threat (Figure 2.10)

Select an area where the habitat is conductive to breeding and reproduction for all kinds of marine life

Select an area that is overall a “sink” for marine plankton so that the diversity and abundance of fishes
and invertebrates will tend to build-up in the sanctuary and eventually become a source for export to
areas outside the sanctuary

Select an area that is not overly vulnerable to destruction from waves, storms, other natural events, or
potential threats from human activities that could minimize the effectiveness of the area as a sanctuary
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Figure 2.10: The “box and border” model where a sanctuary is established along the coastline and a buffer

zone of a certain width is created around its perimeter to form the “reserve area”

Source:DENR et al 2000
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Benefits and Success Measures for CB-MSs

Presented by Miriam Balgos.

The focus groups reviewed a list of success factors related to the establishment and implementation of CB-

MSs that was put together based on literature (Crawford et al. 2000). They added substantially to the list

which was summarized as follows:

Marine Conservation

• Increased fish abundance and diversity

• Stable or improved coral cover

• Global impact of rehabilitation

• Export of larval recruits

• Biodiversity conservation

• Enhancement of adjacent areas

Community (Socioeconomic)

• Increased fish catch

• Perceived ecological benefits by community

• Perceived improved quality of life 

• Alternative/supplemental livelihood

• Cleaner overall community environment

• Greater community understanding of resources value

• Creation of environmental education sites

• Demonstration sites established

• Increase in quality of life measures, e.g., household income

• Spiritual benefits

• Intergenerational benefits

Community (Governance)

• Functional co-management

• Enhanced self-governance, self-esteem, and community empowerment

• High level of community support

• Improvement of local government

• Competence and accountability of organizations involved

Broader Government and Public Participation

• CB-MSs mean to address broader CRM issues

• CB-MSs are cost-effective and sustainable
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• Neighboring communities are motivated to develop sanctuaries based on the success of other sites

• Community leaders serve as motivators and trainers for neighboring communities

The focus groups emphasized the importance of:

• Strong leadership

• The legitimacy of the community facilitator

• The adaptive approach to management

• The accreditation of People’s Organization (POs) involved in CB-MSs

• The empowerment of the community from the start of the process

• The involvement of the community in monitoring and evaluation

• The use of scientific input in site selection

• The proximity of the initiating organization to the community

• The existence of legal means for the implementation of the CB-MSs

• The replication of the CB-MSs in neighboring communities

• The adoption and institutionalization of local conservation strategies including provisions for budget
and staff dedicated to the project

OUTCOME OF SMALL GROUP WORKSHOPS

Ecological Theory and MS Definition (Group 1)

What is a MS?

• A no-take area with boundaries that may include more than one habitat, if appropriate. Preferably, the
sanctuary will include a buffer zone or other zones, if acceptable to the community.

• A MS must have a coral reef area, but is not limited to reef areas. It may include seagrasses and other
types of habitat.

How do they function ecologically?

• Act as breeding, spawning, and nursery grounds for marine organisms and fishes

• Disperse larvae and biomass to other reefs

• Serve as a genetic bank for marine organisms

• Provide shoreline protection from wave action which may cause erosion

• Generate sand for beaches

What are the main ecological and marine conservation benefits?

• Empowers people towards marine conservation and management

• Signals the beginning of a “blue revolution” (more marine conservation and management-oriented
community and government program objectives)
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• Provides an excellent area to carry out research

• Can become an important tourism destination

• Increased fish yields in reef areas surrounding the sanctuary

• Achieves other ecological benefits such as preservation of buffer areas for protection against flooding

and erosion

What type of coral reef or ecosystem is best for a MS?

• The best type of reef is a “sink” and a breeding area. A sink reef is an area of reef that receives larvae

and juvenile marine organisms that are spawned in other locations and settle on the reef. The sink

becomes a source when the productivity increases and there is export or “spill-over.” The sink effect is

also dependent on local currents and the predominant movement of water into the area and capacity of

the area to support breeding and spawning as well.

• The MS must have good coral cover. There is no minimum percent of coral cover required. A higher

percent of coral cover is preferred, but must be weighted with other ecological, social, and practical

criteria.

What are the minimum and maximum or rule-of-thumb practical sizes for sites?

• This depends on the decision of the community after management options are presented. The options

should be based on technical and/or scientific studies that show the benefits and costs of small- and

large-sized MSs. 

• No recommendation should be made regarding minimum or maximum sizes, although generally most

marine scientists feel areas larger than 10 hectares are best. Recommendations may pre-empt the deci-

sion on the size of the MS. 

• Good reefs are specifically recommended; however, the preference of the community must be consid-

ered. If the community does not want the area,the MS may not be successful. A less ideal reef area

near the community may be chosen as a MS because it can be protected more effectively than a dis-

tant, better-quality reef. 

Coastal Communities and Participation (Group 2)

What do we mean by “community based”in the context of establishing and implementing CB-MSs?

Community based is geo-political in scope. It is usually focused on the smallest unit of government,or a sin-

gle settlement area or village. In the Philippines,this is the barangaylevel, and in Indonesia,it is the desa

level. Key agencies at the next level of government can also be included in the definition of community for

community-based management (Philippines–municipality, Indonesia–Kabupaten).

What is a coastal community?

A coastal community includes the direct users of the resource as well as other stakeholders within a geo-

political setting, usually the smallest unit of government, i.e.,barangayor desalevel.
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What do we mean by participation?

• Participation means the involvement of the community and key stakeholders from the beginning in 

discussing issues and causes in coastal management planning to the point of implementation and 

monitoring. Participation also implies the ability to make decisions–not just be present.

• The participants are the core resource management group, formal and informal leaders, key stake-

holders (including private/business operators, direct users, and consumers) and other members of 

the community.

What forms of participation are best for CB-MSs?

A multi-sectoral core group is the first step in forming a community-based management regime. This core

group along with other members of the community can participate in data gathering, surveys, planning,

implementation, and monitoring.

How much participation is needed to ensure success, and how do you know when it has been successful?

Data gathering by as many community members as possible is important. The core group,once selected and

supported by the wider community, should be active in decisionmaking, implementation, and monitoring.

Sub-groups can be elected for performing various chores and duties related to planning, implementation, and

monitoring.

At what stages in the process is participation needed, and how does it vary depending on where you are

within the process?

• Preparation and planning 

– The preparation and planning involve the core group and technical assistants for resource assess-

ments and mapping.

– The core group is a multi-sectoral group able to represent the sentiments of the people. The mem-

bers of the group have the capability to influence the sectors they represent. 

• Adoption/ordinance proposal and endorsement 

– The broader community must be involved in making the decision to adopt the plan or ordinance.

This can be led by the core group.

• Management and monitoring

– The expanded core group must include other stakeholders and technical assistants from the com-

munity or outside.

Why is the lack of participation one of the major reasons for program failure?

Weak participation is a basis for problems because of the potential for:

• Different understanding and interpretation of objectives, plan, and activities

• A lack of credibility of the core group

• Political motivations being more important than setting up a MS
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• Socioeconomic differences which affect who participates and dominates the decisionmaking process

• A true consensus is not reached, thus community support is weak

• No constituency built to weather difficult political changes and times

• True concerns of the community not being resolved

Benefits of a CB-MS (Group 3)

What is the purpose of a CB-MS, and what primary socioeconomic, community, and broader public bene-

fits do they provide?

• Ecological: Fish reproduction, abundance, and production, as well as protection and rehabilitation of

habitats and biodiversity. The overall protection a sanctuary provides allows the ecosystem to return to

normal so all species and their breeding and reproduction are benefited.

• Socioeconomic: Improved income from increased fish catch and enhanced tourism possibilities. The

community gains a greater understanding and capability through the responsibility of locally-managed

projects with the assistance of local government. Such projects can serve as showcases and research

sites, and build pride among community members.

• Socio-political: Empowerment, active participation in CB-MSs,and equitable access to resources

through participation and successful management.

To what extent can benefits be quantified in terms of economic, ecological,or social benefits?

In general,all benefits can be measured and quantified. They need to emphasize the benefits of a CB-MS project.

Most benefits can also be translated into economic terms so they are easily understood by the government and

communities involved. Decisionmakers respond to economic return and, if presented in the right format,can then

think in terms of investment to improve a degraded system that will provide a certain return over time.

• Ecological benefits can and should be quantified

– Total live coral cover can increase 5-10 percent annually under good conditions

– Fish abundance inside the sanctuary can increase 50-70 percent annually, depending on what the

baseline is and how degraded a site was originally

• After two years

– Income can increase from improved fish catch or from tourism development (more equitable, broad-

er distribution)

– Fish catch in some sites increased from 2 kg/day to 5 kg/day

– Tourism revenue from fees in some sites has been as high as P100,000/year (US$2,000)

– Reduction of illegal practices occurs in and surrounding the sanctuary if there is widespread com-

munity support,and it is well managed and enforced

– Increased participation in decisionmaking at the community level generally results from a well-

implemented participatory planning and management process



Why should CB-MSs be promoted as a CRM intervention as opposed to other kinds of interventions?

• It can be cheaper and more effective than top-down approaches

• It is a good entry point for other broader and more complex CRM issues

• It addresses habitat conservation and resource management, and at the same time, it can provide eco-

nomic benefits to the community–a win-win situation

• It provides a way to educate people about marine ecology, conservation, and resources management

• It results in more responsibility by the community to care for and manage the resource–promotes a

stewardship ethic

What social, economic, and ecological problems do CB-MSs help solve?

• Social problems solved by CB-MSs:

– Poor access to basic services

– Inaccessible training opportunities

– Lack of community participation in resource management

– Poor linkages within and outside the community

– Lack of empowerment

– Lack of awareness about resources, environment,and social dynamics of the community

• Economic problems solved by CB-MSs:

– Lack of other sources of livelihood

– Poor catch from fishing

– Localized poverty

• Ecological problems solved by CB-MSs:

– Destructive/illegal fishing

– Lack of resource monitoring

– Weak law enforcement leading to resource depletion

– Improper waste/garbage disposal

– Degraded ecosystems

Given that there is a perceived high number of unsuccessful sites,why is this occurring, and what are the

key issues to increasing the success rate in the future?

• Failure results during the sanctuary planning phase due to:

– Not using a community-based approach

– Not allowing for a broad base of participation

– Lack of baseline information collection for monitoring and evaluation
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– No provision for monitoring and evaluation

– No management plan prepared before or after its legal establishment

– A general lack of process and time allowed for consensus building

• Failure during the implementation phase is often due to:

– Too much emphasis on output results (e.g., ordinance signed, number of persons trained) rather

than process results (high level of consensus achieved among all community stakeholder groups)

and outcomes (community empowerment, increased fish catches, improved coral reef condition)

– Too much emphasis on preparation and planning for ordinance approval and forgetting about man-

agement, maintenance,and other sustaining activities

– Conflict of interests among user groups with different objectives, such as fishers versus tourism

operators

– No clear definition of roles and responsibilities for the community, management committee, and

external supporting institutions

– Lack of promotion within the community and local government,and with groups and institutions

outside the community

SUMMARY OF PLENARY DISCUSSIONS

Group Discussion: Theory Behind CB-MSs

Several questions concerning selection of sites and criteria used raised the following important points:

• The role of community is very important in the process of selecting sanctuary sites and developing the

management plan.

• Options on locating a sanctuary should be presented to the community for discussion. It should be

decided in an open forum that includes those with more scientific knowledge than community mem-

bers so that all options are considered.

• Sites should be selected that will serve as a demonstration of how to implement a sanctuary in the eyes

of both the community and the outside facilitating group so that all concerned will have pride in the

project and its outcomes.

• Coral cover on reefs should not be the only criteria for selecting a site. It was suggested that a more

robust set of criteria be used that includes a variety of factors affecting ecological and practical success

such as: “sink” vs. “source” in terms of ocean currents; ability of the particular site to regenerate if it

has been damaged in the past; the lack of serious pollution threats that could undermine any good

efforts; and finally, the full endorsement of the community in terms of their preference for what area

will be set aside as a sanctuary with no fishing.
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How far should NGOs,academia, or government go in pushing MSs on communities? 

Sanctuary establishment is a two-way street. On the one hand, we would not have MSs at all if the NGOs,

academia (universities), and government had developed and pursued the concept of the MS as a management

tool. On the other hand, we would not have many successful MSs being managed by communities if they

were not fully endorsed and beneficial to the community. Any given situation may require an increased or

decreased role of the outside facilitating agency or organization in the realization of a good MS. This is why

the concept of “co-management” is applicable in most cases; it usually requires the collaboration of commu-

nity with government or an NGO to make MSs sustainable. 

Can sanctuaries be set up for management other than general fisheries, such as open-water fisheries,

giant clams, sea urchins,or other specific purposes?

Yes, they can have any number of outcomes,many of which are not mutually exclusive. That is,a MS set up

for a general fisheries or tourism purpose can also be used for specific species if appropriate,and vice versa.
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CHAPTER 3

PROCESS AND SUCCESSFACTORS

SUMMARY /ABSTRACT OF PANELIST PRESENTATIONS

The Process and Results of the Focus Group Discussions

A logical model for describing the establishment and implementation of CB-MSs was presented to the focus

groups. Figure 3.1 incorporates the modifications to the model as suggested by different focus groups and

individuals who had varying opinions as to the number of steps in the process and what activities should

take place in each step (Crawford et al. 2000). 

The focus group participants mentioned that variations to this generalized model exist. They described varia-

tions to the framework from project to project and among different initiating institutions. In addition, the

participants mentioned that perhaps there are several different models that are implemented in the

Philippines. For example, one group proposed a classification based on who designates the MS as follows:

• Nationally designated and community managed

• Municipally designated and community managed

• Nationally designated but not community managed

The focus group participants emphasized a number of key project interventions that should be applied

throughout the process rather than solely in any one step. These included public education, capability build-

ing, monitoring, and evaluation. Some participants felt the steps in the model should not always be consid-

ered sequential; they can overlap in timing and sequence of activities within and between each step. 

Some participants wanted to add a step, which they called “pre-entry activities,” prior to community entry,

preparation, and appraisal. This step would involve project preparation, staff hiring and training, and select-

ing appropriate communities or sites for establishing MSs. There was disagreement among participants on

the best time to identify community core groups, but they agreed that the core group should be composed of

community leaders (formal or informal) who lead the planning and organizing initiative at the community

level and may also play a role in implementation. Some participants suggested an additional step (a phase-

out or phase-down step) after implementation. During this step, the intervening institution either cuts off all

ties with the community permanently or continues to maintain some linkages with the community on an ad-

hocor as-needed basis. 

Factors Influencing Success:Results of the Field Research

Presented by Richard Pollnac. 

A field study of 45 CB-MSs sites in Bohol,Leyte, Cebu, and Negros Oriental was conducted to empirically

test and validate hypothesized success factors (Pollnac 2000). Numerous factors that were related to the 
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Figure 3.1: The community-based MS program logic model

success of CB-MSs were identified from literature reviews, case studies, focus group discussions, and other

meetings and workshops. These factors were classified in two broad categories: contextual and project.

Contextual factors include social, cultural, political,and economic aspects directly responsible for the CB-

MSs. Project factors include aspects of project implementation and post-implementation activities. The suc-

cess measures used were a composite of biological, technological,and social variables. The study examined

how these factors either individually or in combination impact the various components of success of CB-

MSs. Data was gathered through key informant interviews, direct observations of the CB-MSs site and adja-

cent community, and secondary data collection.

Overall, the analyses indicated that six factors appear to be extremely important for the overall success of 

the CB-MSs:

• A relatively small population size

• A perceived crisis in terms of reduced fish populations before the CB-MS project

• The presence of successful alternative-income projects

• A relatively high level of community participation in decisionmaking (high on the democracy scale)

• Continuing advice from the implementing organization

• Inputs from the municipal government

These were identified as most important using step-wise regression, which removes other variables highly
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correlated with both the success measures and the “most important” variables. The highly interrelated vari-

ables–those involving aspects of community participation in CB-MS projects–are an example of variables

that will require further examination. A future analysis will examine these multivariate interrelationships.

It is important to note that some variables widely assumed to be important did not appear so in the analyses

presented here. For example, many have suggested that having a full-time village facilitator is an important

pre-condition to success. This factor does not have a significant relationship with the success measures used

here. The same holds true for the almost ubiquitous belief that CB-MSs initiated at the village level are more

likely to be successful. Many other variables expected to be related to CB-MS success also proved to be

unrelated in our sample. The significance of findings such as these is that they can be used by decisionmak-

ers to avoid unnecessary, costly activities in CB-MS projects. For example, it obviously costs a great deal

more to have a full-time facilitator for each village involved in a project. If part-time facilitators achieve the

same level of success,as indicated by the analyses presented here, significant savings could be made.

There are several caveats that apply to the present analyses. First,nothing has been said about the factors

influencing important predictor variables, such as the success of alternative-income projects. We will try to

clarify some of these factors in future analyses of the data. Second, some of the predictor variables, such as

level of democracy,seem to be inherent characteristics of a community–possibly the result of historical forces

in the area. Changing these characteristics, e.g., improving the level of democracy in a community, may prove

to be a difficult, long-term or impossible task. Perhaps, it would be most efficient to select sites where com-

munity members already have sustained input in community affairs. These caveats hold with respect to many

of the factors that were related to success–how do we implement the proximate preconditions to success?

Third, one has to agree that the success measures used here actually measure what we mean by “success of a

CB-MS.” Fourth, we do not know if the findings can be generalized beyond the Visayas region of the

Philippines. Despite these caveats, the findings should prove to be a useful supplement to the many case stud-

ies found in the literature. Application of the findings should improve the present success rate of CB-MSs.

They should also stimulate further research to identify in more detail the factors influencing the success of

CB-MSs, hopefully resulting in an even more improved success rate among these important institutions. 

OUTCOME OF SMALL GROUP WORKSHOPS

Preconditions and Pre-entry (Group 1)

What preconditions within a given community (local community-level context factors) increase the proba-

bility of success?

• Population:smaller is better—probability of success is higher

• Culture

• Traditional resource management /indigenous practices

• Interest of community (invitation)



• Relative community dependence on the resources

• Perceived crisis in the resource condition 

What other enabling conditions (supra-community context factors) increase the probability of success?

• Higher government (municipal, provincial, etc.) support to the community

• Fewer resource use conflicts with other communities

• Supportive legal framework

• Support from supra-informal leaders

• Success stories from other communities

Can we develop a typology of contexts that help guide us in the selection of a community for intervention

activities,or help determine what kind of initial interventions should be implemented? If so,what are they?

A typology can be constructed utilizing the success factors listed above. Demand from the community is a

key determinant of success. Favorable local politics are also a key factor in the beginning, but can be over-

come in the later stages of development if negative.

Prior to entering a community to start the process of planning, what startup activities need to be taken by

the promoting institution, and what conditions should be in place before any community work starts?

The first step is courtesy calls to determine the interest of the community and local government leaders in

developing a CB-MS. Preliminary social and biophysical investigation should be done before any long-term

commitments are made to determine the context of the area in enough detail to decide if a project is viable.

Once a decision is made, program presentations need to be made to start the process of engaging people in

the planning process. Formal agreements can then be made with the local leaders–governor, mayor,

barangaycouncil, and community/NGO–that are finalized with a memorandum of agreement of some kind

and signed by appropriate parties.

Community Entry, Preparation, Appraisal, Core Group Formation (Group 2)

Assumption: The change agent is external (the community does not initiate the development process).

What are the key activities undertaken in this stage of the process?

• Initial consultations with local government unit (LGU)/village leaders

• Identify through community consultations:

– Concerns and causes of these issues

– Additional concerns of the community and their aspirations

– Initial ideas on solutions as seen through the eyes of the community

• Selection of development catalyst:

– Full-time field officer or extension officer (ideal situation)
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– Skills in community organization and facilitation with understanding of the process of setting up 

a CB-MS

• Analysis and identification of stakeholders with the role of clarification

• Conduct Participatory Coastal Resource Assessment (PCRA)

• Public education (one of the preliminary steps in community entry)

• Identifying potential group and conservation leaders and “second-liners”

What critical or minimal outcomes/thresholds are necessary to achieve before proceeding to detailed plan-

ning?

• Resource status analyzed and recommendations made by a credible group in consultation with the

community as part of the PCRA process

• Active, aware, and assertive core group formed through community organizing process

What form of social contract should be agreed on between the community and the extension institution?

How should this contract be developed?

Depending on the local acceptability, various agreements can be used such as social contracts, a covenant of

some type among community members, and/or memorandum of agreement/memorandum of understanding

(MOU) between the project donor and the community and local government concerned. How a social con-

tract is developed and in what form will depend on the situation, the need,and the types of organizations

involved. Donor projects, for example, often require a memorandum of agreement between the community

and the project before it proceeds.

What should be the minimum length of time allocated for this stage of the process?

Three to six months is normally required for the preparation phase and establishment of rapport with the

community through some form of social agreement.

What criteria and process should be used to select core-group members?

When a project starts to work in a community, there are various ways to identify potential core-group mem-

bers. Normally, those interested in the issue of marine conservation will come forward and start to partici-

pate in some form. Information will become available on the background of various individuals through

observations and interviews. Both formal and informal techniques are used to organize and learn about peo-

ple in the area. One method is to ask for volunteers and suggest small projects for community members to

test their willingness to participate.

Once a core group is identified, it should be multi-sector in nature and show strong commitment to the pro-

ject through its time, talent, and even economic or other form of contribution to the cause. Core-group mem-

bers should have potential for training, serving as leaders and providing guidance in management of the

marine environment, and, in particular, the ability to manage people. Their true interest and willingness is

the ultimate test to their ability to perform the job well.
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How much time should a field worker spend in the community versus the office, and how can it be tai-

lored based on community context and capacity?

The Focus Group Discussion Report (Crawford et al. 2000) provides details on this question. However, in

general, NGO field workers will need to spend most of their time in the community for what is termed “total

immersion.” Full-time immersion (at least six months to a year) is usually required during the beginning

stages of a project. If the proponent or worker is from the government, budget and willingness/commitment

of the worker must be taken into consideration. However,in the end, successful community workers need to

spend more, not less,time in the community to achieve their objective of helping organize a community core

group for the implementation of a CB-MS.

Establishing a MS and Ordinance Approval (Group 3)

What are the key activities undertaken in this stage of the process?

• Resource assessment activities should include:

– A PCRA including 10 or more community participants in the process

– Mapping the habitats. This should be a major result of the PCRA so that detailed maps are devel-

oped showing not only locations of habitats, but resource use patterns, locations of fish and other

resources, land marks of importance, and more.

– Site selection should include a review of the maps and data collected during the PCRA process.

The community develops this into several alternative proposals, with technical assistance from rel-

evant NGOs or government agencies. The community and researchers together determine objec-

tives of the MS through dialogue and consultations. Ultimately,a consensus on site selection is

reached after everyone is satisfied that the process is open and agreement is clear.

• Management plan development activities to be decided should include:

– Locating boundaries and zones, and clearly delineating these boundary markers

– Identifying allowable activities,and to what extent they are allowed

– Determining responsibilities of the core group in managing the sanctuary

– Validating the management plan with the community, LGUs, NGOs, and researchers 

– Validating the process through community consultation and research,with a focus around the core

group in the community

– Drafting the ordinance following the agreement on the management plan. The ordinance essential-

ly endorses the management plan and puts it into legal language. Once drafted,it is presented to

the village,barangaycouncil, and municipal council. 

– Approving the ordinance. This will come once all levels of local government are satisfied that the

ordinance is in agreement with the needs of the community or village of concern, and that it can

effectively be implemented. It is useless to approve an ordinance that is premature to the actual

management of the sanctuary, and if agreements are not solid within the community, about the

location and form of management.
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What critical or minimal outcomes/thresholds are necessary before an ordinance is presented to the com-

munity and local government for approval? 

The group agreed it is critical to have a management plan, no matter how general, before an ordinance is

presented. Without a management plan, there is no assurance that the community has been involved in the

process of deciding the basic parameters about the establishment and management of the sanctuary.

What social and economic criteria should be considered in sanctuary site selection?

• Socioeconomic criteria to consider include:

– Resource use patterns and willingness of the community to change these patterns

– Potential conflicts that could arise when the sanctuary is implemented

– Displacement of livelihood, if any. Generally, fishers are mobile and not easily displaced.

– Traditional practices that may need to be changed and willingness to do so

– Manageability of the area in terms of location, ease of protection, guarding, etc.

– Existing legislation on the area of concern. Does it exist, and if so can it be amended?

• Ecological criteria to be considered as discussed in the section on the theory behind CB-MSs include:

– Level of biodiversity in the area as measured by coral cover and fish diversity

– Potential for increased productivity because the area is a net “sink” of marine larval recruitment as

a result of ocean currents

– Proximity to threats/risks that could cause serious pollution

– Uniqueness of the habitats/functions that deserve special protection

– Relative size to what is needed for adequate conservation of a given area 

What are the best types of participation techniques in this stage of the process?

• Community meetings, formal and informal

• PCRA

• Education programs involving local participants in their design and implementation

• Community organizing

How do we know when there is enough participation and when sufficient consensus is reached?

• Attendance to meetings over time:is it waning or increasing?

• High level of awareness about what subjects

• Percent familiar with the ordinance is high

• PCRA participation and results are sufficient to meet needs of assessment and participation

• Participation is occurring without undue incentives



What should be the basic contents of an ordinance?

• Rationale/objectives

• Site description and mapped boundaries 

• Allowable activities

• Roles and responsibilities of community, core group,and local government

• Management guidelines and process

• Revenue mechanisms and process of collection

• Penalties

• Repealing clause and dates effective  

Under what conditions should an extension program choose to pull out from assisting a community?

The extension program may pull out when the community has developed the capability to manage the MS

by themselves. This may take anywhere from one to three years. If the extension program stays too long, it

may undermine the sustainability of the program under the guidance of the community and local govern-
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Figure 3.2: Who approves an ordinance and how? 
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ment.

At what stage and how should alternative/supplemental livelihoods and other community development ini-

tiatives be introduced? What criteria should there be on choosing types of livelihood and development

actions, and who decides? To what extent does it matter whether the livelihood component is successful or

not in terms of success of the sanctuary?

Ideally, alternative livelihood opportunities will be incorporated in a larger CRM plan for the area in a man-

ner that enhances conservation and management activities. It should strive to build incentives for resource

management and not detract from the resource base in any way. Basic considerations on the type of liveli-

hoods should be:

• Environmentally friendly,thus enhancing conservation

• Market driven so there is a true demand

• Related to traditional activities so people are connected and can learn them easily through existing

skills in the community

• Have a sound business plan

Should a management plan be started during this stage or wait until the ordinance is established?

The group decided that a plan should be prepared before the ordinance,and the plan should be attached to

the ordinance as it progresses through the acceptance process.

What should be a minimum length of time allocated for this stage of the process?

One year

Management and Implementation (Group 4)

What activities are undertaken by the extension institution at this stage in the process, and what does the

community undertake? What essential services and resources should be provided to the community at this

stage?

• Activities of the extension institution can include a phase-down process while providing demand-dri-

ven services to the community such as leveraging money, training, technical advice in planning, or

other needs to manage the CB-MS.

• Community activities could include requests for specific assistance from the extension institution and

taking more initiative to activate the community to learn more skills in managing the CB-MS.

Extension is in phase-down, demand-driven services. It should help facilitate monitoring and evalua-

tion, and provide technical advisory services in plan formulation. Extension also helps in marketing of

the CB-MS to outside groups/consumers during the latter stages of implementation. Outside groups

include government officials and the private sector. Extension also helps in trouble-shooting implemen-

tation difficulties and analyzes problems for the planners.

What should be the contents of a management plan for the sanctuary?

The contents of a management plan should include:
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• Maps with coordinates and description (written) of the area

• List of resources and their uses

• Issues facing coastal resource users and proposed solutions

• Objectives, strategies, and activities

• A budget and financial plan for generating revenue

• Institutional arrangements and responsibilities

• Monitoring and evaluation schedule

How should fees and fines be determined, and how should they be managed and allocated?

Fees can be based on other experiences and the quality of the environment in relation to the type of people

or tourists who will be paying the fees. The local government’s legal framework also has guidelines for fees

and fines. Sharing of revenues will have to be worked out in the local situation between the community and

the local government depending on existing guidelines. 

How should management committee members be selected?

Selection of committee members is discussed above under core group formation. The principles and process

are the same, with a main feature being the representation of the various sectors in the community. Members

should be committed and interested in the management committee work.

What should be the roles, functions, and activities of the management committee?

• Draft the final management plan through the participatory process described above

• Implement and evaluate the plan as required

• Manage and monitor the CB-MS

Internal and external committees should be considered. The internal committee is the actual management

committee, while the external committee helps in monitoring and evaluation. The external committee may

consist of persons other than the management committee.

How does the extension institution phase-down activities in the community, and how does it know the

appropriate timing of phase down? When should the field worker be pulled out of the community on a

full-time basis?

There is a need to assess capability/motivation of the community in continuing activities on their own before

pulling out field workers. The progress in implementing the management plan through benchmarks needs to

be evaluated against objectives of the project.

What ongoing relationship and support should the extension institution have with the community once

implementation has started? Once it is determined the community has the capacity for sustained manage-

ment, what role does the extension institution continue to have with the community? What services and

other support should continue to be provided?

By the time implementation has begun, the extension institution should be in a full partnership mode with
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the community, but beginning to phase down its full-time active involvement in the management process.

The bulk of its activities should be focused on developing/enhancing and maintaining the capabilities of the

selected community managers.

When the community capability reaches sustained management, the extension institution lets them take the

lead and provides only specific services requested by the community. Typically, these activities are aimed at

developing the awareness/capability of specific sectors, rather than the community as a whole.

Group Discussion: Success Factors

Who determines the core group?

This was discussed when considering the internal versus external facilitation of the core group development

process. It was suggested that the community determines the core group with assistance from the community

workers or organizer assigned to the barangayor village. The community worker may have a recommenda-

tion on who are the best leaders and who should comprise the core group, but the real decision must come

from the community members who will have to live with and respect the core group.

Who makes the management plan for the MS?

It was clearly stated that the management plan should be developed through a participatory process that

allows the community the full say, as much as practical, to develop the management plan. It was suggested

that the development of the management plan is the best opportunity for the participatory process to proceed

prior to CB-MS finalization and implementation.

Does the planning process precede or succeed the ordinance?

There was some discussion because different people had different ideas. The consensus was that the plan-

ning process should preempt the ordinance,and the plan could be the main input into the ordinance. This

participation to develop the plan will help prevent situations where an ordinance is drafted very quickly by a

few people and passed through the municipality without much participation from the community members

and before a core group is formed and active.

Comparisons and Recommendations (Philippines)

Discuss ways to build institutional support, capacity, and budget for CB-MSs in the Philippines.

• Local governments should provide the following or seek assistance to:

– Allocate a budget for coastal management from their development fund and prioritize other

sources of revenue for CRM

– Develop CRM plans that prioritize MSs as one of the management tools for CRM implementation

– Build capacity to accomplish good CRM planning

– Understand the importance of issues and needs of CRM

– Understand how to organize their personnel to assist with CRM
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– Adopt a municipal coastal database system to standardize their information,and be able to share it

with other LGUs

– Be able to monitor their progress in CRM

• Academia should:

– Increase involvement by incorporating CB-MSs into extension and research programs

– Use CB-MSs as opportunities for monitoring and evaluating the work of faculty and students and

for thesis research as appropriate

– Have state colleges begin to develop extension programs for CB-MSs

• People’s organizations can get more involved in setting up CB-MSs; but to be able to operate offi-

cially must first become incorporated and registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission

for funding.

• Private sector and business groups can help to support CB-MSs through various financial schemes such

as visitor and user fees, donations, providing technical assistance or equipment for monitoring, or

guarding CB-MSs.

• NGOs can enter in a memorandum of agreement with LGUs for cost sharing in projects for CB-MSs.

NGOs need strengthening in their approaches to technical assistance for CB-MSs. They often use dif-

ferent community organization methods and different kinds of resource assessments. Standardization of

techniques used by NGOs in the Philippines is important. They can benefit from forming partnerships

with universities together with LGUs.

What are the benefits to regional cooperation?

• Capability building and sharing of project models is a major benefit. Local governments, university-

based projects, and technique and enterprise development can all benefit from regional and cross-coun-

try exchanges (e.g., between Indonesia and the Philippines). 

• Standardization of methods for monitoring is another important benefit. This is evolving through more

exchange of data and the need to cross-reference data which is difficult if methods used to collect data

are different. This kind of standardization needs to occur within a country before it can easily be trans-

ferred to other countries. The Philippines is nearing agreement within the country on the practical

methods to use for monitoring. The Philippines can share these methods with other Asian countries.

• Joint projects and programs could be set up between two or more countries for cross-country learning.

This has been done in the past among scientists in different Asian countries and could work for CB-

MSs in an effort to share lessons from one project to another.

Recommendations for priority topics for regional cooperation include:

• Methods for community-based PCRA and monitoring in general

• CB-MS management techniques and management plans

• How institutions can be built for sustainability

• Community organization techniques



• Environmental education programs

• Legal ordinances and how they are enforced

• Replication of projects within countries and how to scale-up

• Developing a CRM information network

Is the Philippines CB-MS model sufficiently successful and robust to warrant replication in a range of

community settings in North Sulawesi and other locations in the region?

Yes,the model is robust, but it must be tailored to various sites whether in the Philippines or in other coun-

tries such as Indonesia. Models are never perfect and must continue to evolve to be more robust. In the

Philippines,the model has problems with larger-scale coastal management issues since problems are

increased by an order-of-magnitude. In this case, the CB-MS is only partially applicable and must be incor-

porated into more integrated forms of coastal management that include larger geographic areas with more

complexities than small sanctuary areas.

The current model is sufficient to help establish a series or network of CB-MSs all over the Philippines. This

is happening,although because the model is not always followed, many CB-MSs that are established do not

work or fail after several years of operation.

Are CB-MSs effective in catalyzing more comprehensive coastal management initiatives at the community

scale and in broader geographic areas?

Yes, they are triggering many more projects that can enhance wider CRM in broader community settings.

This is happening because the problems of coastal management are widespread and CB-MSs are only an ini-

tial solution for localized areas. They are a good start to more comprehensive programs for CRM. Because

CB-MSs are relatively manageable and small scale, their short-term results create more interest in CRM in

general. They are effective in catalyzing more action in the broader context of coastal area management.
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CHAPTER 4

PHILIPPINE FIELD TRIP REPORTS

The workshop participants visited two sites off Mactan Island (the Gilutongan Island Marine Sanctuary and

the Olango Island Bird Sanctuary) to directly observe how communities in the Philippines are managing

MSs. The participants read the profiles prepared for the sites,observed the activities in the area, and talked

to MS leaders and other key informants using the following guide questions during the field visit:

• How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

• What problems have the MSs helped address and what were not addressed?

• What are the challenges to make it sustainable?

• What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

GILUTONGAN ISLAND MARINE SANCTUARY

The Gilutongan Island Marine Sanctuary has a total area of 15 hectares (ha) located along the western coast-

line of Gilutongan Island. It is under the jurisdiction of the municipality of Cordova, Cebu. This was one of

the pilot sites of the Cebu Resources Management Project in 1991-1993. The sanctuary was established in

1991 by the municipal legislative council (Municipal Resolution 91-93) by approving the recommendations

made by the Cordova Resource Management Board (Board Resolution 01,Series 1991). Sanctuary enforce-

ment started in 1992 by the community members led by the Barangay Secretary and ended in 1995 follow-

ing the resignation of the Barangay Secretary due to enforcement problems. Afterwards, the sanctuary exist-

ed only in name. 

The sanctuary became one of the pilot sites of the CRMP-Philippines in 1996. Activities in the sanctuary

included identification of resources, issues, and opportunities following a participatory coastal resource

assessment. In 1998,seaweed-farming technology was introduced in the area, and credit was provided to the

community to support the development of alternative livelihood activities through an island-based coopera-

tive of island fishers. In the same year, the first participatory survey of reef and fish conditions inside and

adjacent to the sanctuary was undertaken. The survey yielded results that highlighted various sanctuary man-

agement problems, including the incomplete legal status of the marine sanctuary and excessive/uncontrolled

use of marine resources in the non-restricted zones.

With CRMP’s support, a multisectoral Technical Working Group (TWG) was formed to assist in drafting a

municipal ordinance officially establishing the sanctuary. The municipality of Cordova formally adopted the

sanctuary ordinance on March 24, 1999, by virtue of Resolution No. 30,Series of 1999. However, some

inadequacies were found in the resolution so several interagency consultations were held to determine need-

ed revisions. Finally, the marine sanctuary ordinance was amended and passed on May 31, 1999, by virtue
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of Resolution No. 47,Ordinance No. 003,Series of 1999. The formal launching included installing mooring

and boundary buoys. Mr. Timoteo Menguito was designated as the sanctuary’s project director with funding

support from the DENR Regional Office No. 7.

The specific objectives of the MS, as formulated by the municipal ordinance, are as follows:

• To protect and manage the municipal waters of Cordova and its coastal and fishery resources for the

enjoyment and benefit of its people

• To rehabilitate and restore depleted coastal and fishery resources of the municipality by establishing

MSs in areas of high productivity and/or high biodiversity

• To control and regulate the activities of visitors, tourists, divers, snorkelers, swimmers, boaters, and

other resource users within established MS areas 

On November 11, 1999, Cordova Municipal Ordinance No. 008 was passed regulating the activities within

the sanctuary, including establishment of accreditation and user fees,a system of collecting fees, sharing

arrangements,and a management structure for the sanctuary. Organized vendors are actively involved in

sanctuary management/enforcement activities. As of September 2000,collection of user and accreditation

fees amounted to P 178,475.00 (US$ 3,570). However, these fees currently go directly to the municipality of

Cordova because no cash payment is being done on-site. 

The following information/response by the workshop participants were based on interviews with the project

director and other informants in the community.

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

The workshop participants observed that Gilutongan Island Marine Sanctuary does not seem to exhibit the

characteristics of a CB-MS. The project director is the one person most actively involved in the management

of the sanctuary. The sanguniang barangay(village council) and the Barangay Fisheries and Aquatic

Resources Management Council (BFARMC) are not involved in the management of the sanctuary, although

the project director is a member of the council. There is little participation from the community other than

taking part in the survey of reefs and fish condition inside and outside of the sanctuary.

The major benefits from the sanctuary are derived mainly from tourism activities, particularly from user and

accreditation fees including income from vending activities. While fishing is not allowed in the sanctuary,

fishing is not a major livelihood in the community. Their proximity to the city allows the community to

engage in economic activities other than fishing such as vending souvenir items, mineral water, and other

tourist staples. There are about 48 vendors organized into an association. These vendors, who also serve as

lifeguards, observe a rotation schedule. The scheme for sharing user fees and other income derived from

tourism activities between the municipality of Cordova and the community (70:30) had yet to be realized. 

The sanctuary also serves as a demonstration site for sanctuary management. It appears there is widespread

community compliance with the rules and regulations related to sanctuary management, as indicated by an

observed decrease in destructive fishing inside the sanctuary. Based on fish and live coral cover monitoring,

there are indications of increasing coral cover and stabilization of fish populations in the area.
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What problems have the CB-MS helped address in the community, and what coastal problems are they

not addressing? Should they address these other problems and how?

The project director and the lifeguards have reduced destructive fishing operations in the sanctuary through

the enforcement of laws. Destructive fishing, however,is still being practiced outside the sanctuary due to

lack of enforcement. The impact of the CB-MS on fish yield has not been assessed, and the community has

yet to get their share of income derived from the collection of user and accreditation fees.

Community education within the island is lacking and the self-help potential of the community is not tapped.

As a result, there is low community participation in the management of the sanctuary. 

These problems are now being addressed through community mobilization in order to develop a sense of

ownership of the CB-MS among members of the community. Community organizers are facilitating this

through an intensive information, education, and communication program. This is further being enhanced by

involving the community in the drafting of a coastal management plan for the larger Olango area.

What challenges do they have to make it sustainable? 

The immediate challenge is to get the community actively participating in the management of the marine

sanctuary. This requires helping the community develop a sense of ownership over the sanctuary. This

involves substantial community participation both in the planning and implementation phase. Therefore,

there is a need to start mobilizing community participation in the management of the sanctuary by making

them informed of the current programs and activities related to sanctuary management and by involving

them in the implementation of the management plan. There is also a need to seek the LGU and the Barangay

Council’s support in the implementation of the plans and programs in the area. 

What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

There is a need to deputize more guards who could be paid out of the income derived from the user and

accreditation fees. The lifeguards’ responsibility should be strengthened by forming them into composite

teams and providing them with adequate enforcement authority. There is also a need to review the income

sharing system in order to have a more equitable distribution of income among members of the community.

The community should be empowered to be more involved in the conduct of participatory planning and eval-

uation along with the LGU, DENR, and CRMP. 

OLANGO ISLAND BIRD SANCTUARY

Olango Island has a total land area of 1,041 ha,with a human population of 20,000 belonging to 4,000

households. Seventy-five percent of these households are engaged in fishing or related livelihood activities

such as making shellcrafts. These activities are dependent on the use of coastal resources. It is the site of the

920-ha protected wetland called the Olango Island Wildlife Sanctuary (OIWS) which is located 4 km off the

east coast of Mactan Island, Cebu. The wildlife sanctuary is being managed by the DENR through a locally

constituted Protected Area Management Board (PAMB). The PAMB is comprised of national and local gov-



ernment, nongovernment, and private-sector representatives. The wildlife sanctuary serves as a refuge to

thousands of migratory birds traveling the East Asian Migratory Flyway every year between February to

April and from September to November. Because of this,Olango is a major tourism destination with

250,000 foreign arrivals annually. These are organized through the Olango Birds and Seascape Tour (OBST)

Project. This project began in March 1998 as an ecotourism venture and is owned and managed by a fishing

community through the Suba Olango Ecotourism Cooperative (SOEC) and is assisted by CRMP.

The workshop participants joined the Olango Birds and Seascape Tour to observe how this bird sanctuary is

being managed by the community. The participants were guided by the same questions used in Gilotungan in

their observations:

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

The Olango Island Wildlife Sanctuary is a source of livelihood for those living on Olango Island by provid-

ing services as pump-boat operators, paddlers, tour guides, food vendors, etc. in the ecotourism project. This

project became a vehicle for cooperative development in the community and provided opportunities for

training. As a result, the community has developed a general sense of well-being as reflected in the cleanli-

ness and cheery atmosphere in the area. 

What problems have the CB-MS helped address in these communities, and what coastal problems are not

addressed? Should it address these other problems and how?

The problems addressed by the MS are the low level of income of the community and the low self-aware-

ness and self-esteem. The problems that are not being addressed are over-fishing, destructive fishing, and the

low level of environmental awareness of the community, as a whole, as indicated by unchecked mangrove

cutting and dynamite fishing in the area. 

What challenges do they have in being sustainable?

For the ecotourism project to become sustainable, the cooperative running the project should be strengthened

through a capability-building program for the cooperative members. The community should build their own

information center and should prepare to support the operations of the project after the completion of on-

going government programs in the area. The involvement of more community members and other existing

POs in the management of the sanctuary should be encouraged.

What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

To sustain the viability of the ecotourism project, the participants recommended the following:

• There is a need for stronger ties between the community (through its cooperative) and government

institutions such as the Philippine Tourism Authority (PTA), the DENR,and LGUs in order to strength-

en and sustain the implementation of the ecotourism project.

• There is a need to formulate and implement strategies to allow the shellcraft industry to continue with-

out threatening the population of molluscs and invertebrates that are important to birds that visit the

sanctuary. 
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• An intensive environmental awareness drive should be conducted for all the sectors concerned in the

wildlife sanctuary.

• Other stakeholders/members of the community should be encouraged to participate in this project.

• The existing cooperative should open its membership to other members of the community who are

willing to be involved within practical limits. 

• The cooperative must be linked to a tourism network that could help make the ecotourism project eco-

nomically viable and sustainable.

• The cooperative should conduct monitoring of mangrove growth, bird count, etc.

• The cooperative should conduct continuous capability building for the community.

• The cooperative must be a member of the PAMB.

• A management plan for the island should be prepared through a community participatory planning and

implementation process.

DISCUSSION

While there are some very real differences in terms of community involvement between the two MSs found

in Gilotungan and Olango, the fact remains that CB-MSs require a large investment in terms of community

participation. While the current poverty level at the community level is cause for concern,a MS does pro-

vide opportunities for increased income generation through a variety of livelihood options. In the case of

both Gilotungan and the Olango Bird Sanctuary, the communities can use their current earned income to

invest in activities that will eventually bring about greater economic benefit in the medium to long term.

Once a community realizes the potential for future economic benefits from a MS, it needs to act as if dealing

in a business venture. By investing for the future, the community will be able to reap greater rewards than

they currently do. However,if the community continues to act in a short-term frame of mind, they will never

realize the full potential of the marine sanctuary or other potential livelihood options.
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CHAPTER 5

ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING

CB-MS EXTENSION PROGRAMS

SUMMARY /ABSTRACT OF PANELIST PRESENTATIONS

Several panelists were invited to speak to the group on their experiences (and lessons learned) with estab-

lishing and running CB-MSs in the Philippines. The panelists were able to reflect the views of the NGO

community, academia,and the local and national government programs.

NGO COMMUNITY EXTENSION PROGRAMS

The first panelist was Orlando Arciaga (Haribon Foundation) who spoke on the Capiz Fishery Conservation

and Management Project.

This project is based in barangayBonot-Sta. Rosa of the municipality of Calabanga,in the province of

Camarines Sur. The project has the overall goal of rehabilitating the depleted population of capiz (Placuna

placenta)in Calabanga by instituting a marine resource management program.

The Haribon Foundation works to improve the sustainability of community-based CRM in terms of effective

forms of community organization and coastal livelihood development activities. This is accomplished

through appropriate units of management,enhanced selection and implementation criteria, improved individ-

ual and group capacities, and installation of sustaining mechanisms. 

The Haribon Foundation also works with an alliance of CB-MSs in the Philippines. This alliance is support-

ed in part by the David and Lucile Packard Foundation, the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung,and the Rockefeller

Brothers Fund. The alliance is the result of a National Convention and General Assembly of Community

Managers of MPAs in the Philippines. From this was formed a group called Pambansang Alyansa ng mga

Maliliit na Mangingisda na Nangangalaga ng Karagatan at Sanktuaryo sa Pilipinas (PAMANA KA SA

PILIPINAS). This alliance is made up of 33 community-based and community-managed MPAs all over the

country working in unity through organizational expression.

The Haribon Foundation and other local NGOs use some common techniques when encouraging community

involvement:

• Continual process of action-reflection-action 

• Involvement of resource specialist and community organizers

• Integration of field workers for capacity building within the community

• On-going programs for education and training

• On-going work towards advocacy and networking
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UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Victor S. Soliman (CRM Section,Bicol University, located in Tabaco, Albay Province)

It is a mandate for government universities to conduct extension programs. In the Philippines,state colleges

and universities (SUCs) have four equal, integral functions that are stipulated in their charters: research,

instruction, production, and extension. One key advantage of SUCs doing extension activities is their tradi-

tion of maintaining objectivity. 

It is also enshrined in the Philippine Constitution that “The State shall protect the nation’s marine wealth.”

Moreover,the constitution is unique in that it provides that “The State shall protect the rights of subsistence

fishermen, especially of local communities,to the preferential use of the communal marine and fishing

resources,both inland and offshore.”

Conducting extension or outreach activities realizes the research-extension linkage. This says that what one

produces in research has to be disseminated, or transformed into materials and services to benefit the people.

CB-MS extension programs, therefore, should capture and respond to the situation in the community the

programs aim to serve. 
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Using a Venn diagram with two circles,if one circle represents the state of the environment, and another

slightly overlapping circle represents the socioeconomic issues in the community, the portion formed by

their intersection (area overlapping) is the combination of issues that the CB-MS extension program must

capture. It should be asked, how much overlap of the research-extension continuum should be made in the

beginning, middle, and post-intervention phases of a project? 

The CB-MS extension program should have three vital elements:sustainability mechanisms, technical via-

bility largely addressed by research,and local government and community support.

It is a good practice to invite the municipal agriculture offices, municipal planning and development officers,

and provincial planning and development officers to participate in the research and development planning of

your agency. You can ask them to present their programs and see how your and their programs can comple-

ment one another. It is also an occasion to present highlights of viable projects which you want to promote

in the community. You will see that in doing this,you will get more requests for collaboration with them in

implementing their projects. This partnership is basically what should prevail in community-based extension

programs.

Another partnership arrangement can be in the form of a MOU. A few months after we finished the resource

assessment of San Miguel Island, the Bicol University signed a MOU with the Tabaco Municipal

Government and the Sagurong Barangay Council for collaboration in conducting the San Miguel Island

Marine Fisheries Resources Management Project. This, among others, declared the San Miguel Island as the

marine science park of the Bicol University where activities on education, research, and extension for marine

science and related sciences will be pursued. You can look at it as a mechanism for and commitment of the

university to continue research and development activities on the island. 

Would you consider the Gilotungan Sanctuary an example or a non-example of an effective CB-MS? 

Can it be sustained? 

We can have mixed reactions on this,but whatever side we are on,talking and interacting with Nong Toti

was a learning experience. He is a champion of coral reef protection, but he and his followers in the island

can only do so much. 

The Gilotungan Project highlights the role of and the lack of community and LGU relations to CB-MS man-

agement. Certainly,the CB-MS program is a collective effort of the stakeholders in the community. Without

pooling efforts, its sustainability is threatened,and in this integration of efforts,one thing stands out–people

and local government support must be concrete and sustained. In addition, a lot should be devoted to

improving community relations and inter-agency collaboration. You may even ask, what percentage of

answers does research provide to CB-MS establishment and management–75, 50,or 25 percent? 

If we have a chart relating research cost to positive increase in impact for a CB-MS, how much should be

devoted to research to produce the minimum requirements? How much does it cost per hectare or square

kilometer to establish and manage a sanctuary for a period of five years? 
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This and related questions are the main issue when we discuss and push for CB-MSs and other countryside

development projects among LGU executives. It may even be argued that developing a CB-MS is largely an

art that emphasizes the role of implementers in the success of the project,and less of how we follow a set of

rules for doing it. This is a bit dangerous to suggest,as this may put some researchers out of business!

You may disagree with me, but may I say that in a place where there is greater urgency for the stomach, the

urgency on the environment trails a far second.

I am not closing the door, though. We can still do a lot. Finally, may I say that the most important elements

for an effective and successful CB-MS cannot be imparted in a workshop or cross visits. You must have

those involved with you. You must have commitment and credibility. Commitment,because it is a tough job,

will even test your moral fiber. Credibility is necessary, because your extension program will not draw sup-

porters if you say one thing and do another. Good luck to our Indonesian friends.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY EXTENSION

Mercy Teves (Province of Negros Oriental Environment and Natural Resource Management Division) spoke

on the approach used by provincial government in conducting extension work for marine sanctuary imple-

mentation. Her presentation is outlined as follows:

Pre-entry activities

• Establishing inter-agency coordination

• Courtesy calls 

• Initial technical assessment 

• Selecting appropriate communities/sites

Community entry (social preparation and appraisal)

• Courtesy calls to municipal and barangayofficials

• Identification of stakeholders

• Presentation of technical studies results

• Environmental awareness building

• Core group formation 

• Participatory resource assessment

• Community validation and consultation

• Organization of fishers’ association (if not yet existing)
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Public education and capacity building 

• Environmental education

• Human resources development and organizational development 

• Orientation for municipal/barangayofficials

Planning and decisionmaking 

• Consensus building

• Formulation of fisher association resolution to be submitted to the barangaycouncil

• Discussion of fishers association resolution by the barangaycouncil and conduct public consultation

• Formulation and approval of barangaycouncil resolution which is endorsed by the municipal council

or Sangguniang Bayan

• Formulation of a draft ordinance with technical descriptions based on surveys conducted by the DENR

or other cooperating technical agencies

Legislation/approval of the ordinance

• Conduct a public hearing by the municipal council

• Approval of the ordinance

• Formulation of management plan

Implementation and management

• Setting up of the marine reserve

– Information about the ordinance

– Installation of buoys 

– Construction of guardhouse information center

– Installation of signboards

– Organization of bantay-dagat(deputy wardens)

• Enforcement 

– Monitoring and surveillance

– Training and workshops for bantay-dagatmembers

– Continuing education

• Ensuring sustainability

– Establishment of participatory monitoring program

– Livelihood project development
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NATIONAL GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY EXTENSION

Jessica Muñoz (Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources) explained the approach undertaken by the

national government in conducting community-level extension work. Ms. Muñoz is also the co-project direc-

tor of the Asian Development Bank-funded Fisheries Resource Management Project (FRMP).

Institutional/Legal Framework

• R.A. 8550–Fisheries Code

• R.A. 7586–National Integrated Protected Areas Program

• R.A. 7160–Local Government Code

Definitions

• Marine protected area–any marine area, regardless of size, for which a specific kind of management

and conservation plan, limiting utilization, or exploitation is devised and applied (Hermes 1998).

• Marine parks

• Marine reserves

• Fishery refuge or sanctuary

• Fishery reserve

Goal and Objectives

• Goal

– Sustainable use of the resources to ensure greater benefits to the fishers

• Objectives

– Rehabilitate degraded areas and restore depleted resources

– Support fish population in adjacent areas

– Ensure that breeding and spawning areas are protected

– Protect and conserve biodiversity

– Provide refuge for a variety of marine flora and fauna

Scope

• Marine or brackish

• Coral reefs, mangrove forests, seagrass beds, or estuaries

Criteria

• Social 

• Economic

• Ecological
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• Pragmatic

Considerations

• Management plan

• Roles and responsibilities of stakeholders

• Logistic support

• Monitoring and evaluation

• Resource management group

• Research/technical advice

• Procedures/processes of consultation

The formal panel presentations were followed by informal presentation/question-and-answer sessions by

Margie dela Cruz (Guian Development Foundation, Inc. an NGO) and Nunila Pinat (Bohol Environmental

Management Office from the provincial government).

Outcome of Small Group Workshops 

After the panel presentations, the participants broke into small discussion groups to reflect on the role played

by extension agents (both institutions and individuals) in implementing CB-MSs. The discussions centered

on the responsibility of the agents to work between the various levels and sectors of society involved in

marine conservation and coastal management.

Guiding Philosophy and Principles

The guiding philosophy for community-based extension programs, as understood by the participants, was

that “…the key stakeholders are the primary managers of the coastal resources concerned.”

The principles that are commonly followed in community-based extension are:

• Community/people empowerment

• Active participation of key stakeholders for effective decisionmaking and management

• Following known/documented procedures on effective resource management

• Adaptive management responsive to local needs,context and culture, contacts, etc.

• Integration of a MS into the broader scheme of CRM and development

The overall extension program goal, objectives, and targets, as defined by the participants, are:

• Develop/strengthen people’s capability through education and modeling samples of best practices

• Share information

• Improve environmental quality

• Develop sense of pride among people in the community

• Improve economic well-being (increase income)
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• Develop and initiate sustainable mechanisms for management

• Achieve sustainable resource management

• Establish and strengthen core group

The discussion groups felt that there are several primary functions of an extension institution. The basic ser-

vices to be provided by the extension agent are:

• Facilitator (during meetings, trainings,and other activities)

• Source of information

• Catalyst

• Link communities with internal and external agencies/institutions for financial, technical, and other

assistance

• Conduct education/information dissemination

The groups also defined the primary clients as being the DIRECT stakeholders, while the secondary clients

can be considered as OTHER stakeholders. 

Capability Building of Replicating Institutions

In order to build local institutions and sustainable programs that nurture replication, the following paradigms

must be held true by all stakeholders:

• Multi-sectoral and inter-disciplinary institutions are necessary for the successful implementation of a

CB-MS

• There is always a need for a catalyst (community organizing skills, technical capabilities,sense of per-

manence, and credibility) to ensure that the process goes forward. The catalyst acts as a lead umbrella. 

• There must be a sense of permanence and credibility among all actors involved in the process

The discussion groups also identified important human resources needed (types of staff and their specializa-

tion), and what skills each member of the extension team (field and technical-support staff) should have.

These include:

• Community facilitation

• Legal/policy background/technical environmental management

• Entrepreneurial skills

• High commitment

• Leadership/integrity/honesty

• Communication abilities

• Networking

• Organizational management
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Some logistical and financial resources needed by the extension institution include:

• Logistics

– Transportation

– Communication equipment

– Office/outreach (information center)

– Data management facilities

– Appropriate training/documentation equipment

– Survey equipment and gear

– Special insurance for field personnel

• Financial

– Salaries/incentives

– General fund

– Training/outreach/education/meeting fund

– Equipment capital outlay

– Seed funds/money for livelihood/early implementation

– Secured fund for implementation

Structuring, Designing, and Implementing Programs

Community-based extension programs should be designed with the following structure in mind:

• Multi-sectoral, participatory approach

• Information and resource sharing

• Transparency

• Sustainability mechanism built-in

The primary functions of an extension institution and the basic services it provides are:

• Address needs of the community

• Model and showcase proven approaches for management of marine resources

• Coordinate with all levels of government, NGOs, agencies (public and private)

• Define roles for other actors

The institution should tap its existing office organizational structure and follow typical supervisory and

reporting mechanisms for the field workers and supporting technical teams:

• Follow set workplans/action plans

• Report to LGU officials, local legislators, community, and other partners at regularly scheduled meetings
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The participants agreed that it is a good idea to create advisory or technical boards for CB-MS extension 

programs. The boards can access technical, specialized information and provide linkages to potential funding.

CB-MS programs are best financed through cost sharing between the LGU and other organizations, since

this typically creates a sense of ownership and responsibility on the part of the stakeholders. Other financing

mechanisms include penalties, licenses,and user fees. The institutional performance of such programs are

perhaps best judged in the following manner:

• Based on process and outcome

• Institutional analysis

• Documentation

• Monitoring and evaluation by users

In this way, adaptive management and learning are built into the extension institution based on trust and

transparency.

Summary of Plenary Discussions

In order for the effective implementation of CB-MSs,all actors involved in the process must share in the

responsibility of establishing and managing the CB-MS. While the title CB-MS denotes a large portion of

responsibility (and benefits) going to the community, the sectoral agencies and local government units play

important supportive roles in shaping the development of the local stakeholders to take on the day-to-day

management of the sanctuary. Effective sanctuary management mirrors the greater effort in marine conserva-

tion and coastal management in that it requires constant coordination, integration, and linkages between all

actors. Even the financial incentives require sharing between the community and the local government, as

well as relevant sectoral agencies.
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CHAPTER 6

MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF CB-MSS

Summary/Abstract of Panelist Presentations

Environmental Monitoring

Andre Uychiaoco [University of the Philippines Marine Science Institute (UPMSI)] gave a brief discussion

about the participatory environmental monitoring project that UPMSI has recently been conducting with

communities and local government units. 

Environmental monitoring and evaluation are needed to determine whether current use and management of

the environment are sustainable. Environmental management efforts need to be assessed for effectiveness

and to determine areas for improvement. There is also a need to better respond to biological, physical, social,

economic,and other changes that could be detected by environmental monitoring and evaluation.

Environmental monitoring and evaluation of the Philippine marine environment has traditionally been under-

taken by academic and government institutions,and in the past decade, by NGOs. Local communities have

not been involved,and their methods of environmental monitoring and evaluation have not been assessed.

However,with the devolution of authority to manage coastal resources,with this authority being given to

local governments, there has been an impetus for environmental monitoring to be undertaken by local people

with the help of government and development workers. Recently, a number of NGOs (e.g., Guian

Development Foundation, Inc., Voluntary Service Overseas, Hayuma, Marine Environment and Resources

Foundation, Haribon) introduced formal environmental monitoring systems to local governments. 

Participatory MS environmental monitoring and evaluation is a current initiative undertaken by the UPMSI.

This involves training local people in environmental monitoring and evaluation. It is envisioned that the

trainees would eventually train others. 

Coral reef monitoring and evaluation involves the following elements: fisheries catch monitoring, manta

tows, visual fish census, benthos quadrants, and identification of the various stresses and threats to the coral

reef. Twice a year, there are formal evaluations to discuss monitoring results and identify action points.

The project implementers identified several areas for improvement of this monitoring system, namely, fish-

eries data collection, standardization of data collection, data summaries and interpretation, monitoring of

compliance and enforcement of existing laws,use of local dialects in training and printed guides, and timing

of feedback. They would also like to have the monitoring results incorporated into evaluation of manage-

ment and implementation activities. There are also elements that need to be added to the monitoring system,

including planning for monitoring logistics in the training course,putting up billboards that will show the

results of monitoring, and seagrass and mangrove monitoring. The group also suggested that the local gov-
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ernment’s support should be solicited for these activities. This would take the form of food, boat fees, etc.

This may be formalized by a municipal ordinance that will provide legal means and financial support to

make monitoring and evaluation a regular local government function. 

Socioeconomic Monitoring

Richard Pollnac (University of Rhode Island/Coastal Resources Center) gave a brief presentation on the ele-

ments of socioeconomic monitoring. He divided the indicators into what he called “hardware” and “soft-

ware.” Hardware indicators are products of project interventions such as mooring buoys, guardhouses,

knowledge acquired by stakeholders, and new attitudes developed as a result of participation in CB-MS

establishment. Software indicators are the processes implemented in producing the hardware indicators, e.g.,

conducting of training courses, forming groups or peoples’organizations.

Four broad categories of indicators to be monitored are participation, knowledge, impact, and attitude. For

each category, there are specific indicators that have to be measured with the use of specific tools. For exam-

ple, in order to monitor and evaluate the impacts of a MPA project, indicators that need to be evaluated

include environmental indicators, empowerment, well-being of community members (i.e., income, health),

among others. Monitoring ideally begins as soon as implementation of the project starts, after which it is to

be done at regular intervals. The context variables under which implementation of the project occurs (e.g.,

socioeconomic conditions of the community, and their cultural and physical characteristics) should also be

monitored. Socioeconomic monitoring of communities that are assumed to be unaffected by project interven-

tions should also be undertaken for comparison in order to determine whether the impacts observed are due

to project interventions or other changes (e.g., climate, economic context, etc.).

Local Government Monitoring and Evaluation Program

Nunila Pinat presented the Bohol Environment Management Office’s (BEMO) monitoring and evaluation

program. The BEMO, which is under the office of the governor of the province of Bohol,Philippines, is cur-

rently developing a provincial natural resources database that will contain information on solid waste man-

agement, upland resource management, CRM, and data produced by marine environmental surveys conduct-

ed in Bohol.

A municipal coastal database system was also established which included all coastal municipalities of

Bohol. The Municipal Planning and Development Coordinators of these towns were trained on the use of the

database system. This database contains a number of key CRM indicators, namely, LGU activities, budget,

organizations formed and actively involved in CRM,and best CRM practices. The local government officials

are also being trained so they would be capable of assessing the status of CRM in their municipalities.

The BEMO would like to develop a CRM certification as a screening tool for coastal municipal government

units. This system of certification will be used, for example, in determining whether municipalities are eligi-

ble for grants from higher levels of government or from external donors.

Outcome of Small Group Workshops 

How do you Monitor and Evaluate a Program or Portf olio of Sites? (Group 1)
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What are the key criteria and indicators of a successful extension program for establishing and 

implementing a CB-MS?

Criteria/Process Indicators 

Participation Percentage of participation:
- Community
- Male/female
- Government
- NGOs
- Academia

Quality of participation 

Core group formed and active Yes/no
Number of meetings
Percentage of attendance 

Management plan or ordinance (or both) Yes/no
Processes 

Implementation of activities Number
Public education Type
Regulations Quality
Others Timeliness

Funding Amount
How spent
Secured/institutionalized:

- Yes/no
- How  

Community organization POs organized:
- Yes/no
- Number of people involved
- Legal basis
- Activity 

Other sanctuaries in or outside the area Successful:
- Yes/no
- Number 

Outcomes 

Environmental/biophysical Refer to Group 2 output 

Socioeconomic Refer to Group 3 output 

Cultural  

Institutional structure  
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What techniques and methods should the institution use for capacity assessment as well as for perfor-

mance evaluation?

Use monitoring and evaluation to develop information that can be used to improve implementation and

project management

Assess and evaluate, both internally and externally

To what extent should assessment be driven internally or driven by external clients?

Assessment is preferably internally driven for adaptation purposes, but external evaluation in compliance

with donor requirements is demand driven.

What level of resources should be devoted to program monitoring and evaluation, and how much time

should staff devote to this activity as opposed to program implementation?

Eighty percent of staff time should be devoted to program implementation and 20 percent on program

monitoring and evaluation.

How should results be summarized, reported, and used?

Reporting will depend on the type of monitoring and evaluation and for which target audience (donor,

management, etc.). 

If it is for project implementation improvement,then it must be done as often as will allow for effective

corrective management.

Ecological Monitoring and Evaluation (Site Level) (Group 2)

What are the most critical indicators to monitor, and where should they be monitored (specify for various

sanctuary objectives such as fisheries, tourism, etc.)? What should be monitored by the community versus

local government unit, outside researchers,or the extension institution? How often should each indicator

be monitored and using what techniques?

The group’s answers to the above questions are summarized in the following table.

What to monitor Who monitors Frequency of Methods Where to monitor
monitoring

Live coral cover Local monitoring Semi-annual Standard methods Inside and outside

Fish abundance team (LMT) Quarterly Simplified participatory the sanctuary

Species diversity Researchers method

Extension workers

Seagrass LMT Semi-annual Standard methods Inside and outside

diversity and density Researchers the sanctuary

Mangrove 

diversity and density 

Fish catch LMT Monthly Simplified methods Within the village

Standard methods
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What to monitor Who monitors Frequency of Methods Where to monitor
monitoring

Water quality Researchers Quarterly Standard methods Inside and outside 
the sanctuary 

Number of visiting tourists LGU Monthly Registration (guest list)

Type of tourists Community

Impact of tourism Researchers

Major events LMT As it occurs Recording of occurrence
(typhoons, El Niño, etc.) Scientists

How should results be summarized, reported, and used?

• Summarized in simple and interesting presentations (graphic presentation)

• Written in simple language, preferably local language/dialect

• Presented in public forums or small group discussions

• Disseminated to stakeholders/big audiences (public)

• Written report to the MCDP and LGU

• Results of monitoring used in assessing effectiveness of management regime or in planning the 

appropriate interventions

Socioeconomic Monitoring and Evaluation (Site Level) (Group 3)

What are the most critical indicators to monitor, and where should they be monitored with respect to eco-

logical/conservation as well as fisheries objectives?

1. Critical indicators

Fisheries

• Higher harvest/fish catch with equity

• Amount of effort

• Awareness

• Participation and involvement

• Violations and apprehensions

Tourism

• Number and type of establishment

• Number and type of tourists

• Length of stay

• Frequency

• Income from tourism (with equity)
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Others

• Sources of income (shifts?)

• Weight of children, birth to 6 years (quality of life)

• Level of environmental awareness

• Amount of participation

• Empowerment

• Number of linkages and advocacy programs

2. Where monitored?

• Community

– Resident

– Transient

• Nearby communities

What should the community monitor versus the local government unit, outside researchers or the exten-

sion institution?

• Core groups/committees may do the monitoring for the communities

• External institutions should monitor impact of their project

• Communities may monitor project implementation

How should each indicator be monitored and using what techniques?

• Frequency depends on variables, e.g., changes in livelihood–annual; evaluation of project impact–

3-5 years

• The techniques are participatory techniques, simple techniques, observations, and systematic surveys

How should results be summarized, reported, and used?

• Results should be validated (giving feedback to the community provides an opportunity for verifying

the accuracy of data/information)

• Results may be reported in the form of case studies

• Reports may serve as a basis for management and policy decisions and for replication/promotion 

of CB-MS

• Results may be used for self-evaluation
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Governance Monitoring: Planning and Implementation Phases (Site Level) (Group 4)

What are the most critical indicators to monitor? Discuss outcome indicators (changes such as behaviors,

attitudes, institutional structures created) and process indicators, both for the planning phase and the

implementation phase. Also review outputs discussions regarding key outcomes in each phase of the

process.

Community Entry and Planning Phase

• Community needs/resources identified

• Presence and capacity of formal/informal organization

• Allocation of staff and budget for MS

• Community contribution in kind (talent,time, treasure)

• Number of activities and type, and number of people participating

• Active members of organization

• Core group and planning group formed

• Map of sanctuary developed by community

• Resolution/ordinance

• Physical structures developed

Implementation Phase

• Management groups formed

• Launching ceremony held

• Ordinance signed

• Implementation budget allocated

• Management plan prepared

• Fish wardens organized

• Higher level endorsement of ordinance

• Person designated/appointed to assist and monitor community

• Number of wardens, number of patrols, number of penalties

• Presence of patrolling logistics

• Number of apprehensions/convictions

• Fines collected
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What should the community monitor versus the LGU, outside researchers,or the extension institution?

Community

• Budget allocated by LGU

• Number of patrols

• Frequency/participation in activities

• Community contribution

LGU

• Frequency of field worker visits

• Effectiveness of regulations

• Success of livelihood activities

Researchers

• How public education enhances effectiveness of regulatory measures

Extension institution

• Same as community and LGU

How often should each indicator be monitored and using what techniques?

• How often: Gather as each indicator occurs and summarize/analyze twice a year

• Techniques: Participant observation, logbook of fieldworkers and management committee, and review

of reports

How should results be summarized, reported, and used?

• How to report: Total number recorded, trends over time, summarized data, extension reports to LGU

and community

• How to use:Community, LGU, extension institution, and researchers all share and discuss; report in

press/media, etc.; develop tools to modify plan/activities to make them more effective; guide in policy

formulation and advocacy

Summary of Plenary Discussions

The comments on the four groups’ output during plenary were as follows:

Group 1:

The indicators for the process evaluation also need to be qualitative. The number of sites established and the

classification of sites into successful and unsuccessful may also be added to the list of indicators along with

ecological and socioeconomic ones. It was also mentioned that the approach followed in management plan-

ning might also be a good indicator.

Group 2:

Among the ecological indicators listed, primary production may be difficult to monitor or measure. Thus, the

participants considered it to be of low priority. The tourism-related criteria were recommended to be listed
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under the socioeconomic monitoring criteria,although it was acknowledged that biophysical impacts of

coastal tourism should be monitored and evaluated.

Group 3:

There is a need to add attitude indicators to the list developed by the group. Special attention was drawn to

the use of children’s weight. This was because of the need to be aware of other socioeconomic indicators

available at the sites that may provide an indication of the impact of changes in the community, such as

those instituted by project interventions. The use of the children’s weight reflects children’s reaction to

changes in the community. The more popularly used infant mortality index cannot be used in the Philippines

because there is inadequate information on this parameter.

Group 4:

It was suggested that key informant interviews also be used in governance monitoring.
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CHAPTER 7

INDONESIAN FIELD TRIP REPORTS

The workshop participants visited three sites to observe how communities in Indonesia are beginning to

manage their coastal resources through MSs. The sites were the villages of Blongko, Talise, and Tumbak, all

of which are located in North Sulawesi Province. These are village-level sites of the USAID-BAPPENAS

NRM II coastal resources management project (Proyek Pesisir) that were established in 1997. The partici-

pants were provided information materials about the sites including brochures and management plans, and

observed the activities going on in the area. They spoke with MS leaders and other key informants using the

following guide questions during the field visit:

• How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

• What problems have the MSs helped address and what were not addressed?

• What are the challenges to make it sustainable?

• What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

• How are the Philippine sites different from the Indonesian sites?

• What are your recommendations for scaling-up?

BLONGKO

Blongko is a small village with a population of 1,250. It is located on the northwest shore of Minahasa,

approximately one degree, eight minutes north of the equator. Its approximately 6.5 kilometers of coastline

is healthy and productive, bordered by relatively thick and vigorous mangrove. Most of the population lives

along the water,and the majority are fishers,although almost all residents both fish and farm. The fishery,

both offshore and on the coral reef, plays a significant role in the livelihood of the community. Most fish

captured is used for home consumption or sold by the fishers’ wives in the local community.

The marine sanctuary covers 12 ha along the coast,and contains a mangrove swamp and part of a coral reef.

The concept of developing a MS came about after a field visit by Blongko villagers to a MS at Apo Island in

Negros Oriental Province, Philippines. A return visit by the Apo Island village chief and members of the

women’s cooperative to Blongko enabled an exchange of ideas.

The kepala desa(village government head official) of Blongko and the community quickly understood the Apo

Island group’s description of how their CB-MS effort was developed and implemented. The Indonesians quick-

ly realized the value of the local fishery, and the need to develop a nursery for fish that could help feed future

generations. As a result,the community leader(s) worked with Proyek Pesisir staff and community members to

collect data, identify a proper site, and develop a local ordinance to regulate the protected area. Within one

year,the entire community fully supported the concept, completed technical research,and selected a site. The

village also received support from the regional and national governments for the ordinance that the villagers
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had crafted. On August 26,1998,the ordinance was approved and the CB-MS became official.

An information/meeting center, boundary markers, and information signs have already been created. By pro-

moting the CB-MS, Blongko’s residents now have a more active role and responsibility for protecting and

sustaining marine resources, which directly affect their day-to-day lives. The resource users in Blongko are

now becoming resource managers.

While one small sanctuary may not seem like much,if it is used as a model which is replicated widely, it can

greatly add to the amount of coral reef area protected within a nation. It also has positive financial implications

over time. With budgets being cut due to the national economic crisis,CB-MSsbecome an attractive and less

costly means of marine ecosystem and biodiversity protection. The majority of costs–like the benefits–can be

internalized within the community rather than be rolled into national budgets.

The Blongko marine sanctuary is miniscule in a global context, but it is extremely important as an example

of success in a country such as Indonesia,which contains 20 percent of the world’s coral reefs and the high-

est marine biodiversity in the world–the underwater rain forest.

Based on direct observations and interviews with the kepala desa, the management committee of the sanctu-

ary and other informants in the community, the workshop participants came up with the following informa-

tion about the MS.

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

The workshop participants agreed that the Blongko Marine Sanctuary exhibits the characteristics of a CB-

MS. The process of developing and establishing MS was very participatory; the community and village gov-

ernment worked together to select the location of sanctuaries,placed the marker buoys, surveyed the coral

condition of MS and made decisions on the regulations of the sanctuary. In this manner, the community was

able to understand the benefit of a sanctuary and improved their awareness of the coastal environment and its

relation to improved coral cover and fisheries. 

What community problems have been addressed (or not) by the CB-MS? Should the CB-MS attempt to

address these other problems? Why or why not?

The MS addresses illegal and destructive fishing activities. The participatory establishment of the sanctuary

enabled community members to work closely with the government, and thereby gain government understand-

ing and support for coastal management. The MS is perceived by the community as addressing the problem of

low fish catch, and there is a strong sense that fish catch will increase in the future. Other problems also

addressed by the MS include sanitation and coastal erosion control. 

What challenges do they have in being sustainable?

The future challenge is maintaining the active support by the stakeholders. The support will be sustained if the

goals of the MS can be achieved. The current difficulty is that the sanctuary is becoming a magnet for ‘out-

siders‘ and the challenge now is to protect the sanctuary from poachers. The need to integrate the concept of

MS with environmental education is also considered a challenge by the participants.
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What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

To sustain the support and management of a MS, the participants recommended the following:

• The community needs to formulate guidelines for reasonable fees for tourists and incorporate these

into a plan or ordinance.

• There is little evidence of university involvement and interest in coastal management. The participants

encouraged more participation from the academic institutions in MS monitoring, evaluation, and public

education. 

• There is a sense that those who are really involved in the sanctuary implementation and protection are

those living along the coast and fishers. Participants recommend expanding information, communica-

tion, and education awareness to upland dwellers. One potential threat to the sanctuary is upland agri-

cultural practices. The participants suggested encouraging more sustainable agriculture, such as

Sloping Agriculture Land Techniques (SALT). 

• Another issue related to coastal management in general,and the MS in particular, is sanitation/hygiene.

The participants felt that this should be given more attention for the overall benefit of the coastal

waters and community health.

• Coastal erosion and sedimentation are also seen as related to the MS. To reduce sedimentation and ero-

sion, the community should develop measures of re-greening the rivers near the village. 

How are the Philippine sites different from the Indonesian sites?

The Indonesia MS model (such as Blongko) and process is largely drawn from the Philippines,where the

approach is participatory, community based and small scale. However, the Blongko Marine Sanctuary was

characterized as being more community based than Gilotungan Island. Blongko is more similar to Olango

Island Bird Sanctuary where the community participation is strongly evident. The overall difference in the

process of MS establishment is that the Philippine initiative is seen as being primarily government driven

(DENR), while the Indonesian initiative is viewed as being community driven.

What are your recommendations for scaling-up?

In order to scale-up any MS, the participants identified the following points for consideration:

• There is a need for legal instruments that support and regulate MSs.

• The government needs to establish a permanent fund to support the establishment and maintenance of

MSs.

• Establishing a MS requires an integrated approach. A functional coordination scheme needs to be in

place to support the scaling-up of MSs.

• There should be an emphasis on developing school curricula focused on MSs in order to raise public

awareness and understanding.

• There is always a need for general information, education, and communication on the importance of

coastal resources and the environment.
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TALISE

Talise is a Proyek Pesisir field site where the community recently established a CB-MS. The process of

establishing and implementing a MS in Talise began in 1997 with issue identification (potentials and prob-

lems) which led to the development of a coastal resources profile and management plan. The village

Integrated Coastal Resources Development and Management Plan calls for the establishment of a MS to pro-

tect marine resources, and provide community benefits through improved fisheries production and eco-

tourism development. The total area of the Talise Marine Sanctuary is 22 ha (divided between 10 ha of core

zone and 12 ha of buffer) and consists of reef flat, reef crest, reef slope, seagrass, and mangrove habitat. 

The Talise Marine Sanctuary was inspired by the Blongko and Apo Island Marine sanctuaries and was for-

mally established by village ordinance after approval and agreement by the community. Proyek Pesisir facili-

tated the process of establishing the MS by conducting meetings,coral reef monitoring training, cross visits,

public education, seminars on environmental law and provided the community with the legal consultant to

help draft the village ordinance. A field extension worker was also assigned with the community to catalyze

the process.

The participants had an opportunity to interact with the community members and came up with several rec-

ommendations for the Talise Marine Sanctuary.

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

The Talise Marine Sanctuary is newly established,so it is still too early to see changes in coral cover and

fish abundance. As in Blongko, the community also perceived an increased production of fish outside the

sanctuary and increased coral cover inside the sanctuary. Some of the benefits of a CB-MS are evident with-

in the village. Participation in a manta-tow training made the village aware of the status of their reefs and

motivated them to participate in delineating the MS and other related activities. Community signboards have

been posted in various areas, and information sheets on the sanctuary are placed in the boat taxis that go to

and from the island. A joint management structure between the community and the government was formed

and is currently operating.

What problems did the CB-MS address in the community, and what coastal problems are not being

addressed? How should they address these other problems?

The problems addressed by the MS are bomb (explosive) fishing and cyanide fishing activities. The MS also

addresses village social issues such as low environmental awareness, lack of communication between the

community and the pearl farming industry, and insecurity of land tenure/ownership. Through the process of

MS planning and management,the CRMP facilitated the process of providing land titles to 220 households

in Talise. 

What challenges do they face in making the sanctuary sustainable? 

In order for the sanctuary to become sustainable, education and awareness programs at the dusun

(subvillage) level and with adjacent villages need to be continued and sustained. 

An income-generating program needs to be developed for the community in order for the sanctuary to be
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sustainable. One potential income-generating project in the island is ecotourism. The CRMP-Indonesia needs

to work with the department of tourism and private sector tour operators to facilitate the development of eco-

tourism in the village.

Another challenge for the management committee is to maintain an effective surveillance of the MS. The

sanctuary is located away from the Dusun 1 settlement; therefore,it is difficult to maintain a close watch and

guard the sanctuary against poaching and robbing of buoys. 

More support from higher levels of government in the form of funds for implementation, technical supports,

and tourism development will also sustain the MS.

What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

To sustain the on-going benefits of the MS, the participants recommended the following:

• Develop and implement a fish catch and reef monitoring scheme

• Develop an ecotourism project which offers integrated tour packages (along the coast and in the for-

est). Other ideas include canoeing in the mangroves,maintaining the Dutch style of the village hall for

tourism, protecting the watershed for water resources, and involving women as much as possible in

tourism and water resources management. 

• Continue work on the demonstration agroforestry site

• Extension officer phase-out while encouraging local sectoral agencies/NGOs to provide more support

How are the Philippine sites different from the Indonesian sites?

The participants identified several differences between the Philippines and Indonesia on the CB-MS back-

ground and development:

• The government structure between these two countries is different. In Indonesia,the village has much

power.

• Indonesia still has more natural resources than the Philippines.

• Process of initiating and developing the sanctuaries by outside agency is similar. However, the

Indonesia example only has support from the CRMP-Project management unit and one outside NGO.

The Philippines has been able to garner more outsider support.

• In Indonesia, academia (university) is not as involved in the social preparation aspect as in the

Philippines.

• The MS in Indonesia is integrated into the management plan at the village level and for the duration of

20 years. No separate MS management plan is developed.

What are your recommendations for scaling-up?

The participants had the following recommendations for successful scaling-up of activities:

• Institutionalize the development of coastal management as a basic service of (local) government activities

• Get academia more involved (e.g., long-term monitoring, data management) and apply for grants to do
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extension work

• Convince the government to sponsor community service (where recent college graduates are contracted

to catalyze village development) programs along the coastal areas

• Have local government request funding from the Department of Marine Affairs and Fisheries for repli-

cation of MSs in other sites

TUMBAK

The process of developing a MS in Tumbak began in 1998 when the CRMP-Indonesia conducted a series of

activities–such as training, public education, and cross visits–between the village of Tumbak and the com-

munities from Blongko, Bentenan, and Talise. 

In 1999, a location for the proposed MS was identified,and a series of manta-tow training and monitoring

trips was conducted at the field site. The process of developing the ordinance began mid-1999 and was stim-

ulated by the past success of establishing a MS in Blongko. 

The coastal profile and the coastal resources management and development plan were approved in

November 1999. The management plan calls for the establishment of the MS in the village. An annual work

plan was submitted for approval and funding by the local government (the Minahasa Regency). The village

is also seeking approved funding through a block grant from Proyek Pesisir. 

At the moment,the community and the village government have reviewed the draft ordinance of the sanctu-

ary. The ordinance and the sanctuary are waiting for formal ceremonial approval and inauguration proposed

for November 2000 by the provincial government.

Based on the open discussion with the village head, the management committee,and the village informal

leader, the workshop participants came up with the following:

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

The villagers of Tumbak proudly responded to the question by stating that they now have experience in MS

management. In addition, the village began to become well known in the area,as a result of the large num-

bers of visitors and media coverage of work being done in the village. There is a sense of pride that this vil-

lage is known by other communities in, and outside, the province.

Through the process of establishing a MS, the community benefited from the opportunity and the ability to

work among themselves and with villagers from other village (Bentenan,Talise, and Blongko). The benefit of

MS establishment to the village is the coral reef protection. Even though it is too early to see an increase of fish

catch,the community perceived an increase in fish catch from the establishment of the MS. Another social ben-

efit from the MS development is improved law enforcement in the village. Now,almost 90 percent of the com-

munity support the development of an ordinance to regulate activities inside and outside the sanctuary.
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What problems have these CB-MSs helped address in these communities, and what coastal problems

are they not addressing? Should they address these other problems and how?

The problems addressed by the MS are the low fish catch and coral reef depletion near the village. In

terms of social benefits, the problems most directly addressed are the lack of environmental awareness

and low level of capacity for the community to manage and protect coral reefs. 

The major problem not being addressed in the village is coral mining, indicated by stacks of coral in the

village. While the villagers claim they do not mine the coral in front of their village, they do mine coral

outside the village. Sanitation and clean water are other problems currently not being addressed through

the MS.

What challenges do they have in being sustainable?

The CRMP-Indonesia and local government should strengthen the local community groups interested in

the MS,and the management committee to continue monitoring and enforcing the MS. This would aid in

decreasing the environmentally destructive activities in the village. The management committee and vil-

lage government should also work together in formalizing the MS ordinance. 

What are your recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

To sustain the MS and gather more support from the community, the participants suggested:

• There is a need to develop monitoring and evaluation skills among the village management committee. 

• There is a need to find ways to improve seaweed processing in the village.

• The higher levels of government need to work on improving the road from the village to enable 

better marketing of fish and seaweed.

• Stakeholders in the village need to be brought together to improve community sanitation and work

with related agencies to access potable water.

• In order to properly enforce the MS, there is an immediate need to approve the 

ordinance.

How are the Philippine sites different from the Indonesian sites?

The difference in sanctuary management between the Philippines and Indonesia is that Philippine commu-

nities do not depend upon the government for MS management,nor for inter-institutional cooperation.

The Indonesia model could be adapted to the Philippines. In Indonesia,the village committee is under the

auspices of local government. The government involvement and support for the MS comes from the cen-

tral government,through the provincial government,and down to the village level.

What are your recommendations for scaling-up?

Institutionalize MSsinto the government program of activities
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SUMMARY OF PLENARY DISCUSSIONS

The roles of extension officers who are placed in the community full time have proven to be important tools

in building the local capacity of the community. Through extension officers, the coordination of activities

focused on MS development become easier, thus quickening the process. Due to the extension officers’

important role, there needs to be a slow pullout from the community as CRMP-Indonesia begins to wind

down field activities. This should slowly reduce the dependence of the community upon the extension offi-

cers. Some participants suggested establishing a government extension officer in the village. Another strate-

gy is to appoint and train villagers to become assistant extension officers to slowly take over the CRMP

extension officer’s role in the community.

Establishing viable livelihood projects is an important aspect that needs to be developed alongside the sanc-

tuary. There is a need to diversify livelihoods away from the typical concept of a small warung(convenience

store). Tourism can be a good alternative livelihood project as well as promoting conservation, because

tourism often depends upon the environment to attract visitors. Ecotourism development as an alternative

livelihood should be developed and approved carefully in consonance with CRM plans in the area. Care

must be taken to ensure the protection of community resources in the village. Public access is the primary

problem that needs to be addressed in Minahasa,along with ecotourism project. 
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CHAPTER 8

COMPARISONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE
FOR CB-MSS IN EACH COUNTRY

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF CB-MSS IN THE PHILIPPINES

Discuss ways to build institutional support, capacity, and budget for CB-MSs in the Philippines.

The various levels of government can facilitate the following:

• National-level allocation of funds–exists

• Local government–may/should increase allocation for CRM from their development fund by 

integrating CRM (with MS specifically) into the development plan and LGU structure

• Capability building, especially preparation of proposals

• Strengthening of networking/creating linkages among existing networks including Phil Reefs,

CRMNET (Coastal Resources Management Network) and PAMANA KA SA PILIPINAS

Academia can increase involvement by incorporating MSs into university extension programs.

POs,once incorporated,can then register with the Securities and Exchange Commission for funding purposes.

The private sector/business sector can also be attracted to the concept of the MS by market initiatives such as

visitors’ fees, users’ fees, etc.

The NGOs can also be tapped through MOUs with the LGU for cost sharing that will enable them to jointly:

• Strengthen network and capability enhancement of NGOs

• Standardize tools for monitoring (done with university and LGU)

What benefits are there to regional cooperation?

Development of capability-building information/sharing models:

• Local government

• University-based technical advice

• Enterprise development

• Coordination of efforts such as joint programs to ensure some degree of commitments and 

accountability, and standardization of methods for surveying and monitoring

Make recommendations on priority topics for regional cooperation.

• Community monitoring
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• CB-MS management techniques

• Institutions built for sustainability

• Community organizing techniques

• Environmental education

• Replications (scaling-up)

• CRM information network

Is the Philippines CB-MS model sufficiently successful and robust to warrant replication in a range of

community settings in North Sulawesi and other locations in the region?

Yes,the model is robust, but the Philippine model should be tailored to suit specific sites in North Sulawesi.

The Philippines lacks a model for scaling-up. Establishing a network of CB-MSs all over the Philippines is

just beginning. A government project led by the University of the Philippines Marine Science Institute titled

Enhancing Sustainable Fisheries through Improved Marine Fishery Reserves aims to develop implementing

guidelines to improve the establishment of marine fisheries reserves in LGUs as per permission of the

Fisheries Code of 1998,and to formulate a plan for a national fish sanctuary strategy and network in the

Philippines.

Are CB-MSs proving to be effective in catalyzing more comprehensive coastal management initiatives at

the community scale?

Yes, but it is not the only way. Artificial reefs, giant clams,and other fisheries stock-repopulation/enhance-

ment efforts are examples of other initiatives.

Are CB-MSs catalyzing effective coastal management at larger geographic scales?

Yes, as entry points,because it is manageable (small scale) and results are perceptible.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF CB-MSS IN INDONESIA

Discuss ways to build institutional support, capacity, and budget for CB-MSs in Indonesia.

Institutional support needs the following actions to take place:

• The Kabupaten Task Force needs to provide further education on the importance of coastal resources

management, especially the importance of MSs to the executive and legislative members in the

province and regency levels.

• The management committee needs to do more socialization of MSs to the community inside and out-

side the village and to the local NGOs and universities.

• There is a need to establish a single institution to give special attention to the MS initiative (e.g., inde-

pendent institution).

Capacity building:

• Training, cross visits, formal study programs (on CRM) for local-level government (regency level) offi-
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cials

Budget:

• Secure funds from local government’s yearly budget (national or regional budget allocations) and addi-

tional external sources (grants)

What benefits are there to regional cooperation?

• Experiences and transfer of knowledge between the two countries because of the similarities in their

ecosystems

• Regional economic and tourism industry 

• Cooperation for joint training and technical support

Make recommendations on priority topics for regional cooperation.

• Sharing information and experience between communities

• Formation of a study center on CB-MSs through university networking (e.g., Silliman University and

Sam Ratulangi University)

• Program cooperation between NGOs of the two countries for CB-MSs

• Networking among Philippine and North Sulawesi practitioners

Is the Philippines CB-MS model sufficiently successful and robust to warrant replication in a range of

community settings in North Sulawesi and other locations in the region?

The CB-MS model of the Philippines can be successfully adapted to North Sulawesi,considering similarities in

culture,autonomy law, economic benefits, and environmental aspects of both areas,as illustrated by the adapta-

tion of the model to the local social background and environmental conditions of Blongko, Talise, and Tumbak.

Are CB-MSs proving to be effective in catalyzing more comprehensive coastal management initiatives at

the community scale?

Yes, indeed! Proof of its effect in catalyzing CRM initiatives include:

• General public awareness

• Communities are more concerned and build commitment to the CB-MS because of environmental

awareness

• A sense of ownership developed by the community and local government

• Positive impacts to other villages due to MS establishment

• Possible potential for small enterprise development (e.g., ecotourism)

• Perceived income and well-being of community

Are CB-MSs catalyzing effective coastal management at larger geographic scales?

Could be, especially for other villages, municipalities, and provincials.
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COMPARISON AND CONTRAST BETWEEN THE PROCESS OFESTABLISHING CB-MSS

IN THE PHILIPPINES AND INDONESIA

What are some ways to build support capacity and budget in the two countries?
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Government

• National allocation–exists

• Local government–may/should increase alloca-
tion for CRM from their development fund by
integrating CRM (with marine sanctuary specifi-
cally) into development plan and LGU structure

• Capability building to prepare proposals

Academia–increase involvement by incorporating CB-
MSs into extension programs of universities

POs–get them incorporated, registered with the
Securities and Exchange Commission for funding
purposes

Private Sector/Business Sector–tapping through cre-
ative means, e.g., visitor’s fees, user’s fees, etc.

NGOs–MOA with LGU for cost-sharing

Strengthen network and capability enhancement of
NGOs

Standardization of tools for monitoring (done with
university and LGU)

INDONESIA 

Institutions–socialization by Kabupaten Task Force
for executive and legislative members (Regional
Peoples Consultative Assembly) in regency and
provincial levels, and management team in village
levels; local NGOs; and universities. We need to
establish special institution for CB-MSs initiative
(e.g., independence institutions)

Capacity–training, cross-visits, and formal CRM
studies for regency participants (officers)

Budget–secure yearly budget from local govern-
ment and additional external sources (grants) 
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What are the benefits from regional cooperation for the two countries?

PHILIPPINES

Capability building/sharing models

University-based technical advice

Enterprise development

Standardization of methods for monitoring, etc.

Coordination of efforts

Joint programs–ensures some degree of 
commitments and accountability 

INDONESIA 

Sharing experience

Transfer of knowledge

Problem understanding due to closeness of the
ecosystem between the two regions

Aid regional economic and tourism industry

Cooperation for joint training and technical 
support

Recommendations on priority topics for regional cooperation?

PHILIPPINES

Community monitoring

CB-MS management techniques

Institutions built for sustainability

Community organizing techniques

Environmental education

Replications (scaling-up)

CRM information network

INDONESIA 

Share information and experience between com-
munities

Study CB-MSs through university networking
(e.g.,Silliman and Sam Ratulangi University)

Program cooperation between NGOs of the two
countries for CB-MSs

Networking between Philippine and North
Sulawesi practitioners

Is the Philippine model sufficiently robust and successful to undergo replication in North Sulawesi,

Indonesia,and other locations in the region?

PHILIPPINES

Yes,the model is robust, but the Philippine model
should be tailored to suit sites in North Sulawesi.

The Philippine model has problems with scaling-up

Establishing network of CB-MS

INDONESIA 

Success of CB-MS in the Philippine can be adapt-
ed in North Sulawesi. This is true because of the
similarity of culture, laws, economic benefits, and
environmental aspects. An example is the ability to
adopt, develop,and adjust according to the local
social and environmental conditions, e.g., Blongko
and Talise.
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Are CB-MSs catalyzing effective coastal management at larger geographic scales?

PHILIPPINES

Yes,as an entry point because it is manageable 
(small scale) and results are perceptible

INDONESIA 

CB-MS can be effective for larger areas, especially
for other villages, municipalities, and provinces

Are CB-MSs proving to be effective in catalyzing more comprehensive coastal management initiatives at

the community scale?

PHILIPPINES

Yes

INDONESIA 

Yes, indeed! Prove to be effective in catalyzing
CRM initiative!

Community more concerned/committed to envi-
ronmental awareness

Sense of ownership

Potential of small enterprise (ecotourism)

Perceived income and well-being for community
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ANNEX 2: WORKSHOP AGENDA

Philippines-Indonesia Workshop on Community-Based Marine Sanctuaries
(Cebu, Philippines–September 4-7, 2000; Manado, Indonesia–September 8-11, 2000)

Workshop Venues:
Montebello Villa Hotel, Banilad, Cebu City,Philippines; and Hotel Century, Manado, North Sulawesi,
Indonesia

Workshop Organizers:

Coastal Resources Center, University of Rhode Island

Philippine Council for Aquatic and Marine Research and Development, Department of Science and
Technology

USAID-BAPPENAS Indonesian Coastal Resources Management Project, North Sulawesi Province Field
Office

Coastal Resources Management Project-Philippines 

Workshop Objectives:

In relation to community-based coastal resources management and community-based marine sanctuaries 
(CB-MSs):

Share experience between Indonesia and the Philippines

Discuss results of the Philippine focus group sessions and field research

Discuss lessons learned concerning success at a given site and for promoting institutional replication in
other villages

Elaborate on guidance for field workers and for institutions interested in replicating this process 

Describe future challenges for the Philippines and North Sulawesi, Indonesia

General Schedule:

 

September 4

AM – PM Arrival and registration at Montebello Hotel, Cebu City

7:00 PM Welcome dinner

Welcome remarks by R. Guerrero, PCAMRD

Welcome remarks by B. Crawford, URI-CRC

Welcome remarks by C. Courtney, CRMP-Philippines  

Brief overview of workshop agenda, goals, and first day logistics (M. Balgos, B. Crawford,
C. Pagdilao)

Participant introductions

September 5

8:00 AM Administration and logistics for the workshop (PCAMRD)

8:30 Overview of the workshop in context of the project (B. Crawford)
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Overview and summary of project activities to date

Outputs expected from the workshop

Results of focus group discussions, field research, Indonesian training

9:00 Progress on establishing models of CB-MSs in North Sulawesi and establishing a local pro-
gram for its replication (BAPPEDA and J. Tulungen)

Questions & Answers (Q&A)

9:45 Overview of Philippine context and progress for CB-MSs (C. Pagdilao)

Q&A

10:30 BREAK

10:45 TOPIC 1: The ideas and theory behind CB-MSs:What are their purpose and benefits? Why
should they be promoted as a CRM intervention as opposed to other kinds of interventions?
How do they function ecologically? What ecological, social,and economic problems do they
help solve?

Panel lead off remarks for small group discussions1

A. White – Theory/ecological function

M. Balgos – Benefits/success measures from FGD

11:00 Small group discussions2

12:30 PM LUNCH 

1:30 Plenary report (10 minutes each)

2:15 TOPIC 2: What is the process at the community level? What are the preconditions and
external or internal forces that affect success?

Panel lead off remarks for small group discussions3

M. Balgos – The process:Results of the focus group discussions

R. Pollnac – Factors influencing success from the field research

3:15 BREAK

3:30 Small group discussions 

4:30 Plenary discussion

5:15 Review of field trip plans for the next day and group assignments (C. Pagdilao and M.
Balgos)

6:30 DINNER
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2 For small group discussions there will be three groups–two groups of mixed Indonesian and Filipinos, one group only of Indonesians who are non-
English speakers with one bilingual spokesperson for report outs.

3 The panel will be a series of very short opening remarks by selected resource persons–no more than 10 minutes each, two overheads maximum–as
an introduction to the discussions in small groups that follow. These lead off remarks should be short summaries or provocative “hypothesis” by each
panelist that help fuel and guide discussion,then immediately break into groups for discussion.



EVENING Core group4 and PCAMRD Secretariat meet to review the day, needs, and preparations for the
following day, changes in schedule suggested, etc. Core writing group decide on writing
assignments and do not go on field trip the following day–but spend the day writing outputs.

September 6

8:00 AM Depart for field trip to two CB-MS sites near Cebu City–Olango Island and Gilotungan Island 
(Participants will be split into two groups–each goes to both sites. Box lunch or meal will be
served in the field.)

Questions to be asked during meeting with local officials and management committee:

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

What problems have these CB-MSs helped address in the communities?

What challenges do they have in being sustainable?

Give some recommendations for the community and local support institutions?

EVENING Groups work on short reports of the field visits to be presented the following day. Core
group and PCAMRD secretariat meet–debrief and daily assessment.

September 7

8:00 AM Housekeeping, administrative needs, concerns, announcements (PCAMRD)

8:15 Presentation and discussion of group reports on the field visit 

9:00 Core group hands out outputs written up the first day for review by participants. Comments
should be noted/marked/written and the document discussed at the end of the day–written
comments/edits also submitted at the end of the day.

9:15 TOPIC 3: How do we build local institutions and sustainable programs that nurture replica-
tion? How do we structure and design community-based extension programs? What should be
the guiding philosophy for community-based extension programs?

Panel lead off remarks for small group discussions:

O. Arciaga, Haribon – NGO community extension programs 

V. Soliman, BUCF – University community extension programs

N. Pinat, Bohol; M. Teves, Negros Oriental; J. Muñoz, BFAR – Government
community extension 

North Sulawesi Government Representative – Planning a government program

B. Crawford – Lessons on extension from other fields

10:15 BREAK

10:30 Small group discussions 

11:30 Plenary and discussions 

12:00 PM LUNCH
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group who have laptops need to bring them. Core group needs to be good writers and are suggested to be Balgos, Crawford, Pagdilao, Tulungen, and
White–this group will be co-editors of the proceedings.



1:00 TOPIC 4: Monitoring and evaluation: Within a site, across a portfolio/program

Panel lead-off remarks for small group discussions (15 minutes each):

A. Uychiaoco – Ecological monitoring

R. Pollnac – Socioeconomic monitoring, and monitoring and evaluation in multiple sites

N. Pinat – LGU monitoring and evaluation

1:45 Small group discussions

3:30 BREAK

4:00 Plenary discussion

5:00  Feedback discussion on written outputs of previous day

5:30 Core group and PCAMRD Secretariat meet – daily debrief and assessment

6:30 Farewell dinner

Entertainment – The ICM Steps

– Experiential learning of Philippine meeting, ice breakers and 
other fun and games

September 8

AM Depart for Manado via Davao

Oleh-oleh (pasalubong) shopping in Davao and next to airport

2:30 PM Check into Hotel Century, Manado

7:00 Welcome to Manado dinner

Philippine Consul General invited to speak

North Sulawesi governor or vice-governor invited to speak

Short briefing on following day field trip (B. Crawford and J. Tulungen)

September 9

8 AM Field trip to Indonesian field sites Blongko, Tumbak, Talise,and Lembeh Straits/BAPPEDA replica-
tion group5. Questions to be asked:

How does the site benefit (or not) from being designated a CB-MS?

What problems have these CB-MSs helped address in these communities?

What challenges do they face in being sustainable?

Recommendations for the community and local support institutions.

Additional questions for Indonesian field visits:

How do the North Sulawesi sites differ from the Philippines?

What do you see as some of the special challenges faced in North Sulawesi to scaling-
up–creating a community-based extension program?
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Special assignment for the Lembeh Straits group:Lembeh Straits is an area targeted for
replication of CB-MSs by BAPPEDA–Regional Development Planning Board (a specific
site or community out of a dozen in the area may or may not have been selected by this
time). The group agenda will be to visit BAPPEDA offices (Provincial and in Bitung City),
look at secondary data (maps, statistics on population/fishers),talk to Kungkungan Bay
Resort/dive operators,and visit one or more candidate communities (the purpose being to
apply some of the lessons extracted from the Cebu discussion and see if they can be applied
when getting started in a new place), and make recommendations to BAPPEDA. 

How would the process need to be adapted to Lembeh Straits and the tourism context there? 

What should be some initial priorities for BAPPEDA? 

EVENING Groups work on short reports for the following day
Core group and secretariat meet to review the day and plans for tomorrow
Handout outputs from previous days for review

September 10

8 AM The day will start late to allow participants to attend Sunday church services, if desired.

10:30 Group reports will be presented followed by detailed discussion of the place visited and
questions

Group discussions following each report to be approximately 30-45 minutes. Last group to
report would be Lembeh Straits/BAPPEDA group followed by detailed discussion of chal-
lenges of scaling-up in Indonesia.

12:30 PM LUNCH

1:30 Group discussions on the following topics:

Comparative discussions of Indonesian and Philippine experience

Develop detailed guidance outputs for practitioners (outline of a field guide)

Discuss suggested outline for the workshop proceedings

Discuss ways to build institutional support, capacity, and budget

Discuss the benefits and make recommendations for additional regional cooperation, etc. 
Workshop evaluation

7:00 Farewell dinner (Kalisay – Malioboro Restaurant followed by Karaoke competition)

September 11

Pasalubong (oleh-oleh) shopping in Manado

Philippine participants depart for the Philippines
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ANNEX 3: PHILLIPPINES -INDONESIA

COMMUNITY -BASED MARINE SANCTUARIES WORKSHOP

4 -11 September 2000

DIRECTORY OF PARTICIPANTS

NAME/POSITION AGENCY AFFILATION TEL/FAX E-MAIL ADDRESS

Orlando C. Arciaga, Marine Ecosystem Program Tel. 632-925-3332 science@haribon.org.ph

Director HARIBON Foundation for the Fax 632-925-3331

Conservation of Natural Resources

No. 9 Malingap corner Malumanay St.

Quezon City, Philippines 

Miriam C. Balgos, Graduate College of Marine Studies Tel. 302-831-8086 mbalgos@udel.edu

Graduate Student University of Delaware Fax  302-831-3668

Newark, DE  19716

USA

Florendo B. Barangan, Coastal Environment Program (CEP) Tel. 632-925-1182

CEP Coordinator Department of Environment and Fax. 632-925-1182

Director III Natural Resourcces

Visayas Avenue, Diliman

Quezon City, Philippines

Thomas G. Bayer, Coastal Resource Management Tel. 6332-232-1821 tgbayer@hotmail.com

Donor Portfolio Manager Project - Philippines Fax. 6332-232-1825

5F CIFC Towers

North Reclamation Area

Cebu City, Philippines

Catherine A. Courtney, Coastal Resource Management Tel. 6332-412-0487 courtney@mozcom.com

Chief of Party Project - Philippines Fax.6332-232-1825

5F CIFC Towers

North Reclamation Area

Cebu City, Philippines

Brian R. Crawford, University of Rhode Island Tel. 401-874-6224 crawford@gso.uri.edu

Associate Resources Narragansett Bay Campus Fax- 401-789-4670

Manager Narragansett, RI, USA

Rahman Dako, Kelola Foundation Tel. 62431-867445         kelola@manado.wasantara.net.id

Director JL St. Yoseph No. 71 Fax. 62431-867445

Manado, North Sulawesi

Indonesia

Evelyn T. Deguit, Coastal Resource Management Tel. 6332-232-1821 to 23

Community Dev't Advisor Project - Philippines Fax. 6332-232-1825

5F CIFC Towers

North Reclamation Area

Cebu City, Philippines
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NAME/POSITION AGENCY AFFILATION TEL/FAX E-MAIL ADDRESS

Margarita De la Cruz, Guiuan Development Foundation Tel. 6353-325-6592 uptclshc@mozcom,com

Executive Director Guiuan, Eastern Samar, Philippines 6353-325-8425

Fax 6353-325-5108

Director Leyte-Samar Heritage Center 321-9395

University of the Philippines in the 

Visayas - Tacloban College

Tacloban City, Philippines

Wendell M. Galon, Silliman University Marine Laboratory Tel. 6335-225-6711            wendellgalon@pinoymail.com

Researcher Dumaguete City, Philippines Fax. 6335-225-2500

Stuart J. Green, Coastal Resource Management Tel. 6338- 505-9166 bosicadd@mozcom.com

Coordinator Bohol Project - Philippines Fax. 6338- 505-9166

5F CIFC Towers

North Reclamation Area

Cebu City, Philippines

Rafael D. Guerrero III, Philippine Council for Aquatic and Tel. 6349-536-5579 pcamrd@laguna.net

Executive Director Marine Research and Development Fax. 6349-536-1582

Los Baños, Laguna 4030

Philippines

Rudolf Hermes, Philippine Council for Aquatic and Tel. 6349-536-1566 mrd@laguna.net

Research Fellow Marine Research and Development Fax. 6349-536-1566

Los Baños, Laguna 4030

Philippines

Djoike S. Karouw, BAPPEDA Minahasa Tel. 62341-322007

Head of Physical– Jl. Manguni No. 12,Tondano, Minahasa

Infrastructure North Sulawesi - Indonesia

Development Department

Zeth F. Kaunang, Law Bureau Minahasa Regent Office Tel. 62341-321003

Head of Legislation Jl. Sam Ratulangi No. 111 62341-321411

Section Tondano, Minahasa

North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Mariglo Laririt, Ten Knots Development Corp Tel. 632-759-4069 to 70 tenknots@mailstation.net

Manager for Environment (El Nido Resorts) Cellphone. 0919-553-0039

2/F Builders Center, Fax. 632-759-4069 to 70

170 Salcedo St., Legaspi Village

Makati City, Philippines

Audy GH Lengkong, District Office

Staff of Community Likupang, Minahasa

Development Section North Sulawesi, Indonesia
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NAME/POSITION AGENCY AFFILATION TEL/FAX E-MAIL ADDRESS

Busye Meina, Land Office Tel. 62341-321767

Land Use Staff Jl. Maesa No. 3,Sasaran

Tondano, Minahasa

North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Eriberto P. Moreno, Marine Resources Division Tel.  6349-536-1566 mrd@laguna.net

Sc. Research Specialist PCAMRD-DOST

Los Baños, Laguna 4030

Philippines

Jessica C. Munoz, Fisheries Resources Mgt. Project Tel.  632-410-9990 jessicam@ibahn.net

Assistant Project Director Bureau of Fisheries and Fax. 632-372-5008

Aquatic Resources

860 Arcadia Building, Quezon Ave.

Quezon City, Philippines

Alejandro B. Olandez Jr., Marine Resources Division Tel.  6349-536-1566 mrd@laguna.net

Sc. Res. Specialist PCAMRD-DOST

Los Baños, Laguna   4030

Philippines

Cesario R. Pagdilao, Phil Council for Aquatic and Marine Tel.  6349-536-5578 dedo@laguna.net

Deputy-Executive Director Research and Development Fax. 6349-536-1582

Dept of Science and Technology

Los Baños, Laguna  4030

Philippines

Mario S. Panelewen, Fisheries Office Tel.  62431-321088

Chief of Sub-Section of Kelurahan Roong

Institutional Force and Kompleks Patung Korengkeng Sarapung

Training Infrastructural Tondano, Minahasa, North Sulawesi

Indonesia

Nunila M. Pinat, Bohol Environment Management Tel.  6338-5019912 or

Deputy Head Office, Office of the Governor 6338-411-2088

3rd Flr., Capitol Building Fax. 6338-501-9912 or

Tagbilaran City, Bohol, Philippines 6338-411-4406

Richard B. Pollnac, University of Rhode Island Tel.  401-874-6102 rpo4903u@postoffice.uri.edu

Professor Kingston RI 02881 Fax. 401-874-2588

USA

Selma H.S. Rumate, Tourism Office of Minahasa Regency Tel.  62431-352533

Head of Information and Jl. Tomohon-Tondano Kasuang

Promotion Sub-Section North Sulawesi, Indonesia



NAME/POSITION AGENCY AFFILATION TEL/FAX E-MAIL ADDRESS

Elly S. Sangian, District Office Tel.  62430-22388

Staff of Community Tenga, Minahasa

Development Section North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Jouke Sigar, Water Resources Management Tel.  62431-322431 or

Head of Development Minahasa Regency Office 62431-322428

Section Jl. Husni Thamrin, Luaan Fax. 62431-322431

Tondano, Minahasa 62341-322428

North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Ronny F. Siwi Environmental Impact Assessment Tel.  62431-323688 

Head of Coordination & Office  - Minahasa Regency

Controlling Section Tondano, Minahasa

North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Victor S. Soliman Bicol University-Tabaco Campus Tel.  6352-830-0012 vss@bicol-u.edu.ph

Asst. Professor Tayhi, Tabaco, Albay Fax. 6352-257-7090 or

Philippines 6342-830-0012

Elmer L. Tamayo Special Projects Unit Tel.  6375-542-6547

Chief Lingayen Gulf Coastal Area Fax. 6375-542-6597

Management Commission

2F United Way Building

Lingayen, Pangasinan, Philippines

Noni A. Tangkilisan, Coastal Resources Management Tel.  62431-841671          crmp@manado.wasantara.net.id

Extension Officer Project - Proyek Pesisir Manado Fax. 62431-041671 to 72

Jl. Wolter Monginsidi No. 5

Kleak, Lingkungan I

Manado, North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Johny J. Tangkilisan, Republik of Indonesia Television Tel.  62431-868001 tvrimdo@mdo.mega.net.id

Head of Information Manado

Reporter Sub-Section Jl. TNI, Tikala Banjer

Manado, North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Mercy S. Teves, Environment and Natural Tel.  6335-225-5563 or ccmrion@klink,com.ph

Chief Resources Management Division 6335-422-6985

Office of the Governor Fax. 6335-225-5563

Capitol Area, Dumaguete City

Philippines

Jesajas Tomasoa, DPRD Minahasa Office Tel. 62431-321074

Chief of Econ. Sasaran, Tondano, Minahasa

Commission of North Sulawesi, Indonesia

DPRD Minahasa
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NAME/POSITION AGENCY AFFILATION TEL/FAX E-MAIL ADDRESS

Johnnes J. Tulungen, Proyek Pesisir (CRMP) Tel. 62431-841671/2  tulungen@manado.wasantara.net.id

Field Program Manager JL. Mongisidi No. 5, Kleak Lingk. I

CRMP Manado Manado, North Sulawesi,

Indonesia

Theo Tumbel, Republik of Indonesia Television Tel. 62431-868001 tvrimdo@mdo.mega.net.id

Head of Broadcasting Manado

Department Jl. TNI, Tikala Banjer

Manado, North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Andre Jon Uychiaoco, University of the Philippines Tel. 632-920-5301 andreu@upmsi.ph

Researcher - Marine Science Institute loc.7426

Ph.D. Candidate Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines Fax 632-924-7678

Rodolfo M. Villanueva, Tambuyog Development Center Tel. 6332-253-0350 tdc-cebu@mozcom.com

Provincial Coordinator Cebu City, Philippines

Billy T. Wagey, Sam Ratulangi University Tel. 62431-846875 bwagey@hotmail.com

Director of Sam Ratulangi Manado, North Sulawesi  95115

University Press Indonesia

Edy Watung, Community Development Office Tel.No. 62431-322624

Head of Village Sasaran, Tondano

Development DepartmentMinahasa, North Sulawesi, Indonesia

Alan T. White, Coastal Resource Management Tel 6332-232-1821 awhite@mozcom.com

Deputy Chief of Party Project (CRMP) Fax 6332-232-1825

5F CIFC Tower

North Reclamation Area

Cebu City, Philippines

Budy Wiryawan, Coastal Resources Management Tel. 62721-250984 crmp-lpg@indo.net.id

Field Program Manager CRMP Lampung Project (CRMP) Fax. 62721-252013

JL Sutan Syahrir No. 4

Bandar Lampung, Indonesia

Ester C. Zaragoza, Marine Resources Division Tel. 6349-536-1566 mrd@laguna.net

Officer-in-Charge PCAMRD-DOST

Los Banos, Laguna  4030

Philippines
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ANNEX 4:
SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT EVALUATIONS OF THE WORKSHOP

The participants of the workshop were asked to give their feedback on how the workshop was conducted by
answering the following questions:

1. How well did we accomplish the following workshop objectives?

Most of the participants (78-99 percent of 32 respondents) considered the workshop objectives well
accomplished by giving a rating of either good or very good.

2. How useful were the following activities in facilitating the sharing of experiences in CB-MSs between
Indonesia and the Philippines?

The country paper presentations, panel leadoff presentations, plenary discussions,and small group discus-
sions were considered to be either useful or very useful by all the participants. There were a few (three of
32 respondents) who considered the field trips in Indonesia and the Philippines not so useful.

The following were the comments on why each activity was not useful,somewhat useful, useful, or very
useful. 

a. Country paper presentations 

Provided information on the concepts/salient features, cultural,and other management contexts, strengths
and weaknesses,and uniqueness of various initiatives

Provided common features and differences between the two countries

Provided successful and unsuccessful experiences

b. Panel leadoff presentations 

Provided guidance, introduction, information,points or stimuli for discussion

Provided the workshop participants with information about results of studies and actual experiences, and
some dos and don’ts

Some presentations were too long

Some presentations were not focused

Some presentation were more useful than others 

Time for questions after each presentation

c. Plenary discussions

Key concepts, issues, and challenges were discussed/validated

Validate the topics/concerns discussed in the focus group discussions

Served as an opportunity/venue for interaction, and for clarification/validation of “gray” areas

Best way to exchange major ideas

It was a time for more sharing and learning of ideas and experiences

Gave opportunity for participants to learn about results of the other groups’ discussions

It would have been better if there was more time given to it

While it gave an opportunity to hear what other group discussed (useful for informational purposes), it
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did not add much additional value to the outputs

Filipino participants tend to be limited by “hang-ups” from experiences, and there was a tendency to
micro-focus and forget main objectives

Filipino participants should have exerted more effort to be understood by Indonesian participants, rather
than spend time squabbling over some details

d. Small group discussions

Issues and challenges were discussed in detail

People were less inhibited, thus there was more sharing

There was sharing of insights/experiences with other participants

Smaller groups are better for sharing

Can elicit wider participation

Provided a more focused discussion

Enabled the participants to learn more about the two countries’ CB-MS sites

OK, overall, but could have been better if our Indonesian friends could have related better–factor here is
not the interest, but more of some degree of technical language barrier or problem

Best way to refine points on various topics

Participants were able to share experiences, concerns about,and hopes for CB-MSs–more time would
have allowed more fruitful and useful discussions

Probably where most of the sharing and best outputs were generated

Allowed interactions among Indonesians and Filipinos, and among people of different responsibilities and
agency affiliations working on CB-MSs

Gave a sense of responsibility to be more active

Enhanced participation

e. Field trips

Philippines

Management options were discussed

In the beginning,I thought the field trips were useful. But in retrospect, it would have been more useful
to have chosen, say the Apo Island MS, where university and NGO participation and cooperation would
have been more evident. In other words,one successful and one unsuccessful site, maybe. Of course there
were many considerations for site selection.

Learned much from it (successful or unsuccessful)

We should have done only one site per person because there was not enough time for two sites.

Provided an opportunity for getting actual data on what we were discussing

Useful not only for the needed break, but for learning first hand what is going on in an area

Gave an opportunity to see what the LGU, CRMP, and others have done on CB-MS establishment

I have not been to these sites.

Added reality to the discussions and highlighted the difficulty of CB-MS management

It allowed the participants to observe what was going on in the sites.

Good overall; it was an opportunity to see a living example to back up discussions.

To see and learn by direct observation and discussion with the local community

For comparison with other sites
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Learned by observing and getting information,a tool for improvement

For learning about successful CB-MS experiences in the Philippines

Indonesia

Learned much from it (validated the reports on MPA, POs, culture, tradition, etc.)

Only really good way to gauge something is to see it for yourself

Provided an opportunity for getting actual data on what we were discussing

Not only for the needed break, but for learning first hand what is going on in an area

Provided some basis for comparison and areas for improving future implementation

Showed reality and newness in Indonesia

Provided a good comparison with Philippine experience. Provided affirmation that what works in
Indonesia is on the right track

For both trips, seeing the actual sites and talking to people involved in CB-MSs drove home the lessons
effectively more than the discussions did.

For comparison of sites in the Philippines and in Indonesia

For development of CB-MSs and improvement of knowledge

Provided an opportunity for sharing of experiences on the management of CB-MSs.

3. The participants rated the food, lodging, and workshop rooms in the two workshop venues as follows:

Rating 

Philippines
Food Poor-Fair
Lodging Fair-Good
Workshop rooms Good 

Indonesia
Food Good
Lodging Good-Excellent
Workshop rooms Good-Excellent

Philippine workshop
Communication/information before the workshop Good-Excellent
Communication/information during the workshop Good-Excellent
Secretariat support Good-Excellent

Indonesia workshop
Communication/information before the workshop Good-Excellent
Communication/information during the workshop Good-Excellent
Secretariat support Good-Excellent

4. Do you have recommendations on how we could improve the conduct of this activity?

Things went really well

Provide “ice-breakers” between presentations

Provide guidance on the length of presentations to be given

Provide handouts after presentations
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Provide a directory of participants

Proceedings of each activity should be provided the participants the following day 

Appoint small group facilitators ahead of time so they can familiarize themselves with the materials/topics

In an ideal world, we should have spent more time on each session and involved more participants. But
given the circumstances, I personally think that everything was well prepared and was very impressive.

There should be flexibility in time management:ask and listen,observe participants’ movements to deter-
mine level of absorption of topic being discussed.

The conduct of the workshop is good, but there were too many panel discussions and less time for group dis-
cussions in one of the sessions.

The schedule was too tight and overloaded.

Perhaps more time could be devoted to the Q&A portion

Give more time for small group discussions and/or plenary sessions

Hold the workshop on weekdays only

Generally very well done by all concerned. The only improvement could be to simplify slightly the number
of questions in each topic and to clearly differentiate topics. Especially for the Indonesians,the question list
was too long which forced some discussions to move too fast.

During field trips, it would help if interviews could also be made with other stakeholders, not only those
who give presentations.

Conditions like weather should be considered for the field trip

Provide Philippine participants more exposure to Indonesian experience/situation (no matter how “new” this
may be) 

There should be more time to visit the sites and for participants to stay in the villages.

English was clearly a limiting factor for Indonesian involvement in the discussions,but the workshop pro-
vided a good opportunity for them to learn the richness of Philippine CB-MS experience.

Longer training in English for Indonesians so they could participate more actively in the discussions.

Language barrier for Indonesian participants needs to be addressed. There is a need for improvement so that
they can be more active and efficient/effective during discussions and sharing.

The activity should be made more lively.

There should be more time for social events (no night discussions).

Consider conducting the workshop jointly with the communities/villages

Put together report/proceedings of the workshop

Disseminate the workshop output to other institutions

Continue this activity because of its importance and because the [Indonesian] government does not have
enough funds for scaling-up

None

5. What type of follow-up activity would you like to happen after this workshop?

Completion and distribution of proceedings in a timely manner as a useful and well-edited reference

Distribution of workshop proceedings (including some group pictures and video footages, if possible) to
workshop and focus group discussion participants

Dissemination of workshop results to all levels (village, regency, and provincial) for the improvement of CB-
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MS programs

Summing up of insights learned and problems encountered

Putting into local,national,and global contexts the learnings gained from the workshop

A workshop on monitoring and evaluation; this was not given enough time for a detailed discussion of the
issues.

More exchange visits from both sides including community-level sharing and discussion/cross visits

Organization of on-the-job training for Indonesians in various CB-MS sites in the Philippines

Come up with a list of good common practices that participants can refer to. There is a need for some sort of
reference handbook that people can go back to (perhaps a workbook format).

Sharing of information on the MPAs in Bunaken National Park and Sayihe Talicud Island

Assess the results of Indonesian initiatives after 2-3 years

Continuous exchange of information and learnings; networking among Indonesian and Philippine partici-
pants

Circulation on the Internet of a regularly updated list of publications/working papers on both the Philippine
and the Indonesian initiatives (or even the papers themselves, e.g., in Adobe Acrobat format) so that partici-
pants are updated on the progress of initiatives

Hold focus group discussions among CB-MS practitioners as often as possible

Evaluation (informal) of how this workshop will affect actual work on the ground after a couple of years

Hold a follow-up conference after one year/a few years to obtain feedback or update on things done, e.g.,
application of suggested/recommended actions for the different steps in the process of CB-MS establishment

Joint conduct of priority activities like training on M&E,standardization of techniques, research, proposal
writing workshops, etc.

Evaluation of the CB-MS process after one year, and evaluation of outcome indicators after 2 years

Sharing of Philippine community monitoring expertise and ecotourism expertise for similar development in
Indonesian North Sulawesi sites

Joint national workshop about CB-MSs (Philippines and Indonesia)

Forging of a cooperation between the Philippines and Indonesia for the development of CB-MSs in both
countries

Enhancing awareness among Indonesian government officials in order to develop/strengthen support for the
replication of CB-MS in Indonesia

Promotion of understanding among coastal communities that marine sanctuaries are very important for the
future generation

Cross-visits with another country that has different problems and conditions

Monitoring of CB-MS management by participants

6. Please give us your overall comments on the organization of the workshop or any other comments you
may have.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the workshop. Keep up the good work.

The workshop was generally a success and well organized.

It was a good workshop overall.

Effective organization

M a r i n e  S a n c t u a ri e s  Wo r k s h o p 105



Very well managed

I enjoyed this workshop. Thanks.

I salute the organizers. We have enjoyed this workshop. Well done.

Good workshop–the objectives were just right and these were satisfactorily accomplished.

The schedule was a bit demanding/hectic, constrained by limited flight schedule.

The facilitators were accommodating and friendly.

Although communication slowed down the process, the cross-cultural exchange was enlightening.

There is a need to keep the participants in touch as a network of CB-MS practitioners through email or
workshops.

There is a need to give Indonesian participants a better history of programs in the Philippines.

The differences in the way CB-MSs are undertaken in the two countries are reflective of how different two
neighbors are, e.g.,in the manner of singing, housing, exercise of faith, Indonesians from Manado are differ-
ent from Filipinos. Whether these differences would account for a different outcome of CB-MSs in North
Sulawesi remains to be seen.

Participation in this workshop definitely changed me, for the better, thank you very much. I offer my ser-
vices and participation in future CB-MS activities.

Indonesians should be less shy about their English because we understood what they said in the workshop.

I have learned a lot,but being a field worker, I was not comfortable with the formal proceedings of the
workshop as well as with the theoretical/technical contents.

Good handling of the program, but next time please include the processes in community organizing that
leads to empowerment of fisherfolk, community leaders, and institutions.

There should be a post-evaluation workshop after one year.

Excellent. I think everybody felt at ease with each other and the sharing of experiences continued even after
the formal sessions. CB-MS work is really a rallying point for all participants. This workshop can be a start
of a continuous sharing between the Philippines and Indonesia.

I am glad to have attended this workshop, thank you. My co-participants were good and each has his/her
CB-MS experience to share. Future workshops of this kind will be very helpful in looking at the effective-
ness of CB-MS establishment in the Philippines and North Sulawesi.

Great job overall and the time was well utilized including time for some social interaction.

Everyone’s active participation, particularly the Indonesian participants who persevered even with their lan-
guage difficulties, is greatly appreciated. Very open genuine/professional discussions and advice were pro-
vided by everyone.

Appreciated the good coordination among institutions in putting a logistically complicated workshop togeth-
er. Maybe limit the size next time to a small group of 25-30 participants only. Thank you.

It was a good venue for improving the strategies and approach currently used, and for building a good rela-
tionship between neighboring countries.

It was a good opportunity for sharing information, experiences and lessons learned in CB-MS. Thank you to
CRMP (Philippines and Indonesia),PCAMRD, URI-CRC,and the David and Lucile Packard Foundation for
supporting this workshop.

It would have been better if the field trips in the Philippines were to CB-MS sites that were not successful.

Good. Please continue with the initiative.
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