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Executive summary 
The purpose of this survey was to conduct a socio-economic impact assessment of the Forest and Climate 

Protection Project in Panay Phase II (ForClim II) in three local government units (LGUs) in the provinces of Aklan 

and Antique where ForClim II is being implemented. The survey evaluated the impact of the project with respect to 

the outcomes of livelihood improvement and sustainable management of natural resources. Household level and 

group interviews were conducted to gather information on selected indicators for income, livelihood and land use 

relevant to the project. 

The survey was conducted in September 2017 in the LGUs Laua-an and Sebaste in Antique Province and in Libacao 

in Aklan Province. Within the framework of the Community Based Forest and Mangrove Management Project 

(CBFMMP), a socio-economic study was carried out in 2011, with a repetition in 2015 for Sebaste and Libacao. For 

these two LGUs the study results from 2015 were used as baseline. Since Laua-an was not included in the 2015 

survey, for this municipality the data from 2011 served as baseline for the assessment in 2017. A predefined 

questionnaire format provided by CBFMMP in 2011 was used for data collection. The survey applied personal 

interviews with pre-identified project beneficiaries in each LGU. Prior to actual data gathering a courtesy call was 

made to LGU officials. Each member of the survey team was assigned to interview a pre-determined list of 

participants. The data were analysed using descriptive statistics like frequency counts, averages and percentages. 

Data were entered in an Excel spreadsheet and processed using SPSS version 21. 

The natural resource management (NRM) components implemented included assisted natural regeneration (ANR) 

with enrichment planting, agroforestry and sustainable upland agriculture. The average household size in the three 

sites was 5.08 persons which is lower than the average household size during the baselines (5.85 members in 2015 

and 2011 for Laua-an). The household heads were usually male. The majority of the respondents was native to the 

locality. The average residence period was 38 years. 

Generally, the number of household possession among respondents has increased. Around 15% to 30% more 

households own a motorbike, refrigerator, television, audio-visual equipment and mobile phone than during the 

baseline. With increasing income and technical innovation, the respondents have shifted their choice of 

entertainment from karaoke to audio-visual equipment. 

A big improvement in the housing condition has been observed. Houses with walls of stone, hollow blocks or 

concrete have increased by 38% compared to the baseline. Also, the access to safe drinking water has improved. 

Now 69% of the interviewed households are connected to a level 1, 2 or 3 piped water system compared to 30% 

during the baseline.  

The most common use of forest land is for rice production (69% of all households), corn (15%), vegetables (75%), 

agroforestry (73%) and forest trees (9% of households). Most of the income is derived from agroforestry including 

abaca (13,367 PHP or 42.9% of all household income from forest land), followed by rice (8,187 PHP), vegetables 

(4,423 PHP), forest trees (3,863 PHP) and 1,283 PHP from corn and sugarcane. In the baseline the income from 

rice, corn and sugarcane (arable farming) accounted for 69.3% of the overall income from forest land, in 2017 only 

for 30.4%. This indicates a clear shift from arable farming (severe erosion) towards a more climate-smart 

agroforestry and sustainable agriculture. The cultivated forest land area per household increased from 1.86 ha to 

2.29 ha (+23.3%). 

The overall average annual income from forest land has increased by 36.1% compared to the baseline. One reason is 

that the annual income from agroforestry, vegetables and forest trees has increased. The other reason is that the 

average land area has increased by 23.3%.  

The average annual income from private land amounted to 3,179 PHP per household, mainly from rice and corn 

production. This is 24% less than the baseline. One reason is the smaller area of private land per household, due to 

splitting between adult children. The average size of private land dropped from 0.24 ha by 0.06 ha or 25% to 0.18 ha 

per household.  

The majority of the respondents in all sites raised backyard livestock. The most common animals were chicken (76% 

of all households), pigs (63%), carabao and cattle (44%) and goats (11%). The sale of livestock contributed an 

average of 17,164 PHP to the annual household income, an increase of 13% from the baseline. 
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The average annual household income derived from others sources (off-land income) amounted to 30,936 PHP, an 

increase of 35.4% from the baseline. This income included wages for paid labour, contributions from family 

members working in other places, income from motorbike transport (habalhabal), small stores, trading, pensions 

and financial support from the Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4P, social welfare program of the 

government). In coastal communities, fishing activities contributed additional income to the respondents.  

The overall average annual household income of the respondents increased from 65,115 PHP during the baseline 

17,287 PHP or 26.5% to 82,402 PHP in 2017. The most important income source was forest land (31,123 PHP), 

followed by paid labour and other sources (30,936 PHP), livestock (17,164 PHP) and income from private land 

(3,179 PHP). 

The average annual per capita income was 16,221 PHP. The proportion of the respondents living below the poverty 

threshold has decreased significantly in all project sites from an average of 79.0% during the baseline to 52.7% in 

2017. This implies that the poverty incidence in the project sites has decreased by 33.3%. 

Respondents’ assessment on the improvement of their economic condition brought about by the ForClim II project 

had an overall rating of 3.2 which is considered good. According to most of the respondents, the project was able to 

provide additional income and benefits for them. Specifically, it improved the financial status of their people’s 

associations. They responded that the project improved the crop production and provided additional products to 

their daily consumption.  

The respondents were asked about the positive environmental impacts generated by the project. The rehabilitation 

of denuded forest lands restored the forest cover and improved environmental conditions. This includes the 

protection against extreme heat in summer, improvement of forest vegetation and increase of wildlife population, 

restoration of forest vegetation and increased forage production for livestock, and protection against natural 

calamities such as landslides and typhoons.  

The felt positive impacts of the project included reduced soil erosion specifically in upland areas. It was cited that 

the project was able to introduce improved agroforestry technologies such as contour cropping, crop rotation and 

other environment friendly technologies. The improved vegetation cover protected the soil, reduced the risk of 

landslides and improved the soil properties. However, in some project sites the farmers felt that the project had only 

minimal effect on the soil protection since the trees they planted were still young. 

In addition, the respondents felt positive impacts on water quantity and quality, such as increase in water volume, 

sufficient and continuous flow of water, improved spring water quality and improve river water quality due to less 

soil erosion. 

Another response was that the project has improved the food production, especially the production of fresh fruits 

and vegetables. These quality fruits and vegetables from the agroforestry farms and forest lands were consumed and 

sold in the market. Crop production like rice, corn, banana and coconut has increased and improved food security 

and increased the annual income.  
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1. Background 
The Forest and Climate Protection Project in Panay Phase II (ForClim II) is funded by the German Federal Ministry 

for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) and jointly implemented by the 

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH and the Department of Environment and 

Natural Resources (DENR). 

The aim of the project is to ensure the protection of the significant biodiversity of the Panay Mountain Range 

(PMR) and to ensure that natural resources in the adjacent areas are managed and used by the local communities in a 

sustainable and climate friendly manner. The project started in July 2014 and will end in August 2018. Most project 

measures were implemented by participating local government units (LGUs) which received local subsidy grant 

funds. The local subsidies were for capacity building of municipal environment and natural resource offices 

(MENRO), forest land use planning (FLUP) including identification of critical habitats of endangered species and 

for natural resource management (NRM). The supported NRM measures included assisted natural regeneration 

(ANR) with enrichment planting, agroforestry and sustainable upland agriculture.  

One objective of ForClim II was to improve the livelihood conditions of households adjacent to the PMR and 

introduce sustainable and productive land use techniques. In order to evaluate the socio-economic impact of 

ForClim II, an assessment was carried out in three LGUs in the provinces of Aklan and Antique where ForClim II 

is being implemented. The survey evaluated the impact of the project with respect to the outcomes of livelihood 

improvement and sustainable management of natural resources. Household level and group interviews were 

conducted to gather information on selected indicators for income, livelihood and land use relevant to the project. 

Before ForClim II, all three LGUs were already supported by the first phase of ForClim (08/2010 to 05/2014), by 

the Community Based Forest and Mangrove Management Project (CBFMMP) from 2010 to 2016 and/or the GIZ 

Environment and Rural Development Project, Community Based Forest Management Component (EnRD-CBFM) 

from 2008 to 2014. In addition, the DENR National Greening Program (NGP) has been active in the three 

municipalities for several years. So, the observed socio-economic impact is the result of several projects, not only of 

ForClim II. 
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2. Description of study sites and methodology 
The assessment was conducted in September 2017 in the LGUs Laua-an and Sebaste in Antique Province and in 

Libacao in Aklan Province (Figure 1). Within the framework of CBFMMP, a socio-economic study was carried out 

in 2011, with a repetition in 2015 for Sebaste and Libacao. For these two LGUs the study results from 2015 were 

used as baseline. Since Laua-an was not included in the 2015 survey, for this municipality the data from 2011 served 

as baseline for the assessment in 2017.  

A predefined questionnaire format provided by CBFMMP in 2011 was used for data collection. The survey used 

personal interviews with pre-identified project beneficiaries in each LGU. Prior to actual data gathering a courtesy 

call was made to LGU officials. Each member of the survey team was assigned to interview a pre-determined list of 

participants. The data were analysed using descriptive statistics like frequency counts, averages and percentages. 

Data were entered in an Excel spreadsheet and were processed using SPSS version 21. 

Figure 1. Map of the three study sites 
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Libacao is located in the province of Aklan in northern Panay. Based on the 2015 population census, it has a total 

population of 28,241. It has a total land area of 42,573 ha of which about 18,741 ha are also claimed by the Province 

of Capiz. Of the total area, about 10,500 ha or 25% are alienable and disposable lands and 31,992 ha or 75% are 

classified as forest land. It has 24 barangays with Dalagsaan as largest barangay which is situated within the forest 

zone. All barangays are accessible by motor vehicle (at least by motor bike).  

Laua-an is a 4th class municipality in the western part of Panay Island in the Province of Antique. According to the 

2015 census it has a population of 26,072. It has a total land area of 10,072 ha comprising 40 barangays. The climate 

is characterized by two pronounced seasons – dry from December to May and wet during the rest of the year. It is 

around 56 km south of San Jose de Buenavista, the capital of Antique and 146 km from Iloilo City via the coastal 

road. The place is accessible by public buses and jeepneys daily from the two places mentioned above. 

Sebaste is a 4th class municipality in the Province of Antique. According to the 2015 population census, it has a 

population of 17,907. It has a total land area of 11,812 ha of with 8,231 ha are classified as forest land. Over 80% of 

the land has a slope gradient of over 30%. The municipality has several small river systems. The climate is 

characterized by two pronounced seasons – dry from December to May and wet during the rest of the year. The 

project sites are mostly accessible and near the town proper except for those in mountainous areas.  

Courtesy calls and visits to local officials were made prior to the conduct of the actual survey in each of the 

municipalities. The main purpose of the courtesy call was to formally introduce the team and the survey plan. The 

municipalities had already been informed of the ForClim II socio-economic impact survey and were expecting the 

research team.  

The barangays and households covered in each of the three LGUs were those selected by the team together with the 

LGU and CBFMMP project staff during the baseline survey in 2011. The distribution of the respondents is shown 

in Table 1.  

Table 1. Number of respondents by local government units 

Province/LGU No. of respondents 

Aklan  

     Libacao 50 

Antique  

     Laua-an 50 

     Sebaste 50 

Total 150 

 

The data were analysed using descriptive statistics like frequency counts, averages and percentages. Data were 

entered in an Excel spreadsheet and compiled in table form to facilitate interpretation. The data gathered from 

Libacao and Sebaste were compared with results of the 2015 survey while data from Laua-an were compared with 

the survey in 2011. 

The annual per capita income was determined by dividing the annual household income by the total number of 

household members. The annual per capita income was compared to 2009 annual per capita poverty threshold 

based on the National Statistical Coordination Board (NSCB) report (NSCB 2011). Poverty incidence among the 

respondents was determined based on the number of household whose annual per capita income is less than the 

annual per capita poverty threshold.  
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3. Results and discussion  

3.1 Household characteristics 
3.1.1 Household size 
The average household size in the three sites was 5.08 persons which is lower than the average household size 

during the baselines (5.85 members in 2015 and 2011 for Laua-an). The household heads were usually male (92.7% 

of all households). The majority of the respondents was native to the locality. The average residence period was 38 

years (Table 2). 

Table 2. Household characteristics of the respondents 

LGU Household size Household head (%) Years of residence 

  Male Female  

Libacao 5.7 92 8 37 

Laua-an 4.9 90 10 43 

Sebaste 4.7 96 4 35 

Average 5.1 92.7 7.3 38 

 

3.1.2 Household assets 
Generally, the number of household possessions among respondents has increased. Around 15% to 30% more 

households own a motorbike, refrigerator, television, audio-visual equipment and mobile phone than during the 

baseline. Mobile phones were the most common asset among the respondents in all project sites (70% have one, 

compared to 60% in the baseline). This is an indication that it became easier for community members to 

communicate. Motorbikes were also very common in all project sites (39.3% of respondents have one, compared to 

28.7% in the baseline) which indicates that the people are more mobile. With increasing income and technical 

innovation, the respondents have shifted their choice of entertainment from karaoke to audio-visual equipment 

(Table 3). 

Table 3. Household assets of respondents 

Location Year Mobile 

phone 

Television Motorbike Refrigerator Bike Karaoke Audio-

visual 

Generator Truck/ 

vehicle 

Libacao 
2015 91 44 51 24 0 9 0 2 0 

2017 70 62 54 28 6 10 10 8 4 

Laua-an 
2011 0 54 2 26 0 54 0 0 0 

2017 82 64 30 24 16 4 0 2 0 

Sebaste 
2015 90 71 33 12 0 4 0 0 0 

2017 90 60 38 8 8 0 2 0 0 

Average 
Baseline 60.3 56.3 28.7 22.3 0 20.7 0 0.7 0 

2017 70.0 62.0 39.3 20.0 8.0 4.7 4.0 3.3 1.3 

 

3.1.3 House construction materials 
A big improvement in the housing condition has been observed. Houses with walls of stone, hollow blocks or 

concrete have increased by 38% compared to the baseline. In Libacao walls of houses were commonly made of 

wood, bamboo and stones. Households in Laua-an, Antique, had houses built of bamboo and concrete. While in 

Sebaste walls of houses were commonly made of bamboo and wood. As shown in Table 4, there is a decrease in the 

proportion of the households who used bamboo as walls and a significant increase in the proportion of the 

respondents who had houses with walls made of stone or concrete. 
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In 2017, the preferred roofing material used by the respondents was galvanized iron sheets (54%), but 32% of roofs 

were still covered with nipa shingles.  

Table 4. House construction materials 

Location Year Walling materials (%)  Roofing materials (%) 

Bamboo Stone/ 

concrete 

Wood  Galvanized 

iron 

Nipa Coconut 

leaves 

Cogon 

Libacao 
2015 64 29 33  50 51 0 0 

2017 48 36 50  56 48 2 0 

Laua-an 
  2011* 74 12 16  14 2 0 14 

2017 56 32 8  34 26 0 0 

Sebaste 
2015 34 38 54  96 6 0 0 

2017 40 40 26  72 2 0 0 

Average 
Baseline 57 26 34  53 20 0 8 

2017 48 36 28  54 32 1 0 

* Not included in 2015 survey 

3.1.4 Access to drinking water 
The access to safe drinking water has significantly improved compared to the baseline in 2015 and 2011. Now 69% 

of the interviewed households are connected to a level 1, 2 or 3 piped water system, compared to 30% during the 

baseline. One reason is that CBFMMP improved the water system in Sebaste. Table 5 presents the access of 

respondents to drinking water in the baseline and in 2017. It shows that households with individual piped-in water 

connection (level 3), communal connection (level 2) and households with access to water tanks (level 1) have 

increased by 230% compared to previous conditions. Only 31% of residents fetch their drinking water still from 

springs, rivers or shallow wells, compared to 70% during the baseline study. 

Table 5. Access to drinking water 

LGU Year Level 3 Level 2 Level 1 Jetmatic 

shallow well 

Open well Spring River 

  % 

Libacao 
2015 0 0 0 8 8 80 4 

2017 14 0 30 10 4 46 0 

Lauan 
  2011* 0 7 17 0 0 76 0 

2017 0 2 56 8 0 14 0 

Sebaste 
2015 46 0 22 0 22 10 0 

2017 46 8 22 0 10 0 0 

Average 
Baseline 15 2 13 3 11 55 1 

2017 20 8 41 6 5 20 0 

* Not included in 2015 survey 

3.2 Land utilization and income 
3.2.1 Forest land utilization and production 
Table 6 shows the average land area per household and the percentage of households cultivating certain crops. The 

most common use of forest land is for rice production (69% of all households), vegetables (75%), agroforestry 

(73%), corn (15%) and forest trees (9% of households). A comparison with the baseline shows that the respondents 

have diversified their crops. More households planted rice, agroforestry crops and especially vegetables (up from 

35% to 75% of all households) in 2017. Table 6 shows also that the cultivated forest land area per household 

increased from 1.86 ha to 2.29 ha (+23.3%). This indicates a continuing pressure for the remaining forest land. It 

should be noted that the percentage of households cultivating forest trees has slightly dropped from 10% to 9%. If 

the cultivation of forest trees is not financially attractive (difficulties to obtain harvesting permit) the farmers plant 

other crops. If the DENR wants more farmers to plant and manage forest trees the issuance of harvesting permits 

should be more user-friendly. 
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Table 6. Percentage of households growing crops on forest land 

Location Year Land area 

ha 

Corn  

% 

Rice  

% 

Vegetables 

% 

Agroforestry 

% 

Forest trees 

% 

Libacao 
2015 2.63 9 84 29 93 4 

2017 2.67 10 82 70 74 6 

Laua-an 
2011 2.40 24 50 50 66 24 

2017 1.78 14 84 90 62 20 

Sebaste 
2015 0.55 4 60 25 32 2 

2017 2.43 22 40 66 82 0 

Average 
Baseline 1.86 12 53 35 64 10 

2017 2.29 15 69 75 73 9 

 

Table 7 presents the annual household income from the main crops raised on forest land. The overall average 

income from forest land in 2017 was 31,123 PHP. This is an increase of 36.1% compared to the baseline. One 

reason is that the annual income from agroforestry, vegetables and forest trees has increased. The other reason is 

that the average land area has increased by 23.3%. 

Most of the income is derived from agroforestry (13,367 PHP or 42.9% of all household income from forest land), 

followed by rice (8,187 PHP), vegetables (4,423 PHP), forest trees (3,863 PHP) and 1,283 PHP from corn and 

sugarcane. In the baseline the income from rice, corn and sugarcane (arable farming) accounted for 69.3% of the 

overall income from forest land, in 2017 only for 30.4%. This indicates a clear shift from arable farming (severe 

erosion) towards a more climate-smart agroforestry and sustainable agriculture.  

In Laua-an, the major source of income from forest land was rice and vegetable production. In Libacao abaca was 

the major source of income (13,640 PHP), followed by rice. The (upland) rice production in Libacao decreased 

significantly since the baseline due to the change in cropping pattern. Dryland rice on steep slopes has been replaced 

by abaca, coffee, cacao and other agroforestry crops. 

In Sebaste some farmers managed to obtain a tree harvesting permit for their mahogany and Gmelina plantations and 

received a substantial income from selling wood (several 100,000 PHP per household). In fact, the income of four 

tree farmers was so much that it raised the average income for all respondents in Sebaste to 11,450 PHP. Reportedly 

the farmers want to plant forest trees again. 

Table 7. Household income in PHP from cropping on forest land  

Location Year Sugarcane Corn Rice Vegetables Agroforestry Forest trees Total 

income 

Libacao 
2015        0 2,378 39,622 1,000    7,388 3,589 53,978 

2017        0       0 13,404   820 19,230    140 33,574 

Lauan 
2011        0 1,964   2,857 1,586    2,425        0   8,832 

2017        0    800   8,140 6,920      190        0 16,480 

Sebaste 
2015        0    281     452 2,671    2,333      42   5,778 

2017 1,929 1,120 3,016 5,530 20,680 11,450 43,716 

Average 
Baseline        0 1,541 14,310 1,752   4,049  1,210 22,863 

2017     643    640   8,187 4,423 13,367  3,863 31,123 

 

Table 8 compares the average annual income from forest land during the baseline and in 2017. Results show that the 

overall average annual income from forest production has increased by 36.1% from the baseline to 2017. In Sebaste, 

respondents’ average annual income from forest had significantly increased as a result of improved agroforestry and 

forest tree production. The highest percentage change in average annual income was observed among the 

respondents from Sebaste. According to the comments and feedback of the respondents, the project has increased 

their income from agroforestry and forest tree production.  
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Table 8. Comparison of average annual income from forest land  

Location Year Land area 

ha 

Total income 

PHP 

Increase/decrease 

% 

Libacao 
2015 2.63 53,977 -37.8 

2017 2.67 33,594 

Lauan 
2011 2.40 8,832  81.7 

2017 1.78 16,050 

Sebaste 
2015 0.55 5,778 656.6 

2017 2.43 43,725 

Average 
Baseline 1.86 22,863 

 36.1 
2017 2.29 31,123 

 

3.2.2 Production and utilization of private lands 
Only few respondents possessed private land, and the individual land holdings were very small. The average size of 

private land per household even became smaller and dropped from 0.24 ha in the baseline by 0.06 ha or 25% to 0.18 

ha in 2017. One reason is that some land was sold or divided in smaller parcels and given to adult children and other 

family members. 

Table 9 shows the average annual household income from cropping on private land. The income from private land 

amounted to 3,179 PHP per household, mainly from rice and corn production. This is 24% less than the baseline 

and may be due to the fact that the average land area decreased by 25%. 

Table 9. Average annual income from production on private land 

Location Year Land area (ha) Total income (PHP) 

Libacao 
2015 0.14 1,878 

2017 0.08    615 

Laua-an 
2011 0.40 9,139 

2017 0.20 7,000 

Sebaste 
2015 0.17 1,563 

2017 0.25 1,923 

Average 
Baseline 0.24 4,193 

2017 0.18 3,179 

 

3.2.3 Livestock production and estimated annual income 
Table 10 shows the percentage distribution of the respondents for livestock production and the annual income as 

estimated by the farmers. The majority of the respondents in all sites raised backyard livestock. The most common 

animals were chicken (76% of all households), pigs (63%), carabao and cattle (44%) and goats (11%). The sale of 

livestock contributed an average of 17,164 PHP to the annual household income, an increase of 13% from the 

baseline. 
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Table 10. Households with livestock and estimated annual income 

Location Year Carabao/cattle  

% 

Goat  

% 

Pig  

% 

Chicken 

% 

Annual income 

PHP 

Libacao 
2015 71 13 40 30 27,092 

2017 44 2 72 94 27,226 

Laua-an 
2011 76 4 56 84   6,955 

2017 26 8 92 90 17,672 

Sebaste 
2015 40 4 18 82 11,573 

2017 62 24 24 44   6,593 

Average 
Baseline 62 7 38 65 15,207 

2017 44 11 63 76 17,164 

 

3.2.4 Average annual income derived from other sources 
The average annual household income derived from others sources (off-land income) amounted to 30,936 PHP, an 

increase of 35.4% from 22,853 PHP during the baseline. The main sources of off-land income were paid labour 

(17,886 PHP), income from motorbike transport (habalhabal), small stores, trading, pensions and financial support 

from the Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4P, social welfare program of the government) of together 11,103 

PHP, and contributions from family members working in other places (1,947 PHP). In coastal communities, fishing 

activities contributed additional income. Table 11 illustrates the details. 

Table 11. Average annual income from other sources 

LGU Year Labour 

income 

External income by 

family members 

Others (motorbike taxi, 

small store, buy and sell, 

pension, 4P) 

Estimated annual 

income 

  PHP 

Libacao 
2015   7,811 3,444 13,770 25,025 

2017 21,102 2,380 13,646 37,128 

Laua-an 
2011   2,258 3,260   2,228   7,746 

2017 19,331 1,500 10,379 31,210 

Sebaste 
2015 25,984 4,552   5,250 35,786 

2017 13,226 1,960   9,284 24,470 

Average 
Baseline 12,018 3,752   7,083 22,853 

2017 17,886 1,947 11,103 30,936 

 

3.2.5 Average annual income of the respondents during previous period and 2017 
Table 12 shows the details of the annual household income from all sources. The overall income increased from 

65,115 PHP during the baseline (2015 and 2011 for Laua-an) by 17,287 PHP or 26.5% to 82,402 PHP in 2017. The 

most important income source was forest land (31,123 PHP, increase by 36.1% compared to the baseline), followed 

by paid labour and other sources (30,936 PHP, increase by 35.4%), livestock (17,164 PHP, increase by 12.9%) and 

income from private land (3,179 PHP, decrease by 24.2%). It is interesting to see that the income from forest land is 

the most important source. Its share increased most compared to the baseline and even surpassed the income from 

paid labour and other sources. For upland dwellers the income from forest land is more important than the income 

from (scarce) private land. The size of privately owned land decreased from 0.24 ha per household by 25% to 0.18 

ha. Likewise, also the household income from private land decreased. These facts indicate that the project focus on 

increasing the sustainable income from forest land has been both relevant and successful. 
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Table 12. Comparison of the average annual income from all sources 

Location Year Sources of income (PHP) Total annual 

income 

(PHP) 

Increase/ 

decrease 

(%) 

Forest 

land 

Private 

land 

Livestock 

production 

Other 

sources 

Libacao 
2015 53,977 1,878 27,092 25,025 107,972 

   -8.7 
2017 33,594   615 27,226 37,128   98,563 

Laua-an 
2011   8,832 9,139   6,955   7,746   32,672 

120.2 
2017 16,050 7,000 17,672 31,210   71,932 

Sebaste 
2015   5,779 1,563 11,573 35,786   54,701 

   40.2 
2017 43,725 1,923   6,593 24,470   76,711 

Average 
Baseline 22,862 4,193 15,207 22,853   65,115 

   26.5 
2017 31,123 3,179 17,164 30,936   82,402 

 Change +36.1% -24.2% +12.9% +35.4% +26.5%  

 

3.2.6 Average annual per capita income in 2017 
Table 13 presents average household size, average annual household income and average annual per capita income 

in 2017. The average annual per capita income was determined by dividing the average annual household income by 

the average household size. Results show that the average annual per capita income was 16,221 PHP. The highest 

was in Libacao with 17,353 PHP, followed by Sebaste with 16,462 PHP and Laua-an with 14,680 PHP.  

Table 13. Comparison of annual household and per capita income 

LGU Household size Average annual income 

PHP 

Average annual per capita income 

PHP 

Libacao 5.68 98,563 17,353 

Lau-an 4.90 71,932 14,680 

Sebaste 4.66 76,711 16,462 

Overall average 5.08 82,402 16,221 

 

3.3 Overall assessment of economic conditions 
3.3.1 Assessment of the poverty incidence among the respondents  
As mentioned before, the three municipalities Libacao, Sebaste and Laua-an participated not only in ForClim I and 

II but also in the CBFMMP and/or EnRD-CBFM Projects and the NGP. So, the economic impact cannot be 

attributed to ForClim alone. Table 14 presents the average household size, annual per capita income and the poverty 

incidence among respondents in the different project sites. Results show that in all project sites the average 

household size decreased. This may indicate that parents have realised the significance of having a smaller family. It 

may also be the effect of out-migration of young people to neighbouring towns. The average annual per capita 

income in 2017 was 16,221 PHP, an increase of 33% compared to the baseline. The proportion of the respondents 

living below the poverty threshold has decreased significantly in all project sites from an average of 79.0% during 

the baseline to 52.7% in 2017. This means that the poverty incidence in the project sites has decreased by 33.3%. 
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Table 14. Annual per capita income and poverty incidence 

LGU Average household size  Annual per capita income 

PHP 

 Below poverty level 

% 

Change 

% 

Baseline 2017  Baseline 2017  Baseline 2017 

Libacao 6.31 5.68  17,111 17,353  60 48 -20 

Laua-an 5.30 4.90  6,165 14,680  96 54 -44 

Sebaste 6.08 4.66  8,997 16,462  81 56 -31 

Average 5.34 5.08  12,194 16,221  79 53 -31 

 

3.3.2 Assessment of the improvement in economic condition of the respondents 
Table 15 presents the respondents’ assessment of the improvement of their economic condition brought about by 

ForClim I and II. Results show that the overall rating of the respondents from the projects sites was 3.2 which is 

considered good. It implies that the project has improved the livelihood of the beneficiaries. According to most of 

the respondents, the project has provided additional income and benefits. Specifically, it improved the financial 

status of the people’s organizations. The project was able to improve the crop production and provide additional 

products for their daily consumption. Likewise, it was mentioned that the planted crops will benefit their children 

and improve their economic condition. ForClim II could serve as example for the implementation of similar 

projects in the future. 

Table 15. Rating of economic condition by the respondents 

LGU Numerical rating Descriptive rating 

Libacao 2.95 Good 

Laua-an 3.28 Good 

Sebaste 3.42 Good 

Average 3.20 Good 

Descriptive rating: 3.51–4.00 Very good; 2.51–3.50 Good; 1.51–2.50 Fair; 1.00–1.50 Poor 

3.3.3 Assessment of support services provided by ForClim II 
The farmer beneficiaries were asked about their assessment of the technical and financial support services provided 

by ForClim II. Table 16 shows that the beneficiaries appreciated most the support for agroforestry and forest 

rehabilitation (both rated around 3.5). This indicates that these project measures corresponded to the needs and 

expectations of the participants, and that the technical and financial support services were appreciated. Also, all 

other project support services were rated good (better than 2.5). The overall support of ForClim II was rated 3.6 or 

very good by the participants. It shows that the beneficiaries were satisfied with the project services.  

Table 16. Evaluation of technical and financial support services provided by ForClim II 

Activities Libacao Laua-an Sebaste Average 

Forest land-use planning 2.59 4.00 3.39 3.33 

Identification of critical habitats 2.47 3.80 3.30 3.19 

Forest conservation 2.88 3.80 3.50 3.39 

Forest rehabilitation 3.00 4.00 3.38 3.46 

Agroforestry 3.06 4.00 3.50 3.52 

Income generating projects 2.59 3.80 3.61 3.33 

Organizational capability building 2.24 3.40 3.17 2.94 

Private public partnership initiatives 2.29 3.00 3.17 2.82 

Overall performance rating 3.15 3.98 3.68 3.60 
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3.3.4 Perceived positive impacts of the project on the environment 
The respondents were asked about the positive environmental impacts were generated by the project. The 

rehabilitation of denuded forest lands restored the forest cover and improved environmental conditions. This 

includes the protection against extreme heat in summer, improvement of forest vegetation and increase of wildlife 

population, restoration of forest vegetation and increased forage production for livestock, and protection against 

natural calamities such as landslides and typhoons.  

The felt positive impacts of the project included reduced soil erosion specifically in upland areas. Some farmers even 

said occurrence of soil erosion was minimised. It was cited that the project was able to introduce improved 

agroforestry technologies such as contour cropping, crop rotation and other environment friendly technologies. The 

improved vegetation cover protected the soil from landslides and improved the soil properties. However, in some 

project sites the farmers felt that the project had only minimal effect on the soil protection since the trees they 

planted were still young. 

In addition, the respondents felt positive impacts on water quantity and quality, such as increase in water volume, 

sufficient and continuous flow of water, improved spring water quality and improve river water quality due to less 

soil erosion. 

3.3.5 Perceived positive impacts of the project on food production 
The beneficiaries responded that the project has improved the food production, especially the production of fresh 

fruits and vegetables. These quality fruits and vegetables from the agroforestry farms were consumed and sold in the 

market. Crop production like rice, corn, banana and coconut has increased, improving food sufficiency among 

respondents and increasing their annual income.  

3.4 Assessment of the extension services by the project partners 
Respondents were asked about their assessment of the extension service provided by the project partners DENR 

and the LGUs. Generally, both the DENR and LGU services were rated good (Table 17). In Sebaste, the extension 

by LGU staff was even rated very good. Especially the support from their MENRO was very much appreciated. 

According to the answers, DENR has provided enough capacity building to successfully implement the project 

measures. In the same manner, the LGUs were very supportive through their MENROs in the implementation of 

project activities. The ratings suggest that generally the farmers were satisfied with the provided extension. Some 

respondents made also critical comments, however. According to some, implementation was slow and they were not 

able to accomplish their targets on time.  

Table 17. Rating of provided extension services by the farmers 

LGU DENR  LGU 

Rating Description  Rating Description 

Libacao 3.00 Good  3.05 Good 

Laua-an 3.21 Good  3.15 Good 

Sebaste 3.23 Good  3.88 Very good 

Average 3.15 Good  3.36 Good 
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4. Conclusions 
According to the survey, the socio-economic conditions in the LGUs supported by ForClim I and II have 

significantly improved. This is not the effect of ForClim alone, since other projects like CBFMMP, EnRD-CBFM 

and the NGP were active in the same LGUs. The combined outcomes of these projects can be summarised as 

follows: 

 The living conditions of the beneficiaries have improved. More households own assets such as motorbikes, 
refrigerators, television sets, mobile phones and audio-visual equipment. More houses are built of durable 
materials and more people have access to safe drinking water. 

 The income from forest land cultivation has increased by around 36%. The main income sources were 
agroforestry, rice cultivation and livestock raising. Some households were able to obtain resource use permits for 
their mahogany and Gmelina plantations and realized a substantial income (streamlining the permitting process 
may be a promising way forward to support sustainable forestry). 

 Proportional to the increase of per capita income also the number of people living above the poverty level has 
increased. Compared to the baseline, the poverty rate was reduced by 33%.  

 Positive environmental impact. In all project sites environmental improvements were mentioned such as restored 
vegetation cover, reduced erosion and improved water flow and quality. 

 Contribution to food security. According to the respondents, especially the production of fresh fruits and 
vegetables enriched their diet and created additional cash income. 

 Positive perception of project services. The majority of respondents were satisfied with the provided technical 
and financial support and the extension services of DENR and LGUs.  
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