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I. INTRODUCTION  

A. Project Description 

1. The loan to the Republic of the Philippines for the Emergency Assistance for KALAHI–
CIDSS National Community-Driven Development Project supported the implementation of the 
Kapit-Bisig Laban sa Kahirapan (Linking Arms against Poverty)–Comprehensive and 
Integrated Delivery of Social Services (KALAHI–CIDSS) National Community-Driven 
Development Project (KC-NCDDP) to restore basic social services and rebuild communities 
affected by Typhoon Yolanda (international name: Haiyan).1  The project is aligned with the 

Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) Disaster and Emergency Assistance Policy by assisting the 
government restore and rebuild economic, social and governance activities in typhoon-
affected communities. It is also aligned with ADB’s sector and thematic assessments, which 
stress strengthening capacity for disaster risk management, and promoting gender equality 
and women’s empowerment.  The project aimed to improve the resiliency of poor communities 
to natural hazards. Its outcome target was expanded access to services and infrastructure for 
communities in affected provinces and their full participation in more inclusive local disaster 
risk reduction and management planning, budgeting, and implementation.  
 
2. The project had the following output targets: (i) community-driven development (CDD) 
subprojects selected, implemented, and completed; (ii) institutional and organizational 
capacity strengthened; and (iii) program management and monitoring and evaluation systems 
enhanced. Social safeguards are integrated in the Community Empowerment Activity Cycle 
(CEAC), which is central to KC-NCDDP. As subprojects are community identified and 
managed, adverse impacts are minimal and in most cases land owners are willing to 
voluntarily donate land for the benefit of the community. It is important to note that the often 
complex resettlement issues inherent in big ticket projects such as the construction of a dam, 
highway, or port, which can involve the resettlement of hundreds or even thousands of 
households, do not exist in KC-NCDDP subprojects. 
 
3. The acquisition of land is a requisite for the construction of community identified 
subprojects, most often multi-purpose buildings, tribal halls, school rooms, day care centers, 
barangay health stations, small scale flood protection works, irrigation facilities, post-harvest 
facilities and domestic water supply systems. During the CEAC, an assessment is conducted 
and provisions made for potential involuntary resettlement impacts in terms of potential 
physical and economic displacement. There are clear implementation guidelines in the 
project’s resettlement framework intended to ensure that there are no adverse effects on the 
lives of affected people, especially vulnerable groups and individuals. 

B. Objectives of the External Monitoring  

4. As part of the overall safeguards monitoring and evaluation framework, the KC-
NCDDP National Program Management Office (NPMO) has engaged the services of a 
consultant to conduct external monitoring of the program’s compliance to involuntary 
resettlement and land acquisition, rehabilitation, and resettlement (LARR) safeguards. The 
external monitoring objectives are: 

(i) Evaluate the relevance of all resettlement plan activities to determine whether 
they effectively minimize and mitigate any adverse project impacts; 

(ii) Assess cases of voluntary donations to ensure that (i) the donation is indeed 
voluntarily, (ii) the donor is the legitimate owner of the land, and (iii) the donor 
is fully informed of the nature of the subproject and the implications of donating 
the property; 

                                                           
1 The project description is lifted from the Resettlement Framework, safeguards framework document, prepared by 

the Department of Social Welfare and Development for the Asian Development Bank in 2013. 
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(iii) Verify if the livelihoods and the standard of living of affected persons, including 
those of the non-titled displaced persons, are restored or improved;  

(iv) Assess the capacity of the implementing agency (DSWD) to handle program 
activities and  screening of  impacts involving involuntary resettlement;  

(v) Identify the strengths and weaknesses of the Environmental and Social 
Management Plan (ESMP) and resettlement plan implementation strategies to 
determine relevant institutional issues and provide recommendations for future 
resettlement approaches and overall program implementation. 

 
5. In order to assess compliance with the Environmental and Social Management 
Framework (ESMF) and the Resettlement Framework, KC-NCDDP undergoes the process of 
external monitoring to independently evaluate the mainstreaming of the following safeguard 
principles: (i) all affected persons are informed and consulted on proposed subprojects during 
the different stages of the CEAC, (ii) compensation and assistance have been provided and 
supporting legal documents executed prior to subproject implementation, and (iii) specific 
arrangements between the land donor or affected person and the barangay, municipality 
and/or community have been documented and complied with.  

 
C. Approach and Methodology 

 
6. With 800 municipalities enrolled in KC-NCDDP, there are 25,009 community 
subprojects funded by the program with a total cost of ₱28.4 billion benefiting about 6.7 million 
households.2 The largest percentage of subprojects involve basic access infrastructure (37%), 
followed by basic social services (35%), and environmental protection and conservation 
(17%). The external monitoring included 11 subprojects in 6 municipalities covering three 
regions—two municipalities in Davao Region, two municipalities in Bicol Region, and two 
municipalities in Caraga Region. The following tables show the activities conducted.   
 

Table 1: Activities Conducted in Region XI  

Date Location/Project Site Activity 

April 17 DSWD Regional Office 
(Davao City) 
 

KII with the deputy regional program manager 

FGD with DSWD field office personnel and the assistant 
regional director  

Apo View Hotel,  
Davao City 

FGD with the Regional Program Management Office –Sub 
Regional Program Management Office 

April 18 
 

New Bataan, Compostela 
Valley 

KII / Courtesy Call with the Municipal Mayor 

FGD with MIAC (Municipal Inter-Agency Committee) 

FGD with ACT (Area Coordinator Team) 

Brgy. Andap, New Bataan Site Visit 1: Andap Health Substation 

Site Visit 2: Andap National High School 

Site Visit 3: Brgy. Hall and Legislative Building 

April 19 
 

Brgy. Tandawan, New 
Bataan 

FGD with Tandawan Brgy. Officials and Tribal Leaders 

FGD with Tandawan Community Volunteers 

April 20 Nabunturan, Compostela 
Valley 

KII with NCIP Provincial FPIC Focal Person/Community 
Development Officer  

 
Table 2: Activities Conducted in Region V 

Date Location/Project Site Activity 

April 23 Legazpi, City KII KC Regional Program Officer and SRPC 

                                                           
2 Environmental and Social Monitoring Report. KC-NCDDP L3100. July to December 2017 Report.  
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 FGD with NCIP field staff, Sorsogon Service Center 

FGD with RPMO-SRPMP (Regional Program 
Management Office-Sub Regional Program 
Management Office) 

April 24 
 
 

Brgy Dancalan, Donsol, 
Sorsogon 

FGD with tribal leaders and local officials 

FGD with Community Volunteers 

FGD with teachers  

Visited Dancalan Boulevard Agta Community  

FGD with ACT 

April 25 Sitio Lubas, Brgy San 
Rafael, Bulusan, 
Sorsogon 

FGD with IP Community Volunteers 

FGD with IP members 

FGD with non-IP community volunteers 

FGD with lot owners 

FGD with ACT  

FGD with tribal leader and local officials 

April 26 
 

Brgy San Roque, 
Bulusan, Sorsogon 

FGD with IP members in San Rafael 

FGD with IP members 

FGD with Community Volunteers 

FGD with tribal leaders and local officials 

 
Table 3: Activities Conducted in Region XIII 

Date Project Site Activity 

May 2 
 

Butuan City KII with Regional Director and RPC Ramil Taculod 

FGD with NCIP regional officers 

FGD with RPMO-SRPMP 

May 3 
 

Sitio Mam-on, Barangay 
Tubu-tubo, 
Cagwait, Surigao  
del Sur 

KII with local officials and Municipal Area Coordinator 

FGD with members of the Municipal Inter-Agency 
Committee 

FGD with ACT 

FGD with Community Volunteers 

Spent the night in the village and held informal 
discussions with tribal leaders 

May 4 
 

Port Lamon, Hinatuan, 
Surigao del Sur 

KII with barangay officials, Barangay Tubo-Tubo 

FGD with Non-IP Community Volunteers 

KII with an IP member 

KII with Vice Mayor, Hinatuan 

May 5 
 

Hinatuan, Surigao del 
Sur 
Butuan City 

FGD with ACT 

Visited subproject, tribal hall, Prosperidad, Agusan del 
Sur 

Wrap-up meeting with RPMO—IP Focal, RCDS, and 
RCDO 

 

7. KC-NCDDP falls under Involuntary Resettlement Category B, which means that a 
proposed project includes involuntary resettlement impacts that are not deemed significant. 
The external monitoring focused on the following key safeguard issues: (i) whether affected 
persons were informed and consulted, (ii) whether they were compensated if there was 
physical or economic disturbance, (iii) whether land that was donated was done so without 
coercion, and (iv) whether DSWD has the capacity to address involuntary resettlement issues 
if they arise.  
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8. Primary data gathering methodologies involved focus group discussions with 
community members, key informant interviews with small land owners, and in-depth 
discussions with key DSWD staff and local government officials. A limitation of the external 
monitoring evaluation is that the field visits were conducted only in three regions and only 
subprojects that involved indigenous peoples. It did not cover project sites that included 
tenants and informal dwellers. The review of documents, however, was national in scope and 
covered case studies, documentation of learning sessions, and other available data from the 
NPMO.  
 

II. FINDINGS OF THE EXTERNAL MONITORING  
 

A. Assessing the Resettlement Framework and the Incorporation of Safeguards in 
Subprojects  

 

9. By definition, KC-NCDDP subprojects are small scale and negative social impacts are 
minimal. For this reason social safeguards procedures have been simplified, but ADB still 
requires due diligence to ensure that subprojects will not result in physical or economic 
displacement of people. The KC-NCDDP resettlement framework adopts the principles of 
ADB’s Safeguards Policy Statement of 2009 (SPS), DSWD’s Environmental and Social 
Management Framework, and the National Community Driven Development Program 
Disaster Response Operations Manual (PDROM). The following principles govern KC-
NCDDP projects: 3 
 

(i) Involuntary resettlement should be avoided where feasible.  
(ii) Where population displacement is unavoidable, it should be minimized by 

exploring all viable project options as agreed upon during community 
assemblies or other fora. 

(iii) People unavoidably displaced should be compensated and assisted so that 
their economic and social future would be as favorable as it would have been 
in the absence of the project. 

(iv) People affected by involuntary resettlement due to development initiatives 
should be fully informed and consulted and have agreed on resettlement and 
compensation options. 

(v) Existing social and cultural institutions of affected people and their hosts should 
be supported and used to the greatest extent possible, and they should be 
integrated economically and socially into host communities; 

(vi) Lack of legal rights to the assets lost will not hinder affected people from 
entitlement to such compensation or rehabilitation measures; particular 
attention should be paid to households headed by women and other vulnerable 
groups, such as indigenous peoples and appropriate assistance should be 
provided to help them get the rehabilitation or compensation package as 
agreed upon by the majority during the barangay assembly. 

(vii) As far as possible, involuntary resettlement should be conceived and executed 
as part of the project. 

(viii) The full cost of resettlement and compensation should be included in the 
presentation of project costs and benefits. 

(ix) Given the emergency context of the project, and the extent of displacement 
already experienced as a result of the typhoon, assistance and rehabilitation 
measures to be provided to persons either displaced by the project or who 
experience restricted access to land due to the project will be incorporated into 
the entitlement matrix as needed to ensure compliance with the requirements 
of the ADB SPS.  

                                                           
3 Resettlement Framework, p. 4. 
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10. Table 4 outlines the specific commitments made by the program to IR/LARR principles, 
the findings of the external monitoring for each commitment, and its compliance status.  

Table 4: Compliance Table 

KC-NCDDP Commitments to 
IR/LARR Principles 

Findings/Remarks Compliance 
Status 

(i) Involuntary resettlement should 
be avoided where feasible. 

There were no cases of physical or 
economic displacement in the monitoring 
sites. Local officials keep the 
communication lines with the community 
open so that if there are complaints 
about a subproject encroaching on 
property, the concerns can be 
immediately addressed. 

Compliant  

(ii) Where population displacement 
is unavoidable, it should be 
minimized by exploring all viable 
project options as agreed upon 
during community assemblies or 
other fora. 

No cases of population displacement 
were recorded. LGUs ensure that 
communities are fully aware of a 
project’s design and if there are 
questions, they provide the affected 
people with accurate information.  

Compliant 

(iii) People unavoidably displaced 
should be compensated and 
assisted so that their economic 
and social future would be as 
favorable as it would have been 
in the absence of the project. 

In one of the indigenous areas visited, 
there was an agreement between the 
land owner and the barangay subproject 
management committee that part of the 
proceeds of the corn mill subproject 
would go to the land owner. The usufruct 
agreement was the land acquisition 
instrument used in this case.  

Compliant 

(iv) People affected by involuntary 
resettlement due to 
development initiatives should 
be fully informed and consulted 
and have agreed on 
resettlement and compensation 
options. 

ACTs provide training on social 
safeguards, which include LARR, to 
ensure that community identified 
subprojects will not result in physical or 
economic displacement. Extensive 
screening and social assessment of 
possible risks are determined, and 
mitigating measures formulated.  
 
For subprojects within ancestral 
domains, a validation process is required 
to ensure that projects are community 
identified and that decisions reached are 
based on indigenous decision making 
practices.  

Compliant 

(v) Existing social and cultural 
institutions of affected people 
and their hosts should be 
supported and used to the 
greatest extent possible, and 
they should be integrated 
economically and socially into 
host communities; 

No cases of relocation occurred. Since 
subprojects are small and community 
identified by means of an extensive 
consultation process, involuntary 
resettlement is avoided.  

 

(vi) Lack of legal rights to the assets 
lost will not hinder affected 
people from entitlement to such 
compensation or rehabilitation 
measures; particular attention 
should be paid to households 
headed by women and other 

Because of time constraints, the external 
evaluation for included IR/LARR cases 
in indigenous peoples’ areas. There 
were reports, however, gathered during 
an ADB mission in Region VI, that 
affected tenants were not identified 
during the project screening or design 

Compliant 
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KC-NCDDP Commitments to 
IR/LARR Principles 

Findings/Remarks Compliance 
Status 

vulnerable groups, such as 
indigenous peoples and 
appropriate assistance should 
be provided to help them get the 
rehabilitation or compensation 
package as agreed upon by the 
majority during the barangay 
assembly. 

phases. This oversight was recognized 
and addressed by the concerned 
regional office, and a satisfactory 
agreement with the affected people was 
reached.  
 
There is a lack of capacity on the part of 
ACTs to effectively assist community 
volunteers to critically analyze possible 
subproject impacts and propose 
mitigating measure that are fully 
documented in the ESMP. 

(vii) As far as possible, involuntary 
resettlement should be 
conceived and executed as part 
of the project. 

Local participatory processes and 
grievances mechanisms are integrated 
in the CEAC. These are critical elements 
should there ever be any instance of 
involuntary resettlement. 

Compliant 

(viii) The full cost of resettlement and 
compensation should be 
included in the presentation of 
project costs and benefits. 

The local government ensures that if 
there will be any displacement, the costs 
will be covered by the LGU. The LGU is 
also committed to complete all legal and 
documentary requirements for land 
acquisition. 

Compliant 

(ix) Given the emergency context of 
the project, and the extent of 
displacement already 
experienced as a result of the 
typhoon, assistance and 
rehabilitation measures to be 
provided to persons either 
displaced by the project or who 
experience restricted access to 
land due to the project will be 
incorporated into the entitlement 
matrix as needed to ensure 
compliance with the 
requirements of the ADB SPS. 

No cases encountered in the external 
monitoring sites. 

Not applicable 

 
11. The resettlement framework dictates how the program must respond if a subproject 
cannot avoid physical or economic displacement. The CEAC has built-in mechanisms to 
guarantee that all affected people are informed and consulted regarding a proposed 
subproject and ensure involuntary expropriation of land and physical or economic 
displacement are avoided. Affected people are provided appropriate benefits and 
compensation and relevant legal documents are prepared prior to project implementation. 
Because subprojects often involve the transfer of ownership of physical real estate, 
communities must be aware of the appropriate LARR instruments that ensure all 
documentation requirements are complied with. 
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B. KC-NCDDP Performance in Addressing Involuntary Resettlement Impacts  

Figure 1: Institutional Arrangements for Environmental and Social Safeguards 

 
12. A desk review revealed that there were clear directives from the NPMO and regional 
directors concerning the documents needed to fulfill safeguard requirements and the 
procedures involved in land acquisition based on the Philippine legal framework. The 
directives were translated into clear-cut strategies for completing the documentary 
requirements and agreed on by the ACTs and the local government units involved.  The 
Regional Program Management Offices (RPMOs) were provided by the NPMO with LARR 
instrument templates, including deed of donation (DOD), quit claim, and others. Technical staff 
from the regional offices, including the geodetic engineer, finance unit, and social development 
unit participated in on-site validations to assist the Community Volunteers (CV) complete the 
documents as a condition for the release of funds for the subprojects. The existence of 
stringent documentary requirements is a strength, as it serves as an effective safeguard for 
affected people. But the time involved to fulfill the requirements also poses a challenge for 
ACTs. The safeguard measures implemented in the external monitoring sites closely align 
with the safeguard processes defined in the ESMF, described in the following paragraphs. 
 
13. KC-NCDDP is demand driven, meaning subprojects are chosen by means of a 
participatory consultation process integral to the CEAC. The consultations take place in the 
municipal orientation, barangay assemblies, participatory situation analysis, project 
development workshop, municipal inter-barangay forum, and operation and maintenance of 
the subproject. All of these processes are properly documented. Safeguard activities are also 
integrated in the CEAC, from social preparation, community planning and subproject 
implementation, to monitoring. As illustrated in Figure 2, subprojects are screened during the 
preparation stage to determine possible negative impacts in terms of loss of assets, livelihood 
or shelter. The ACT assists the community volunteers to assess the potential risks based on 
a thorough social investigation using the environmental and social safeguards checklist, which 
includes on involuntary settlement.  
 
14. It is the responsibility of the ACT and the community volunteers to make sure there is 
no involuntary displacement. If the subproject requires land acquisition, ownership of the 

Source: Semi-annual Safeguards Monitoring Report (Social Safeguards), January – June 2016 
L3100-PHI: KALAHI-CIDSS National Community Driven Development Project 
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property must be reliably determined. If the land being donated is privately owned, the owner 
should not have been coerced into donating the property nor should any livelihoods be 
affected as a result of the donation. The project follows the guidelines stipulated in the Land 
Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation Plan (LARRP), which ensures that land 
acquisition meets asset acquisition safeguard requirements. 
 
15. The community empowerment facilitator assists the project proposal team, made up 
of community volunteers, to prepare the safeguard instruments and ensure that affected 
people, land owners, and the local government are involved in project development. The ACT 
is responsible for documenting all project activities and agreements. The ESMP is the 
safeguard instrument where possible risks resulting from subprojects and their corresponding 
mitigating measures are identified and described. If triggered, the LARRP and/or resettlement 
plan are accomplished and the LARR safeguards instruments are presented to the MIAC for 
technical review. After the technical review, the Sub-Regional Program Management Office 
(SRPMO) will review the ESMP, LARR instruments, supporting legal documents and 
community subproject proposal before they submit them to the RPMO for final review. The 
review process is tedious at the SRPMO and RPMO levels and no construction can begin until 
all the documentary requirements are met. 
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Figure 2: Integrating LARR Safeguards in the CEAC Activities  

CEAC Procedure 

 

 

Social preparation and 

Participatory Situation 

Analysis stage 

 
 

Community Planning and 
Subproject Development 

stage 

Community-managed 
Implementation and CBO 

Formation 

 

Community-based 
Monitoring 

Social investigation – Project staff gather information on and 
assess potential safeguards risks. 

 

Municipal Orientation and Barangay Assembly – 
Environmental and Social Safeguards Framework is 
discussed, and processing process and requirements 
explained. 

 

Participatory Situation Analysis – Potential safeguards risks 
discussed with community volunteers (CV) as part of situation 
analysis. 

 

Safeguards processing step 1: Eligibility Screening – 
Proposed subproject ideas are screened against the NCDDP 
Negative List of ineligible activities. 

  

Project Development Workshop – CVs trained on 
safeguards requirements and processing.  Safeguards 
processing step 2: Safeguards Screening is undertaken 
using the Environmental and Social Screening Checklist. 

 

Safeguards processing step 3: Preparation of Safeguards 
Instruments (ESMP, LARRP/RP, IPP) is undertaken, as 
needed, as part of the preparation of subproject proposals. 
Instruments reviewed and approved prior to MIBF. 

 

Implementation of Environmental and Social Safeguards 
Instruments (ESMP, LARRP/RP, IPP) during subproject 
implementation, as needed. 

 

Monitoring of safeguards implementation by CVs undertaken 
as part of subproject implementation, and Community-based 
Evaluation and Accountability Review. 

 

Safeguards Activities During the CEAC 

  

  

ESMP = Environmental and Social Management Plan, LARRP = Land Acquisition, Resettlement and 
Rehabilitation Plan, RP = Resettlement Plan, IPP = Indigenous Peoples Plan, MIBF = Municipal Inter-
Barangay Forum 
Source: KC-NCDDP Environmental and Social Management Framework, DSWD. 2013 



13 
 

16. The external monitor found no instances of displacement in the three regions visited. 
The following findings confirm the program’s compliance to safeguard principles as stated in 
the resettlement framework: 

(i) Before initiating subprojects, site validations were conducted and approved by 
concerned government agencies.  

(ii) Internal monitoring systems are in place in RPMOs and with ACTs. 
(a) LARR-specific data is regularly uploaded to a Google Drive database 

encoded in the KC-NCDDP Geotagging Web Application and can be 
accessed online. 

(b) A community development officer scorecard was developed with 
monthly performance ratings, which includes monitoring of LARR 
instruments. 

(iii) Safeguards are in place to protect persons who voluntarily donate part of their 
property to facilitate the construction of a subproject. 
(a) In all the subprojects visited, land owners verified that they voluntarily 

donated land for the project. All donors were legitimate owners of the 
property they donated and they were fully informed of the nature of the 
subproject and of the implications of donating the property. 

(b) There were no reports that land owners were forced to sell or donate 
their property for subprojects. Land owners stated they realized the 
benefits the projects would bring their communities and so had no 
reservations about donating their land. 

(c) Barangay Sub-Project Management Committees ensured that 
agreements between the land donor and the barangay or municipality 
were documented and legal requirements for the transfer of land 
ownership were completed, or at least well underway, prior to 
subproject implementation. 

(d) The DSWD, LGU and community association execute a mutual 
partnership agreement that serves as a MOA where the responsibilities 
of each party are defined, including operational and maintenance 
expenses such as fees and taxes and completion of the transfer of 
ownership and registration of donated lots. 

(iv) There are institutional arrangements for enforcing LARR policies and 
guidelines for handling involuntary resettlement and land acquisition in 
projects. 
(a) The RPMO provides regular technical and coaching sessions to 

address LARR concerns. The RPMO provides guidance to the area and 
municipal coordinating teams on how to address LARR concerns. 

(b) ACTs, especially the community empowerment facilitators, are well 
versed in LARR policies; they have developed their own checklist to use 
as guidance for addressing LARR safeguards issues. ACTs work 
closely with the LGU, or seek guidance from more knowledgeable 
individuals when they experience technical difficulties.  

 
17. The area coordinating team and community volunteers implement the safeguard 
provisions during the CEAC stages. The NPMO provides guidance and resources to the 
RPMO/SRPMO in support of their work to address LARR concerns. In turn, the 
RPMO/SRPMO support to the ACTs to ensure they have the capacity to assist the local 
government and community in fulfilling safeguard requirements. The external evaluator found 
that communities actively participated in each stage of project implementation and project 
implementers had the capacity to integrate safeguards requirements.  
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III. REEXAMINING LAND ACQUISITION, REHABILITATION AND RESETTLEMENT 

REQUIREMENTS  

 

18. Based on the latest data from the December 2017 Social Monitoring report, the 
majority of prioritized subprojects involve infrastructure and basic social services, which 
require land acquisition. The community volunteers, the ACT, and the MIAC members verify 
whether the location of the proposed subproject is government land or privately owned. 

 

 
19. There are various methods for acquiring land in KC-NCDDP, voluntary land acquisition 

being the most common. The requirements for voluntary land acquisition include  (i) 
the donation is indeed voluntary, (ii) the donor is the legitimate owner of the land being 
donated, and (iii) the donor is fully informed of the nature of the subproject and the 
implications of donating the property. If the donation is made on a conditional basis, 
terms and conditions for the temporary use of the property must be clearly stated in a 
Conditional Deed of Donation.  If the LGU owns vacant land, it can designate a portion 
of the lot for the construction of a subproject by means of a resolution.4  
 

20. In all three regions visited, the external evaluator found that there are existing 
guidelines being followed for the acquisition of (i) privately-owned titled lots; (ii) lots within 
ancestral domains covered by a Certificate of Ancestral Domain Title (CADT), Certificate of 
Ancestral Domain Claim (CADC), or Certificate of Ancestral Land Title (CALT); (iii) lots in 
known IP areas but without CADT, CADC, or CALT; (iv) non-titled lots claimed by private 
entities; and (v) government and public lands.  
 

                                                           
4 SAFEGUARDING OUR BEST INTERESTS: Implementing Social Safeguards in the Context of Community-
Driven Development Projects. Prepared under Asian Development Bank (ADB) Technical Assistance TA-8590 
PHI: Enhancing Capacities for the KALAHI–CIDSS National Community-Driven Development Project - Content 
Specialist (Social Safeguards). Jane Austria-Young. 2015.  
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Figure 1: Community Subprojects Funded under KC-NCDDP 
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21. Annex 1 consists of guidance from the NPMO specifying the documentary 
requirements for land acquisition. Annex 2 contains an example of how regional offices, in this 
case Region XI, issue specific guidance to the ACTs for the fulfillment of safeguard 
requirements. The guidance is meant to assist the community and the ACTs ensure that all 
the procedures for land acquisition are properly fulfilled and documented. Table 4 shows the 
number of subprojects that utilized the various types of land acquisition documents.  
 

Table 5: KC- NCDDP Funded Community Subprojects with Appropriate Land Acquisition 
Instruments – June 30, 2018 

 

Region Number of 
SPs 

SPs on 
Private 

Property5 

SPs with 
Usufruct6 

SPs with 
LGU 

Resolution7 

SPs with 
DepEd 

Certification8 

SPs with 
other LARR 
Instruments9 

REGION I 152 1 65 65 10 4 

CAR 434 42 72 215 29 24 

REGION II 45 10 1 24 1 2 

REGION III 1178 612 127 177 25 200 

REGION IV-A 1596 349 105 877 169 787 

REGION IV-B 2792 215 72 1648 403 488 

REGION V 4694 998 256 1793 317 1606 

RESGION VI 3406 191 484 2523 121 189 

REGION VII 6112 176 71 4999 301 1395 

REGION VIII 1591 191 5 1052 283 30 

REGION IX 1264 191 107 738 46 89 

REGION X 853 103 43 486 59 7 

REGION XI 626 32 46 488 61 16 

REGION XII 1504 236 1 1140 141 233 

Total 26,247 3,347 1,455 16,225 1,966 5,070 

SP=subproject; DOD=Deed of Donation; BLGU=Barangay Local Government Unit; DepED=Department 

of Education; Other LARR instruments=various permits, No Objection to Construction, etc. 

 

22. Of the 11 subprojects visited during the external monitoring most were located on 
public land, so the most common instrument used for land acquisition was the barangay 
resolution. In project areas that are within an ancestral domain, DSWD staff consult with NCIP 
to determine the most appropriate legal document to execute. If the subproject is in an 
indigenous community with an Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development and Protection 
Plan (ADSDPP), a usufruct agreement supported by a tribal resolution will serve as the tenurial 
instrument with additional certification from the Indigenous Peoples Mandatory 
Representative (IPMR).10 The ACT ensures community members are aware of the subproject 
and realize the implication of dedicating a portion of their ancestral land for its construction. 

                                                           
5 For private property, there are several modes of land acquisition, the most common being the deed of donation, 

but can also include usufruct agreement, quit claim, grant of right of way, and deed of sale. 
6 A tribal resolution together with a usufruct agreement are most commonly used in IP areas with ancestral land. 

The tribal council first executes a resolution, which serves as the basis for a usufruct agreement with the 
barangay. The usufruct agreement can also be used with privately owned property. 
7 Used for land owned by barangay, municipal, or provincial governments. 
8 DepEd certification is issued when the subproject will occupy land owned by DepEd. 
9 A permit or certification is required when the land is within the public domain and under the jurisdiction of a 

government agency such as the DENR, NIA, DAR, or DPWH.  
 
10 Key Informant Interview, NCIP Service Center Compostela Valley, April 20, 2018.  
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The consultation and decision making processes in the indigenous community are 
documented by the ACT. 
 

Table 6: Community Subprojects with Appropriate Land Acquisition Instruments in 
the Three Regions Visited  

 

Region 
Barangay/Municipality Identified Subproject Land Acquisition Instrument 

REGION XI 
[Davao Region] 
Andap, New Bataan 

Cycle 1: Barangay hall  Brgy. Council resolution authorizing the 
use of government lot 
 

Cycle 2: Two classrooms at 
Andap National High School 

DepEd certification for lot use 

Cycle 3: Health station Brgy. Council resolution authorizing the 
use of government lot 

Tandawan, New Bataan Cycle 1: Community Activity  
Center 

Brgy. Council resolution authorizing the 
use of government lot 

Cycle 2: Corn mill building and  
facilities 

Usufruct with construction agreement 
 

Cycle 3: Multi-purpose 
pavement with storage facility 

Usufruct with construction agreement 

REGION V 
[Bicol Region] 
Dancalan, Dosol   

Construction 3 Classrooms  Assessor's Certificate /  DepEd  
certification 

San Rafael, Bulusan   Construction  of  Pathway   with  
streetlights  

Assessor's  Certificate / Easement  Right  
of  Way  

San Roque, Bulusan   Construction   of  Evacuation  
Center 

Assessor's  Certificate / Deed  of  
Donation/ Municipal   SB Resolution/ 
DepEd  certification 

Region XIII 
[Caraga Region] 
Tubo-tubo, Cagwait  

 
 
Tribal Hall 

 
 
Tribal Resolution  

Port Lamon, Hinatuan  Health Station  DepEd certification and MoU 

 
23. A common sentiment expressed during the field investigation was that it is a heavy 
burden on the community volunteers to comply with all the subproject documentation 
requirements. The ACTs also shared that in order to determine the most appropriate LARR 
instrument, they require knowledge of Philippine land laws. For a young community 
empowerment facilitator (CEF) with no prior experience in development work, this task is very 
daunting, especially given the project’s tight time line. During the field visit a safeguards 
officers in a regional office shared:  “We provide staff orientations based on principles of 
acquiring land, which is very tedious. One of our challenges in addressing LARR safeguards 
is the demand to comply with all the legal documentation, which involves voluminous 
paperwork. For IP safeguards the focus is on awareness raising and getting the community’s 
commitment. But for LARR safeguards, we have to be familiar with the legal principles of land 
ownership and know each step in the process of land acquisition. We have to make sure that 
the land owners are fully informed every step of the way. It is crucial to know the most 
appropriate mode for land acquisition depending on if the property is public land, privately 
owned, titled or non-titled. If you are beginner, it is very confusing.” 
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IV. KEY ISSUES AND PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN IMPLEMENTING IR/LARR 

SAFEGUARDS 

 

A. The Lack of Quality Assurance for the ESMP Hinders the Assessment of 

Potential Community Subproject-Related Social Impacts  

24. The NPMO reported that 98% of the 15,635 ADB-funded projects had a completed 
ESMP. At the start of KC-NCDDP in 2014, RPMOs had difficulty implementing the ESMP 
because the ESMP template was very technical. Over the course of time, the NPMO and 
RPMOs developed strategies to simplify the tool to make it easier for the ACTs and community 
volunteers to fill out the form. A completed ESMP is a requirement before any construction 
work on a subproject can begin.  
 
25. During the field investigation ACTs said they were used to the old Environmental 
Management Plan and the template was easy to understand. They maintain that the inclusion 
of a legal framework and other social aspects such as gender, indigenous peoples, and LARR 
in the current ESMP tool makes it complicated. ACTs found it challenging to complete, 
especially if the CEF was new to development work. It was difficult for them to assist the 
community volunteers in filling out the template if they lacked the proper background on the 
environmental and social safeguards issues addressed in the ESMP.  

 

26. It is important to conduct an inventory of possible affected households, area and 
category of land that may be lost, type of crops lost, fixed assets lost, and temporary damage 
to assets. These data are critical to assess the potential social impact of a given subproject 
and can assist the community to identify possible risks and develop appropriate mitigating 
measures to address any harmful effects. But if the level of analysis is inadequate, unintended 
results of a subproject cannot be thoroughly identified. The quality of the ESMP will suffer, 
and all possible impacts will not be considered in the pre-construction phase. Inadequate 
capacity to identify potential risks during project design and preparation can lead to poor 
implementation and aggravate adverse impacts. 
 
27. Annex 3 contains an example of a completed ESMP. It shows that there was an 
attempt to address LARR related concerns, but meaningful details and the identification of 
project related impacts are lacking. The completion of the ESMP template, or the template 
itself, is an area that needs further attention to ensure effective safeguards implementation.  

 

B. There is no Comprehensive System of Capacity Building for LARR Safeguards 

28. A recurring problem in KC-NCDDP is staff turnover. The program has invested time 
and resources training field staff, but there is no guarantee that they will stay with the program. 
When KC-NCDDP loses trained personnel, incoming staff must be trained to be able to assist 
communities to complete safeguard requirements. The rapid turnover of program personnel 
presents a capacity building problem and regional offices struggle to provide staff capable of 
fulfilling subproject documentary requirements. There is no systematic capacity building 
program for LARR related concerns at either the ACT or community level. The following are 
findings based on discussions with RPMOs and ACTs: 

(i) Lack of orientation on LARR related safeguards concerns 
LARR was only briefly discussed during ACT orientations. 
(a) Due to limited time during municipal orientations, the LARR framework 

is not thoroughly discussed. 
(b) Inadequate LARR orientation for newly hired staff prior to deployment 

results in inconsistency in the LARR documents attached to requests 
for fund release.  
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(c) There is a need for more training for community development officers 
concerning LARR issues. 

(ii) There is no easy-to-follow technical guidance for how to prepare the different 
LARR instruments. 
(a) There is no consolidated guidance note, manual, or toolkit for the 

processing of LARR instruments. ACTs must pore through various 
manuals and memorandums to find guidance on LARR policies. 

(b) There are no LARR-related informational materials that are community 
friendly and easy to use. 

 
C. Difficulty Experienced by Communities Accomplishing LARR Instruments 

29. Complying with the LARR documentation requirements is laborious. In the case of 
private land donated for the construction of a subproject, accomplishing all the requirements 
for the annotation of the land title is time consuming for community volunteers and barangay 
officials. The program’s limited time frame puts further pressure on CEFs and community 
volunteers and the time spent completing the paper work is takes away from the time needed 
for quality facilitation of other program activities. 
 
30. Processing the appropriate LARR tenure instrument requires legal expertise. To 
effectively assist the community to prepare LARR instruments, ACTs must be familiar with all 
the legal procedures involved in land acquisition of public lands, ancestral lands, and private 
property, both titled and non-titled. Many ACTs struggle with this. 

 

D. Challenges Encountered with LARR Related Issues  

31. Table 6 details a number of cases encountered addressing LARR related issues. 
Though the cases were all resolved, the on-the-ground experience can be a source of learning 
for how to avoid similar problems in the future. LARR issues revolve around differing 
competing claims within the land being donated, boundary conflicts between IPs and non-IPs, 
relatives not being informed about a land donation, and processing of requirements within a 
limited time frame. The lesson that can be gleaned from these cases is, no matter if the land 
being acquired for a subproject is government or privately owned, proper documentation is 
necessary to avoid future conflicts.  

Table 7: LARR Related Cases and Their Resolution 
 

Region LARR Case Resolution 

Caraga A non-IP claimed that the water system 
subproject would illegally encroach on his 
property.  
 

In this dispute over land ownership 
involving non-IPs residing in IP 
communities, the case was settled though 
negotiations and legal proceedings. 

There were boundary conflicts between 
IPs and non-IPs, who were claiming land 
within the ancestral domain before the 
communities’ CADT was processed. 

The tribal council enforced their territorial 
rights and indigenous political structure to 
settle the boundary disputes.  
 

With the Deed of Donation as a 
requirement for the release of project 
funds and in order to stay within the 
project’s time frame, the LGU spent 
money to send representatives to Cebu, 
where the land owner is now based, to 
secure his signature on the Deed of 
Donation. 

There are two geodetic engineers 
employed by the regional office who help 
validate the location of subprojects. They 
work closely with LGUs when they 
experience technical difficulties. 

Davao  There are individual claimants that have 
land titles within ancestral domain areas. 

The IP focal in the region coordinates with 
NCIP to decide on what LARR instrument 
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Region LARR Case Resolution 

to use. The community will secure all legal 
documents to be attached before 
submitting to the RPMO. 

Bicol  A land owner complained that the seawall 
subproject encroached on his property 
and demanded payment for any damages 
incurred. 

A dialogue was conducted between the 
land owner and the barangay council. An 
agreement was reach and the barangay 
council issued a resolution to allocate 
funds for payment for any damages. The 
RPMO has detailed documentation of the 
case. 

Relatives questioned the donation of 
property for the community subproject.  
 
 

The LGU facilitated the land acquisition 
process and the mayor ensured that the 
case was resolved. The regional M&E 
coordinated to ensure that the problem 
was sufficiently handled. The case was 
also well documented. 

Four families complained that their 
houses would be affected by the 
proposed flood control subproject.  

The LGU changed the alignment to avoid 
their houses. 

 
32. A concern common to all the regions visited was that there were cases where the title 
of land being donated was still in the name of the deceased owner and had not been 
transferred to the immediate kin. This is a frequent problem in the Philippines. Transfer of title 
is a process that involves many steps and requires many documents, which makes it difficult 
to donate a portion of titled property to a community subproject if the owner is deceased. There 
were also cases where a land owner donated a portion of land but had relatives claiming they, 
too, had a stake in the property and were not aware of the donation. They said they had been 
bypassed in the decision to make the donation. There were cases where the land owner was 
living outside of the community and was not readily available to execute the required 
documents. Since the project requires a clean title and undisputed ownership of the property 
to safeguard the rights of the owner, communities often have to navigate numerous 
bureaucratic hurdles to complete the land acquisition process. Often facing a tight project 
timeline, the ACT/MCT are forced to rush the process to meet deadlines for the release of 
funds.  
 

V. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SAFEGUARDS IMPLEMENTATION 
 
33. The implementation of the LARR safeguard policy is the responsibility of the NPMO 
through its Technical Support Services Division, which provides technical assistance to the 
RPMO. At the RPMO, the Regional Community Development Specialist and the Community 
Development Officer, together with the technical facilitators, assist the ACTs in helping 
communities meet the LARR safeguard requirements. They also verify all the legal documents 
required for land acquisition. Since safeguard processes are integrated in the CEAC, the ACT 
serves as the implementing arm and ensures that the CEFs are aware of all safeguard 
requirements and are able to effectively assist the community volunteers to fulfill them. 
 
34. The external evaluator notes that the NPMO and RPMO specialists are capable and 
have the skills needed to provide technical assistance. They possess an intimate 
understanding of safeguards processes and have clear-cut strategies for their implementation. 
The real challenge lies with the area coordinating teams, who carry the burden of taking 
safeguards to the people, of bringing them to life. They bear the responsibility of translating 
the program’s thematic concerns—gender, environment, peace, indigenous peoples, and 
LARR safeguards—into vehicles for social justice.  
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35. With the limited time available for program implementation and each concern with its 
own requirements, there are cases where safeguard process are necessarily fast-tracked. For 
LARR safeguards, thorough documentation should not be viewed as more paperwork to 
complete, but as a concrete safeguard that protects the interests of the parties involved and 
the only real way to avoid future conflicts.  
 
36. Based on data provided by the NPMO, there were 77 out of a total of 394 Type A 
grievances total having to do with LARR. Type A grievances are those that are non-
contentious queries, comments, and suggestions. A typical example of a Type A LARR 
grievance might be: “Paano po ma'am kung hindi po namin ma kompleto ang lot 
requirements? Ano po ang mangyayari?” (What will happen, Maam, if we don’t complete the 
lot requirements? What will happen then?) 

 

37. Type B grievances involve issues of compliance with project process, MOA and other 
implementation arrangements. Of these, there were 15 cases concerning LARR out the 48 
grievances filed. An example of a Type B LARR grievance involved confusion over the 
alignment of a road that was to be built as a community’s subproject. A resident complained 
that he did not want the road to traverse his land, which he thought was the plan. The CEF 
coordinated with the barangay chairman, who talked with the concerned individual. With 
assistance from the technical facilitator, it was explained that the road would be built along the 
edge of the complainant’s lot and his property would be untouched. This satisfied the man, 
who was even thankful that he would now own a roadside lot.  
 
38. There were no Type C grievances filed, which concern conformance with KC-NCDDP 
procurement and finance guidelines. 

VI. CONCLUSION  

39. Using ADB’s project rating system, the overall assessment is that KC-NCDDP is 
successful in implementing IR/LARR policy and guidelines. The program established clear 
procedures to ensure that the LARR framework and IR principles are incorporated in the 
CEAC. By means of consultation and participation, which are the mainstays of KC-NCDDP 
and integral to the CEAC, program staff ensure the project will not cause physical or economic 
displacement.  Land owners are fully informed and aware of the possible implications of 
donating a portion of their property. LARR principles are consistently applied throughout, and 
program managers have developed guidelines and policies for handling land acquisition. As 
a result, there were no instances of displacement and no adverse impacts caused by the 
acquisition of land for the construction of subprojects. Land ownership is often a contentious 
issue in the Philippines, so safeguards concerning land acquisition are critical, though often 
laborious and time consuming. Based on the foregoing, it is determined that KC-NCDDP has 
made considerable gains in integrating LARR safeguards.  
 
40. The external evaluator concludes that the program is effective and relevant as it 
effectively safeguards the interests and well-being of project beneficiaries. DSWD possesses 
the capacity to manage IR/LARR activities and concerns. The mechanisms are in place to 
identify potential subproject impacts and develop appropriate mitigating measures. There are 
concrete efforts and a serious commitment to implement policies and guidelines for handling 
involuntary resettlement and land acquisition in KC-NCDDP.  
 
41. However, project implementers face the following issues: (i) the lack of quality 
assurance in preparing the ESMP hinders the assessment of potential community subproject 
related social impacts; (ii) there is no efficient system to implement capacity building activities 
for LARR safeguards; (iii) communities have difficulty accomplishing LARR Instruments; and 
(iv) communities and program implementers face difficulties dealing with different LARR 
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issues, such as competing land claims, boundary conflicts between IP communities and non-
IPs, relatives of land owners not informed of a land donation, and the completion of 
documentary requirements within a limited time frame. Given that there are still challenges in 
handling LARR issues, program implementers should search for solutions to address the 
issues outlined in this report.  
 
42. The external evaluator found that the program needs to improve its efficiency and 
program refinements need to be systematized in order to sustain the initial gains of the 
project. Table 7 details the overall project rating. 
 

Table 8: Overall Project Rating 

Criterion Rating 
(%) 

Definition Rating 
Description 

Rating 
Value 

1. Relevance  25 The consistency of the project impact 
and outcome with country and sector 
priorities and ADB’s strategic 
objectives, as well as the adequacy of 
its design in addressing identified 
development constraints.  

Highly relevant 
 

3 
 

2. Effectiveness  25 The extent to which the project 
outcome as specified in the DMF 
(either as agreed at approval or as 
subsequently modified) was achieved.  

Effective 
 

2 
 

3. Efficiency  25 How resources were converted to 
results, using cost–benefit analysis.  
Intended outcomes were achieved 
within the planned costs or 
implementation period. 

Less than 
efficient 

 

1 
 

4. Sustainability  25 The likelihood that institutional, 
financial, and other resources are 
sufficient to sustain the project’s 
outcome over its economic life in an 
environmentally and socially 
sustainable way.  

Likely 
sustainable 

 

1.5 

Overall 
Assessment 

(weighted 
average of 

above criteria) 

Highly successful: Overall weighted average is 
greater than or equal to 2.50. 
Successful: Overall weighted average is greater 
than or equal to 1.75 and less than 2.50. 
Less than successful: Overall weighted average 
is greater than or equal to 0.75 and less than 1.75. 
Unsuccessful: Overall weighted average is less 
than 0.75. 

Successful 1.875 

Source: Asian Development Bank Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations 

 
VII. RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
43. The following recommendations to improve compliance with IR/LARR safeguards are 
based on the experiences of local, regional, and national program staff. Though ADB support 
for KC-NCDDP has ended, the recommendations can serve to improve compliance with 
IR/LARR safeguards.  

(i) Streamline LARR Processes to Improve Efficiency. The policy and 
guidelines on involuntary resettlement and land acquisition are clear, however, 
there are processes that could be redesigned to address the bottlenecks in 
fulfilling documentary requirements: 



22 
 

(a) The NPMO should conduct a national assessment with specific focus 
on land acquisition safeguards—best practices, lessons learned, and 
problems encountered; 

(b) Develop strategies to speed the long and tedious process of 
accomplishing the required legal documents; and 

(c) Develop a consolidated manual and easy-to-follow technical guidance 
on how to prepare the different LARR instruments. The manual would 
be a useful resource for the RPMO to better assist ACTs in addressing 
LARR related concerns. It would provide guidance for the RPMO in 
assisting ACTs to develop LARR-related informational materials that 
are community friendly and easy to use.  

These interventions would contribute to the strengthening the regulatory 
institutional frameworks for IR and LARR activities. 

(ii) Strengthen Coordination with Other Government Agencies and Take 
Advantage of Existing Legal Resources Within DSWD. To assist with the 
legal and documentary requirements for land acquisition, ACTs should tap the 
expertise of the Registry of Deeds and the DSWD legal unit, including the 
lawyer that each region keeps on retainer. The department’s legal experts can 
suggest strategies to address the bottlenecks in fulfilling legal requirements 
given the time limitations of the project. The legal specialists would serve as 
resource persons to conduct trainings and build legal awareness of LARR 
related concerns. The Regional Community Development Specialist (RCDS), 
Community Development Officer (CDO), and the technical facilitator, with 
guidance from the legal specialists, could form an ad hoc committee to review 
and monitor LARR related documents and provide trouble shooting for LGUs 
and ACTs encountering difficulties with the legal and technical intricacies of 
land acquisition. The review of LARR instruments by the committee would be 
of tremendous assistance to the ACTs by reducing the time they spend on 
paper work, allowing them to devote more time to program activities. 

(iii) Systematize Capacity Building Activities for LARR Safeguards. The 
NPMO should regularize learning sessions and safeguards training for RCDS 
and CDOs to improve their capacity to handle LARR related concerns. The 
learning sessions will provide the opportunity to share and learn from other 
regions’ experience handling LARR issues.  The Regional Capacity Building 
Specialist (RCBS) should develop an in-house training for newly hired staff and 
a refresher course for seasoned staff with special focus on LARR safeguards. 
If there are no funds available to conduct a regional training, the RCBS can still 
institute a plan to improve the knowledge and skills of the project staff. This 
could involve internal conferences where senior staff serve as resource 
persons, brown bag sessions, sharing of learning materials, and other 
opportunities to tap internal knowledge and resources. The capacity building 
activities will strengthen the institution’s ability to effectively implement project 
related social safeguards with special focus on LARR issues. 

(iv) Build the Capacity of the Community to Undertake Social Safeguards 
Related Task. Apart from simplifying the ESMP template, capacity building is 
needed to train community volunteers to critically analyze potential social 
impacts of community subprojects to improve the quality of the ESMP. The 
ability to identify potential risks at the project preparation stage will lead to 
better project implementation and prevent potential adverse impacts. 

(v) Strengthen Supervision and Monitoring. In addition to monitoring the 
number of safeguards documents completed, the NPMO and RPMO should 
ensure the quality of the ESMPs produced. 



23 
 

(a) The RCDS and CDO should review subproject safeguards instruments 
and select ESMPs that need improvement. They would then conduct 
coaching sessions with the concerned ACTs and community volunteers 
focusing on the critical analysis of potential impacts, identification of 
potential risks, and development of mitigating measures. During the 
sessions, the participants will have the opportunity to revise their ESMP 
and identify ways to better facilitate ESMP preparation in the 
communities. Quality assurance is dependent on quality supervision, 
therefore intensive guidance and monitoring is necessary, especially in 
areas that need special attention and additional assistance. 

(b) The RPMO/SRPMO should conduct spot checks where they do a 
careful examination of land acquisition documents with special attention 
to isolated municipalities. This exercise of due diligence will ensure that 
there are no shortcuts taken, especially during times when area 
coordinating teams are rushing to beat deadlines. 

(vi) Provide Funds for Safeguards Related Work. A dedicated budget allocation 
would allow regions flexibility in providing funds where they are needed most 
for safeguards related activities. 
(a) The program should furnish adequate resources for in-house or 

custom-fit training programs targeting the specific needs of ACTs. It is 
the job of the area coordinating teams to assist community volunteers 
manage social safeguards in KC-NCDDP projects. The in-house 
training program will equip newly hired program staff with the skills and 
competencies to handle safeguards work.  

(b) Dedicated funds for LARR safeguards could include the hiring of 
additional technical support. In Caraga Region, two geodetic engineers 
were hired to assist with land acquisition-related issues. During an 
FGD, CEFs shared that the geodetic engineers were extremely helpful 
in providing direction for the steps involved in land acquisition and 
meeting the many legal requirements. This additional support went far 
to ease the burden felt by on-the-ground project staff, who 
overwhelmingly considered the initiative a best practice. 

. 
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ANNEX 1. Guidance from the NPMO Specifying the Documentary Requirements for 

Land Acquisition 
See document attached to this report 

Annex 2: Region XI RPMO Guidance to the ACTs for the Fulfillment of Safeguard 

Requirements 
 

ACTIVITIES PROCESSES AND EXPECTED 
OUTPUT 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

1. Landowner to execute an 
“Intent to Donate” to the 
Barangay Local Government 
Unit (BLGU) 
 

 Intent to Donate by the 
landowner shall bear complete 
information stating the lot size (in 
square meters) and specific 
location (complete address) 

 Notarized Intent to Donate shall 
be formally submitted to the 
Office of the Barangay Council 
and shall be received by the 
Barangay Secretary 

 Landowner to submit also the 
copy of the land title and Tax 
documents as attachments 
 

Landowner, Punong Barangay 

2. The BLGU to conduct 
“research work and evaluation 
“ concerning the authenticity 
and validity of the documents 
presented by the owner and 
the status of land ownership 
 

 The BLGU though a session 
(regular or special)shall meet 
and discuss the intent and 
designate representative to 
conduct research with agencies 
authorized to authenticate 
ownership documents 

 Following results were expected: 
 
 ROD certification on the 

authenticity of the presented 
Land Title (three-back titles 
procedure) ; or issuance of 
“certified true copy”  

 Certification from the 
Municipal Assessor on Tax 
obligations (latest Real 
Property Tax, and others) 

 Ownership history is 
established (who are the 
original landowners? Who 
are the heirs? Do they have 
consent over the proposed 
donation? Is the property 
encumbered to other 
parties? etc.) 
 

Punong Barangay and 
designated BLGU representative 

3. Acceptance / Refusal to the 
Intent to Donate 

 Barangay Council to issue a 
resolution accepting the Intent to 
donate in the event that all 
conditions favor the benefit of 
the community, or may issue 
resolution of refusal if the 

Punong Barangay 
Members of the Sangguniang 
Barangay 
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ACTIVITIES PROCESSES AND EXPECTED 
OUTPUT 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

situation does not favor the 
“donee.” 
 

 If there are remaining obligations 
in the end of the landowner 
pertaining to the said lot (e.g. 
unpaid taxes or amoroso if any, 
cost for the lot survey, donation 
taxes, and others) it is the 
prerogative of both parties to 
discuss and agree as to whom 
will shoulder the said obligations 
including the cost to be incurred, 
and the agreement shall be 
made part of the resolution. 
  

4. Conduct of Lot Survey  Actual lot survey is administered 
by a licensed surveyor 
commissioned by the BLGU or 
Landowner 

 Technical Description (TD) of the 
concerned lot is produced 
 

Barangay Representative 
 
Barangay Treasurer 
 
Commissioned Lot Surveyor 
 
Landowner or authorized 
representative 
 

5. Issuance of Deed of Donation  Landowner to issue Deed of 
Donation in favor of the 
Barangay with attached 
technical description. 
 

 

Landowner 
  
Punong Barangay and Council 

 Barangay to issue Resolution 
authorizing the Use of Lot  for 
KC NCDDP Sub-Project 
 

Punong Barangay 
 
Assigned CEF 

6. Application for Annotation of 
Title 

 BLGU through its representative 
shall start the process for the 
application for Annotation of Title 
at the nearest office of the 
Registry of Deeds (ROD) 
 

Designated Barangay 
representative 

7. Transfer of Title  The Barangay shall process the 
basic requirements for splitting 
the specific parcel of lot donated; 
or for the transfer of title from 
previous landowner . 

 Barangay to wait until transfer of 
title was consummated and new 
one were issued by ROD. 

 

Designated Barangay 
representative 
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