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SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC HEARING 

New Manila Reclamation Project 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The proposed New Manila Reclamation Project of the City Government of Manila is to be located along 

the coast of Manila Bay in the territorial jurisdiction of the City of Manila with a total project area of 

407.42 hectares.  

As part of the public participation in the review of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report, 

a Public Hearing was required for all Environmentally Critical Projects (ECPs) for which Public Scoping 

was undertaken and for PEIS-based applications. This Public Hearing Documentation Report 

summarizes the notification methods and comments received at the public hearing. 

2 NOTIFICATION OF THE PUBLIC HEARING 

2.1 INVITATION LETTERS 

Invitations were sent to stakeholders of the Project more than 10 days prior to the Public Hearing. The 

received invitation letters are attached in Annex 1. On the other hand, the list of invited stakeholders 

is presented in the following table: 

Table 1. List of Invited Stakeholders 

Stakeholder Group Representative Barangay Address 

Department of Tourism Ms. Bernadetted Romulo-

Puyat, Secretary 

The New DOT Building, 351 

Senator Gil Puyat Avenue, Makati 

City. 

Manila GoldCoast 

Development Corporation 

 Solar Century Tower, Tordesillas 

cor. Dela Costa Sts., Makati City 

National Academy of 

Science and Technology 

Dr. Fernando Siringan 3rd level Science Heritage 

Building, DOST Complex Bicutan, 

Taguig City 

Project Title : New Manila Reclamation Project 
Project Location : Along Coast of Manila Bay in the territorial jurisdiction of the City of 

Manila 
Project Proponent : City Government of Manila 
Venue : Covered Court, Barangay 649, Manila City 
Date : December 3, 2018 
Time Started : 9:00 am 
Time Ended : 12:30 pm 
Facilitator : Atty. Jed Ang of EMB-CO 
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Stakeholder Group Representative Barangay Address 

Philippine Reclamation 

Authority 

Mr. Alberto Agra (Chairman of 

the Board) 

Atty. Janilo E. Rubiato 

(General Manager and CEO) 

7/F Legaspi Towers 200 Bldg 107 

Paseo de Roxas St., Legaspi 

Village 1226 Makati City 

National Economic and 

Development Authority 

Mr. Ernesto M. Pernia 

(Director General) 

No. 12 St. Jose Maria Escriva 

Drive, Ortigas Center, Pasig City 

Metropolitan Manila 

Development Authority 

Mr. Danilo Lim (Chairman) MMDA Building, EDSA corner 

Orense St., Guadalupe Nuevo, 

Makati City 

Aloha Hotel Addressed to the President 2150 Roxas Blvd. Malate Manila 

Admiral Hotel/ Admiral 

Baysuites 

Addressed to the President 2138 Roxas Blvd., Malate, Manila 

Manila City Government All Department Heads Padre Burgos Ave., Ermita, Manila 

Manila Hotel Addressed to the President One Rizal Park, Manila 

Hotel H20/ Manila Ocean 

Park 

Ms. Sarah Honrade (PCO) 666 Behind Quirino Grandstand, 

Ermita, Manila 

Barangay LGU Brgy. Captain Serilieto Vios & 

Council 

Brgy. Captain Diana Espinosa 

& Council 

Brgy. Captain Bryan Mondejar 

& Council 

Brgy. Captain Willie N. 

Masakayan & Council 

Brgy. Captain Alberto Loresto 

Barangay 653, Manila City 

 

Barangay 649, Manila City 

 

Barangay 20, Manila City 

 

Barangay 275, Manila City 

 

Barangay 286, Manila City 

Intramuros Administration 

Office 

Atty. Guiller Asido 

(administrator) 

General Luna St., Intramuros, 

Manila 

Lighterage Association of 

the Philippines (LAP) 

Mr. Gervasio S. Murillo 

(president) 

V. Reyes Building, Beaterio Street 

Intramuros, Manila 

H. Atienza Elementary 

School 

Mr. Graciano Budoy Jr. 

(principal) 

Port Area, Manila 

Pres. C. Aquino High School Mr. Cipriano Lauigan 

(Principal) 

Port Area, Manila 

Department of Public Works 

and Highways 

Mr. Melvin B. Navarro 

(Regional Director) 

2nd Street, Port Area, Manila 

Asian Terminals 

Incorporated 

Ms. Janice Picardal (Safety 

Manager) 

ATI Bldg. A. Bonifacio Drive, Port 

Area, Manila 

United Harbor Pilot 

Association of the 

Philippines (MHPAP) 

Capt. Elmer Magallanes 

(President) 

Pier 13, South Harbor Landing 

Port Area, Manila 

 

Philippine Ports Authority Mr. Jay Daniel R. Santiago 

(General Manager) 

A.Bonifacio Drive, South Harbor, 

Port Area, Manila 

Philippine Coast Guard Rear Admiral Elson E. 

Hermogino, PCG 

(Commandant) 

139 25th Street Port Area, Manila 
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Stakeholder Group Representative Barangay Address 

Philippine Coast Guard – 

NCR 

Capt. Rolando Lizor N. 

Punzalan Jr. PCG (Acing 

Commander) 

Muelle dela Industria Farola 

Compound, Binondo, Manila 

Samahang Magkakapitbahay 

ng Valderama (SMU) 

Addressed to the President 

 

Barangay 286, Manila City 

Harbison Plaza Addressed to the President FB Harrison St & M Adriatico S, 

City of Manila 

Century Park Hotel Addressed to the President 599 P. Ocampo St., 1004 Malate, 

Manila 

Metropolitan Museum of 

Manila 

 BSP Complex, Roxas Blvd. Malate, 

Manila 

Ospital ng Maynila  Barangay 719, President Quirino 

Avenue, Roxas Blvd, Malate, 

Manila 

Senate of the Philippines  4th Floor Senate of the 

Philippines, Roxas Blvd, Pasay 

Philippine International 

Convention Center (PICC) 

Addressed to the office of the 

General Manager 

PICC Complex, Roxas Boulevard 

The Manila Film Center  Pasay, Manila, Philippines 

Government Services 

Insurance System (GSIS) 

Atty. Nora Malubay-Saludares 

(OIC, Office of the President 

and General Manager) 

Manager Danilo S. Maartinez 

(Officer IV, Property 

Administration Department) 

Financial Center, Pasay City 

Manila Yatch Club  2351 Roxas Boulevard, Malate, 

Manila 

Waterfront Manila Premiere 

Development Inc. 

Mr. Sergio Ortiz-Luis Jr. 

(Chairman) 

Mr. Janilo Rubiato (General 

Manager) 

Mr. Kenneth Gatchalian 

(President and CEO) 

Ramon Magsaysay Center, 

Quintos St., Malate, Manila 

US Embassy in Manila  1201 Roxas Boulevard Manila, 

Philippines 

Diamond Hotel Manila Addressed to the President Roxas Blvd. Malate, Manila 

Kaisahan ng Magulang at 

Anak na may Kapansanan 

(KAISAKA INC) 

Addressed to the President Our Lady of Remedios Parish 

Center M Ignacia Cor San Andres 

ST., Bgy 701, Zoe 077 Malate 

National Parks Development 

Committee 

Ms. Penelope D. Belmonte 

(Executive Director) 

T.M. Kalaw St., Manila 

National Historical 

Commission of the 

Philippines (NHCP) 

Addressed to the President 

Dr. Rene R. Escalante 

(Chairman) 

NHCP Building, T.M. Kalaw St., 

Manila 
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Stakeholder Group Representative Barangay Address 

Coconut Palace  Cultural Center of the Philippine 

Complex, Roxas Blvd. Manila 

Hotel Jen Addressed to the President 3001 Roxas Blvd., Pasay City 

Manila City Planning and 

Development Office 

City planning and 

Development Officer 

Padre Burgos Ave, Ermita, Manila 

Manila City Government The Honorable Members of 

the Manila City Council 

Padre Burgos Ave, Ermita, Manila 

Biodiversity Management 

Bureau 

 Ninoy Aquino Parks and Wildlife 

Center, Diliman, 2200 Quezon 

City 

R-II Builders, Inc  136 Malakas St, Diliman, Quezon 

City 

Philippine Institute of 

Volcanology and Seismology 

(PHIVOLCS) 

Dr. Renato Solidum (Director) PHIVOLCS Building, C.P. Garcia 

Ave., U.P. Campus, Diliman, 

Quezon City 

The Marine Science Institute  Velasquez St., U.P. Diliman 

Quezon City 

World Wildlife Fund Mr. Jose Angelito Palma 

(President) 

WW-Philippines Headquarters 4th 

flr JBD Plaza #65 Mindanao Ave. 

Barangay Bagong Pag-asa, 

Quezon City 

Pasig River Rehabilitation 

Commission 

Mr. Jose Antonio E. Goitia 

(Executive Director) 

1608 Quezon Ave., Quezon City 

The United Architects of the 

Philippines 

 UAP Building, 53 Scout Rallos St., 

Barangay Laging Handa Diliman 

1103 Quezon City 

Bureau of Fisheries and 

Aquatic Resources 

Commodore Eduardo B. 

Gongona (Director) 

PCA Bldg, Diliman Quezon City 

Center for Environmental 

Concerns 

Addressed to the President 175-B Kamias Rod, Quezon City, 

Metro Manila 

 

2.2 NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENTS 

The notice of Public Hearing was posted on PhilSTAR on 19 and 26 of November 2018. The posts were 

found on the Classified Ads section of the newspaper which were distributed nationwide. 

Annex 2 presents the Affidavit of Publication from the publishing company. 

2.3 FLYERS AND POSTINGS 

Notices were posted at public areas such as barangay and city offices a week prior to the event. The 

postings were documented in the following images: 
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Figure 1. Posting of Notice near Barangay Hall of Barangay 649 on November 28, 2018 
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Figure 2. Postings of Public Hearing Notice to different offices in Manila City Hall on November 28, 
2018 

 

2.4 OTHER NOTIFICATION MEDIA 

The notice of Public Hearing was posted at the EMB website (www.emb.gov.ph) together with the 

Project’s EIA Report for download. On the other hand, copies of the EIS Summary for the Public were 

available at the City Hall and at the EMB Website. 
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3 PUBLIC HEARING 

3.1 LOCATION AND ATTENDANCE 

The Public Hearing was held on December 3, 2018 at the Covered Court, Barangay 649, Manila City 

and was attended by 994 participants (Annex 3 – Attendance Sheets). About 90% of the total number 

of participants are residents of Barangay 649. The summary of attendees by sector is presented in the 

following table: 

ATTENDEES: 

Stakeholders No. of Representatives Attended 

Aloha Hotel 1 

Barangay 649 Residents 890 

Barangay LGU 9 

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR) 2 

Century Park Hotel 1 

DENR 3 

Department of Public Works and Highways 2 

Government Services Insurance System (GSIS) 4 

Kabalikat 27 

KAISAKA INC 8 

LGU-City of Manila 1 

Manila Bay Harbor Pilot Partnership 2 

Manila Ocean Park 2 

Metropolitan Manila Development Authority 2 

MGDC 2 

Philippine Coast Guard 6 

Philippine Ports Authority 7 

Philippine Reclamation Authority 6 

PRRC 2 

RHR Consult Services, Inc. 11 

R-II Builders, Inc 1 

Surbana Jurong Consultants Pte. Ltd. 1 

UAA Kinming 4 

TOTAL 994 

 

3.2 MEETING FORMAT AND CONTENT 

The following table shows the program of activities during the Public Hearing. The PowerPoint 

presentation used is attached in Annex 4. 

TIME PROGRAM OF ACTIVITIES PERSON RESPONSIBLE 

8:00 – 9:00 AM Registration Proponent/Preparer 

9:00 – 9:20 AM 

 

Invocation Ms. Edita Castillo, Barangay 

Administration Staff 
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TIME PROGRAM OF ACTIVITIES PERSON RESPONSIBLE 

National Anthem  

Opening Remarks Captain Diana Espinosa, 

Barangay Chairman of 649 

Acknowledgment of Participants Engr. Carlo Vic Arida, 

EMB Central Office EIA Process and Objectives of Public Hearing 

Rules on the Conduct of Public Hearing Atty. Jed Ang 

Hearing Officer 

EMB Central Office 

9:20 AM - 11:00 

AM 

Presentation on the description of the Project 

including alternatives 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh

Surbana Jurong Consultants 
Pte. Ltd. 

Presentation of the EIA Study process and 

results: 

EIA Study process 

Freshwater and Marine Ecology 

Geology and Geomorphology 

Hydrodynamic Modelling, Air and Noise Quality 

RHR Consult Services, Inc.: 

Mr. Jess Addawe 

Mr. Benjamin Francisco 

Mr. Arnel Mendoza 

Engr. Ronald Pahunang 

11:00 – 12:30 

NN  

Open Forum Atty. Jed Ang 

Hearing Officer 

EMB Central Office 

Recapitulation of issues raised and the 

proponent’s response 

 

Atty. Jed Ang 

Hearing Officer 

EMB Central Office  

Next Steps on EIA Process Engr. Carlo Vic Arida, 

EMB Central Office 

 

 

Figure 3. Venue of the Public Scoping 
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Figure 4. Registration of Participants 

 

Figure 5. EIA Process and Objectives of Public Hearing 

 

Figure 6. Rules on the Conduct of Public Hearing 
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Figure 7. Presentation on the Project Description 

 

 

Figure 8. Presentation of EIA Study Results 
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Figure 9. Open Forum 

 

 

Figure 10. Recapitulation of issues raised and the proponent’s response 
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Figure 11. Next Steps on EIA Process 

 

3.3 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

The Open Forum, facilitated by Atty. Jed Ang from EMB-CO, was a venue for participants to ask, 

suggest and/or comment their issues and concerns about the project. Topics eliciting the largest 

number of verbal comments at the public hearing were flooding, displacement of residents, 

reclamation and dredging process, benefits from the reclamation, among others.  

The summary of the Open Forum is presented in Table 2: 

Socio-Economic: 

- Increased employment opportunities 

- Benefits of community from the project 

- Displacement of households due to access roads 

- Relocation of households due to developments 

- Consultation of community during master plan development 

- Loss of jobs after reclamation 

- Compensation for affected residents caused by flooding and relocation 

- Blockage of North and South Harbors 

- Provision of socialized housing to affected households 

- Impacts and mitigation on fisherfolks’ livelihood 

Project Description 

- Access roads for reclamation 

- Effects on existing breakwater  

- Dredging after reclamation 

- Disposal of dredged materials 
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Water 

- Flooding 

- Environmental degradation 

- Potential presence of red tide due to reclamation 

Land 

- Land tenure issues  
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Table 2. Issues and concerns raised during Public Hearing 

Issues and Concerns 
Entity / Group Who 

Raised the Issue 
Response 

 Commented that employment opportunities 

will increase in the barangay for the 

construction of the project.  

 Inquired on the community’s assurance that 

once a storm as strong as Ondoy happens, 

there will be no flooding in the barangay. 

 Commented that the proponent should 

ensure that the water collected from the 

reclamation area will not be thrown into the 

barangay. 

Chairman Diana 

Espinosa of Barangay 

649  

 

 

 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong Consultants Pte. Ltd. explained the 

reclamation process that would mitigate potential flooding. 

 

 Mr. Arnel Mendoza of RHR Consult Services, Inc., Geologist also replied that 

there will be no blockage in the mouth of Pasig River since there is a 400-m 

buffer between the reclamation boundary and Baseco. There will be, 

however, localized flooding due to other factors. He added that the storm 

surge will hit the reclamation first and not the barangay. There is also no 

water to be collected from the sea.   

 Inquired on the need for reclamation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Jon Jon Elago 

(Samahang 

Magkakapitbahay ng 

Valderama), Barangay 

286 

 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong stated that the benefits from 

reclamation would include awarding of a portion of land to the 

government.  

 

Mr. Jess Addawe of RHR stated that taxes and revenues to LGU as well as 

employment of local residents will give more economic benefits to the 

community.  

 

Ms. Cristina Echon, Representative of Manila City replied that since Pasay 

had a reclamation project, Manila can do too. More income means more 

services for the community. 
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Issues and Concerns 
Entity / Group Who 

Raised the Issue 
Response 

 Inquired on the access for the reclamation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 When the development was in placed, he 

asked if the community will be viewed as 

‘eyesore’ and then later on be relocated.  

 Since the community was not consulted on 

the master plan. He inquired on the plan of the 

Proponent on the security of the community. 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong explained that initial designs on road 

network will be placed around and not within Baseco to minimize impacts 

on traffic and the community.  

 

Mr. Jess Addawe of RHR Consult Services, Inc. also responded that the 

skyway is one of the options for future access of the development. 

 

 Ms. Cristina Echon, Representative of Manila City stated that Baseco is 

being titled hence the residents are protected from any relocation. 

 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong assured that if the community has 

comments on the master plan, they will take them into consideration. 

 Commented that titling of lots in Baseco 

should speed up. He added that an agreement 

should be in placed to ensure that no 

household will be affected by the project. 

Representative Lito 

Atienza 

 Noted by facilitator. 

 Commented that they are opposed to the 

reclamation project due to the following 

reasons: 

 Jobs after reclamation 

 Environment will be degraded 

 There will be intense flooding  

Ms. Emelyn Feliciano, 

Resident of Block 15-B 

of Brgy. 649 & 

member of Gabrila 

Baseco 

 Noted by facilitator. 
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Issues and Concerns 
Entity / Group Who 

Raised the Issue 
Response 

 Inquired on the assurance that the community 

will not experience intense flooding in the 

barangay after the reclamation. 

 Inquired which areas in Baseco or how many 

households will be displaced by the proposed 

access roads. 

Mr. Johnrey Boquiren, 

resident of Barangay 

649 

 Noted by facilitator. 

 

 

 Mr. Jess Addawe of RHR Consult Services, Inc. assured that displacement 

of households will not happen and will be included in the ECC as the 

proposed roads are located at the side of Baseco. 

 Commented that as her house is already 

inundated, the reclamation will aggravate the 

flooding. She suggested that the canal and 

houses should be elevated. 

Ms. Linda Dahinok, 

Resident of Barangay 

649 

 Noted by facilitator. 

 Inquired on the blocking of North and South 

Harbors. 

 Inquired if the reclamation will impale the 

existing breakwater in the project area. 

 

 

 Inquired on who will dredge the area after 

reclamation. The process of dredging should 

be on record. 

Mr. Jaime Hernandez, 

Environmental  

Management Chief, 

PPA South Harbor 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong explained that the whole reclamation 

is designed in a way that marine passage will not be blocked.  

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh replied that there are two options: One is that existing 

breakwater will be part of the reclamation and two: that there will be a 

gap from the breakwater and the reclamation boundary. The second 

option is not suggested as it will have more disadvantages. 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh clarified that the entire area will be surrounded first 

with structures then the center will be filled so there will be minimal 

siltation.  

 Commented that there will be flooding in the 

area due to flow of water from Laguna de Bay. 

Suggested also to construct a breakwater as 

high as the reclamation as a measure.  

Mr. Jeorjie Tenolete, 

Kabalikat sa 

Kaunlaran 

 Engr. Ronald Pahunang of RHR Consult Services, Inc., Oceanography 

Consultant, clarified that the project will not affect flooding in the area as 

there will be a 400-m buffer.  
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Issues and Concerns 
Entity / Group Who 

Raised the Issue 
Response 

 Commented that the proposed skyway will 

impact Aplaya as seen on the blue lines 

(projected in the presentation).  

 He inquired on where the displaced residents 

will be relocated.  

 Suggested that 20% of the reclamation be 

allotted for socialized housing for affected 

residents.  

Mr. Jess Addawe of RHR clarified that the reclamation project will not 

increase the intensity of an already existing flood issue in the area.  

 

 Inquiry if the residents will be relocated. 

 Inquiry on the compensation they will receive 

if affected. 

Ms. Fely Guinto, 

Resident of Brgy. 649 

 Atty. Jed Ang, Hearing Officer, clarified that the vertical development and 

the access roads are not part of the current ECC Application which is 

focused on the reclamation only. 

 Commented that the project will negatively 

affect the fisherfolks. Inquired on the plans of 

the proponent for the fisherfolks. 

Kagawad Rey 

Campanera from 

Barangay 649  

 Mr. Henry James Botengan from RHR, Sociologist, replied that the matter 

will be properly coordinated with BFAR regarding the establishment of 

artificial reefs. The Kagawad’s comment will be included in the document 

to be submitted to EMB. The EIARC may also recommend some 

measures/activities about the matter.  

 Suggested that BFAR has 4-year monitoring 

data on Manila Bay that could be used for the 

marine study. 

 Commented that the reclamation process may 

not be applicable in the Philippines as 

Singapore has no rich marine diversity. 

 The project may bring red tide in the future. 

Sandra Victoria 

Arcano from BFAR 

 Noted by facilitator. 

 

 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong clarified that Singapore has beautiful 

corals. Thus, when they do reclamation, they ensure that corals will be 

protected.  
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Issues and Concerns 
Entity / Group Who 

Raised the Issue 
Response 

 Inquiry on the disposal of dredged materials. Mr. Jaime Hernandez, 

Environmental  

Management Chief, 

PPA South Harbor 

 Mr. Chih Kang Loh of Surbana Jurong clarified that dredged materials will 

be recycled. 

 Suggested to consider environmental laws  

 Commented there are fish species that will be 

affected by the project. 

 Affected fisherfolks should be identified and 

properly compensated. 

Mr. Rene Porlaje of 

BFAR  

 Noted by facilitator. 

 Commented that existing land tenure issues 

be resolved prior to the issuance of ECC  

Mr. MJ Pineda of 

Philippine 

Reclamation 

Authority  

 Noted by facilitator. 
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Annex 3 

ATTENDANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS & 

THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

  

































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex 4 

POWERPOINT PRESENTATION 

  



INVOCATION NATIONAL ANTHEM



OPENING REMARKS
BRIEFING AND 

ORIENTATION ON THE 
PURPOSE OF THE 
PUBLIC HEARING

PUBLIC 
HEARING

03 December 2018

Barangay 649, Manila City

Policy Background

• Presidential Decree 1586

• Revised Procedural Manual of DENR 

Administrative Order No. 2003 – 30

• EMB Memorandum Circular 2014-005

• DENR Administrative Order No. 2017-15



Expansion / Project 

modifications

PROJECT 
SCREENING

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
MONITORING & EVALUATION / 

AUDIT

ECC Issuance w/ recommendations to 

other government entities 

Secure permits / clearances from other DENR Units & 

Other GAs / LGUs

Implementation

Change 

Project 

plan / 

Relocate 
Project

No EIA

DENIAL 
ECC

P

U

B

L

I

C

I

N

V

O

L

V

E

M

E

N

T

EIA Required

Proponent 
Driven

DENR-EMB 
Driven

Proponent 
Options

Not Part of 
EIA Process

Public 
Involvement

LEGEND:

EIA Study / Report Preparation 
by Project Proponent

EIA SCOPING

REVIEW & EVALUATION of 

EIA as facilitated by DENR-EMB

RULES ON THE 
CONDUCT OF PUBLIC 

HEARING

PRESENTATION ON 
THE DESCRIPTION OF 

THE PROJECT 
INCLUDING 

ALTERNATIVES



New Manila Reclamation and 

Development Project

3 December 2018

13

14

Overview of Project

15

Planning Considerations

16

Engineering Planning

Parameters
Return Period 

(50 Yr)

Highest Astronomical Tide (m) 1.57

Seasonal Variation (m) 0.62

Storm Surge Level (m) 1.84

SLR by IPCC (2014) (m) 0.32

Proposed Platform Level (m 

MSL)

4.40

Reclamation Area: 407.42 ha

Distance 

from Project 

Site

Estimate 

Quantity 

(m3)

San Nicholas Shoal Approx. 30 km 48,000,000
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 The reclamation planning considered the adjacent developments

and business operations such as existing navigational routes,
water ways, port limits of both Manila International Container

Terminal and Manila South Harbour etc.

 An important consideration is to ensure that any waterway is not
obstructed. The planning looked at the Pasig River to ensure that

the river mouth is not obstructed by the reclamation profile.

 Other water structures shall be considered.

 Construction works to be confined within the approved working

area with close co-ordination with the affected stakeholders.

Manila South Harbour’s Existing Breakwater

Engineering Planning

18

Engineering Planning (Hydrodynamics)

 Changes in current flows are small and

localised in the west side of

reclamation area.

 Pasig River mouth is not obstructed.

 No significant backwater effects even

with slight realignment of the flow

seaward of the Pasig River.

 Existing Baseco area will be separated

from the proposed reclamation site by

a small channel and hence, no negative

backwater effect in the Baseco area.

Change in Maximum Current Velocity

(Profile – Baseline), for May (top) and

December (bottom).

Change in Mean Current Velocity 

(Profile – Baseline), for May (top) and 

December (bottom).
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Engineering Planning (Morphology)

Change in Maximum Bed Shear Stress (Left: final profile - May, Right: final profile - December).

• Bed shear stress change is relatively
small.

• A slight decrease in bed shear
stresses in the Pasig River mouth.

• Any additional accumulation of
sediments in this area is expected
to be flushed out during high
discharge events.

• The small scale morphological
adjustments are expected to be
localised and not significant.

Change in Mean Bed Shear Stress (Left: final profile - May, Right: final profile - December).
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Engineering Planning (Flushing)

The flushing capacity and residence time of pollutants for both baseline and final profile scenarios are the same.

Baseline profile - May

Baseline profile - December Final profile - December

Final profile - May
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Infrastructure Planning (Ingress & Egress)

• Chosen access roads will provide great connectivity with the rest of Metro Manila, with links to major roads like R1, R10, R2, R9 and

R8 radial roads and C1 circumferential road.

• Impact of the development on existing traffic during morning and evening peak is acceptable.

Two Elevated dual-3 highway extend from the major arterials road into 

the Development
Level of Service during AM Peak Hours (left) and PM Peak Hours (right)
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Infrastructure Planning (Drainage)

A sustainable drainage system is planned to be established within the Development to convey the surface runoff to prevent flooding,

erosion and to maintain the sea water quality.

Proposed Catchment Plan.

Proposed Drainage Layout.
Resilient Water Drainage Design.
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Infrastructure Planning (Water Supply)

A 24-hour supply of potable water is to be provided at a minimum pressure of 7 psi.

Proposed Water Supply Network Plan. 

Water Demand: 40,052 

m3/day

Water Service Installation.
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Infrastructure Planning (Sewerage)

Proposed Sewerage Network Plan.

Proposed Membrane Bioreactor.

Sewage Flow Projection: 25,633 

m3/day
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Infrastructure Planning (Power Supply)

Proposed Power Supply Network.

NPC Power Supply Structure and Flow Chart.

Local Service Provider: MERALCO

The proposed power supply is recommended to be through an underground

distribution network in case of extreme weather such as typhoons and

thunderstorms.

Power Demand: 143 MW/day

The information in this presentation is confidential and proprietary, and may not be used, reproduced or distributed without the express written permission of Surbana Jurong Private Limited.

Thank You
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1: View from US Embassy

3: View from Manila Yacht Club2: View from Baywalk Sunset Market
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STUDY AREA

 As per DENR Administrative Order No. 30 Series 

of 2003 (DAO 03-30), the direct impact areas 

(in terms of the physical environment) are those 

areas where ALL project components are 

proposed to be constructed/situated which is the 

407.42-hectare reclamation area.

 Indirect impact areas are areas located 

immediately outside the coverage of the project 

facilities and operations and activities.

 DENR Administrative Order 2017-15, on the other 

hand, provides a more detailed description of the 

impact areas:

EIA SUMMARY
BASELINE CHARACTERIZATION AND IMPACT ANALYSIS

FRESHWATER ECOLOGY
3 SURVEY STATIONS FOR:

 RIVER BIOTA

 PLANKTON

 BENTHOS

SUBSTRATE

 RIVER STATION CHARACTERIZATION

 FISHERIES

METHODOLOGY: RIVER PARAMETERS

• Use of HONDEX Portable

Handheld Depth Sounder

(Ps-7 A423 067);

• Salinity with a standard Atago

refractometer, and width

with the use of GPS tracking;

• Substrate composition

collected through scuba

diving;

• Turbidity measured with a

standard sechhi disc attached

to a fiberglass meter tape.



RESULTS: RIVER CHARACTERISTICS

 In all stations, substrate was comprised of intense silt mixed with garbage, mostly plastic.

Station
Relative 

Position
Location Depth Width Salinity Substrate Color Flow Rate Turbidity

RVR1 Upstream East of Delpan Bridge 6.5m 130m 0 ppt
silt/

garbage
brown 1.1m/s 0.38m

RVR2 Midstream
West of Delpan Bridge 

across residences
4.6m 170m 3 ppt

silt/

garbage
brown 0.9m/s 0.26m

RVR3 Down-stream

Approaching estuary 

connecting to Manila 

Bay

1.6m 580m 4 ppt
silt/

garbage
brown 0.6m/s 0.29m

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

METHODOLOGY: PLANKTON

Plankton (3 sampling stations;

23 July 2018):

Phytoplankton - filtered through a

20 µm mesh sieve and fixed using

Lugol’s solution; samples sent to a

laboratory for counting and

identification

Zooplankton samples were filtered

through a 33 µm mesh sieve and

fixed with 10% buffered formalin;

samples sent to a laboratory for

counting and identification

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: PHYTOPLANKTON

 Overall impression from the results obtained in
the sampling along the survey area is poor, with a
low number of genera and cell densities; as
reflected by the relatively low diversity values, as
well as the inclusion of potentially harmful genera
as recorded during the sampling period.

 Dominance of pollution-tolerant species (e.g.
pathogenic Oscillatoria spp)

Percentage composition of major phytoplankton 

groups in three sampling stations

Top: (A) Chaetoceros spp. (B) Oscillatoria spp. (C) Microcystis spp.; 

Bottom: (D) Prorocentrum spp. (E) Pediastrum spp. (F) Scenedesmus spp.

Photomicrographs of phytoplankton identified and recorded 

in three sampling stations

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: ZOOPLANKTON

 Relatively poor as indicated by a low number

of taxa and abundance for some groups

during the time of survey. There are however

no rare or endangered genera or groups in

the sampled zooplankton community, and all

are cosmopolitan in distribution worldwide.

 Presence of Ciliates (some are parasitic)

Percentage composition of major zooplankton groups 

in three sampling stations

Top: (A) Calanoid copepod (B) Cyclopoid copepod (C) 

Nauplius copepod; Bottom: (D) Ciliates (E) Rotifer (F) Bivalve 

veliger

Photomicrographs of zooplankton identified and recorded 

in three sampling stations

(A) (B)  (C) 

 (D)  (E) (F) 

 



River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

METHODOLOGY: MACROBENTHOS

Macrobenthos / macro-

invertebrates (3 sampling

stations; 23-24 July 2018):

• Use of standard kick net

• Opportunistic survey of macro-

invertebrates of significant

importance for food or trade

undertaken randomly to reinforce

data on aquatic animal diversity

specifically for bivalves,

crustaceans and gastropods in the

river.

Note: same sampling locations with planktons

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: MACROBENTHOS AND MACRO-INVERTEBRATES 

 Macrobenthos and macro-invertebrates collected for food and

trade. A total 727 individuals belonging to six (6)

families/classes were identified across all survey stations.

However, there were no edible nor economically important

macrobenthos fauna sampled in the three stations during the

river survey.

 Low abundance; pollution tolerant species; dominant species

are polychaetes (“worms”) – indicative of polluted

environment.

Percent composition of major benthic macroinvertebrates 

in three sampling stations

(A) Capetillidae (polychaete) (B) Glceridae (polychaete) (C) 

Phyllodicidae (polychaete) (D) Nemertea (E) Cerithiidae

(gastropod) (F) Oligochaete (G) Mytillidae (brown bivalve)

Images of some soft-bottom benthos taxa identified during the survey 

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: COMMERCIALLY IMPORTANT MACRO-INVERTEBRATES 

IN THE PASIG RIVER

 Opportunistic survey for macro-

invertebrates of commercial importance for

food or trade was undertaken to

supplement data on macrobenthos survey

but no edible macro-invertebrates were

encountered.

The invasive “kuhol” was the only macro-invertebrate 

found in a patch of water plants mixed with heaps of 

garbage near one of the river ecology stations

Dominant macrobenthos catalogued in three sampling stations 

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY: FISH BIOTA

Fish Biota (3 sampling stations; 23-

24 July 2018)

• Conduct of test fishing in the river

employing a cast net and hook and line

• Fish, crustacean species, and macro-

invertebrates of significant value as

food were identified in-situ through

opportunistic observations in the

macrobenthos stations.



River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: FISH BIOTA

 Three test fishing operations in the Pasig River yielded six species of brackishwater

species dominated by the Tilapia. Fishers avoid fishing in the river due to presence of

garbage that can damage fishing gears.

Pest fish species caught in the Pasig River –

knife fish and janitor fish. Both emanates from 

Laguna Lake
Diversity of finfish caught during actual fishing documentation and 

key informant interviews in the three survey stations in the Pasig 

River 

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

IMPACT ANALYSIS

 There were no rare or endemic zooplankton species recorded in the area and majority of the

zooplankton groups are generally common and cosmopolitan in distribution. Many are pollution-

tolerant.

 None of the fish species catalogued are reported as threatened

 None of the macrobenthos and fish species are listed in the IUCN’s Red List, all of which were rated

as either ‘not assessed’ or ‘least concern’.

 There are no endemic plankton species catalogued in the three sampling stations

 No significant threats to the abundance of fish and crustacean stocks in the estuary of the Pasig River

 No major threats to the existence of plankton communities in the river arising from plant operations

 No threat to mussel populations in the Baseco area as sediments from reclamation activities will be

effectively controlled and is unlikely to reach mussel colonies. Moreover, mussels are mostly collected

from the hulls of barges docked in the Baseco breakwater

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

IMPACT ANALYSIS

 Presence of pollution indicators species. The densities of plankton groups

observed in the three river stations investigated for plankton community

structure do not indicate proportions that can risk the occurrence of harmful

algal blooms. However, at least three plankton taxa were identified in the samples

that are known to be toxin carriers - Microcystis spp., Ceratium spp. and

Prorocentrum spp. Some species of Oscillatoria are pathogenic (dysentery).

 Bi-annual monitoring of the plankton community around the reclamation project

shall be conducted in consistent stations and using standard plankton sampling

methods and analysis. An important objective of the monitoring is to determine

presence of Harmful Algal Bloom-causing plankton (HABs) and identification of

the causes of blooming. The activity will be undertaken with the engagement and

collaboration of the BFAR’s Red Tide Monitoring Team.

MARINE ECOLOGY

 13 MANTA TOW SURVEY PATHWAYS WITH TUCK DIVES’ COVERING 6.4 KM

 6 SPOT DIVES FOR BENTHIC VALIDATION;

3 ACTUAL FISHING OPERATIONS;

3 PLANKTON SAMPLING STATIONS

3 BENTHOS SAMPLING STATIONS

FISHERIES

MANGROVES



SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY:  VALIDATION OF 

PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF BENTHIC LIFE FORMS 

• Validation of presence or

absence of benthic life

forms (23-25 July 2018)

• Broad area manta tows

with tuck dives aided by

underwater torch (25

contiguous tows)

• Spot Dives (6 validation

dives)Manta tows and spot dives being undertaken during marine ecology 

baseline assessment in the proposed New Manila Reclamation Project

RESULTS: BENTHIC RESOURCES AND SUBSTRATE 

CHARACTERIZATION

 Corals and seagrass communities, including macro-algae and similar habitats were

completely absent in the 6.5 kilometers of benthic observation pathways, spot dives,

sediment collection and systematic snorkeling across the proposed reclamation area.

Top photo shows diver with “black” sediments collected in one of the spot 

dives images taken on July 2018 during marine ecology baseline assessment

Results of twenty five benthic observation tows revealed complete 

absence of corals or other benthic habitats of similar nature 

RESULTS: BENTHIC RESOURCES AND SUBSTRATE 

CHARACTERIZATION

RESULTS: BENTHIC RESOURCES AND SUBSTRATE 

CHARACTERIZATION



RESULTS: BENTHIC RESOURCES AND SUBSTRATE 

CHARACTERIZATION

RESULTS: BENTHIC RESOURCES AND SUBSTRATE 

CHARACTERIZATION

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY: FISHERIES AND 

FISHING PRACTICES 

Fisheries and fishing

practices (July 23-25,

2018)

Catch rate and catch

composition through

observation of actual catch

landing of two fishers using

bottom set gill net and an

actual fishing operation using

simple handlines

RESULTS: FISH COMMUNITIES AND SPECIES RICHNESS

Catch composition of small-scale fishers in the 

vicinity of the proposed New Manila Reclamation 

Project

In the absence of coral reefs, fish visual census

was no longer undertaken as no significant stocks

of demersal fish species were encountered in the

manta tows and spot dives. However,

observations of actual fishing catch landings

indicate the presence of resilient target species of

at least twelve species of fish. Anecdotal accounts

of fishers interviewed during the survey claiming

declining catch rates are supported by fish

production statistics reported by the Bureau of

Agricultural Statistics on municipal fisheries

production of top species caught in Manila Bay.



River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY: PLANKTON

Plankton (3 sampling

stations;24 July 2018)

Plankton samples were

collected using a-20 μm

plankton net with a mouth

diameter of 0.3m

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: PLANKTON COMMUNITY

 Zooplankton Diversity. The zooplankton community in the survey area is relatively poor as

indicated by a low number of taxa and abundance during the time of survey.

Percentage composition of major zooplankton groups 

catalogued in three sampling stations 
Photomicrographs of zooplankton identified and recorded in three sampling stations in 

Manila Bay across the BASECO Compound as MEBA results for the Project

Top: (A) Calanoid copepod (B) Cyclopoid copepod (C) Nauplius copepod; 

Bottom: (D) Larvacean (E) Gastropod veliger (F) Bivalve veliger

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: PLANKTON COMMUNITY

Dominant phytoplankton (P)

and zooplankton (Z)

composition in three

sampling stations

investigated during marine

ecology baseline assessment

in the proposed New Manila

Reclamation Project in

Manila Bay, Manila, NCR; July

2018.

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY: MACROBENTHOS

Macrobenthos (3 sampling

stations, July 24, 2018)

Grab sampling and identification

of animals was undertaken

through coarse sorting in-situ



River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: MACROBENTHOS

The macrobenthos recorded in this

survey was represented by five

major phyla i.e Annelida, Mollusca,

Nematoda, Nemertea and

Sipunculida

Dominant macrobenthos species catalogued in three sampling 

stations during the marine ecology baseline assessment 

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: MACROBENTHOS

Images of some soft-bottom

benthos taxa identified in three

sampling stations during the marine

ecology baseline assessment

Top row - (A) Capetillidae

(polychaete) (B) Glceridae

(polychaete) (C) Phyllodicidae

(polychaete) Bottom row - (D)

Nemertea (E) Cerithiidae

(gastropod) F. Oligochaete G.

Mytillidae (brown bivalve)

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

RESULTS: MACRO-INVERTEBRATES SIGNIFICANT TO LIVELIHOODS

In the proposed reclamation area itself, no

macroinvertebrates collected for food were encountered.

Collection of oysters and mussels is being undertaken in the

“North Breakwater” about 100 meters north of the project

site and in the rocky rip-rap in the Gasangan breakwater

where barges are docked. Gleaning for edible bivalves of the

Asian green mussel (Mytillus),and various species of the

zigzag venus (Manila Clam or Halaan; Venerupis philippinarum)

is being undertaken regularly and is about 500 meters away

from the boundary of the proposed reclamation site.
The Baseco breakwater is a favored shellfish 

gleaning area by fishers harvesting stocks of mostly 

bivalves in the hulls of barges and rocks

River parameter stations in the Pasig River 

SAMPLING STATIONS AND METHODOLOGY: MANGROVES

Mangroves (2 mangrove refo areas;

July 24, 2018)

The mangrove areas were too small to

require detailed assessment. Both sites

are nearly 1 km away from the boundary

of the proposed reclamation site.

Mangrove reforestation area with sparse trees and 

stunted Kandelia candel species in Barangay 649



GEOLOGY / GEOMORPHOLOGY

Surface Landform / Geomorphology

• The City of Manila is a relatively flat land that lies between 
two main physiographic units: the Manila Bay in the west and 
the Sierra Madre Mountain Range in the east

• The length of its shoreline is approximately 9 km with clusters 
of squatters observed to be distributed along the shoreline

• It is bordered on the north by Navotas; on the south by Pasay 
City; on the east by Quezon City and on the west by Manila 
Bay

• Pasig River is the biggest body of surface water draining the 
City of Manila

COASTAL GEOMORPHOLOGY

• The bottom topography of Manila Bay is gently sloping 
from its mouth at about 1 m per km of horizontal 
distance

• The bay is mostly shallow with an average depth is 
17 m and about 64 percent of its surface has less 
than a 10-m depth, mainly at the northern half

• The southwestern sector of the Bay is deeper with depths greater than 100 m. Spots of shallow areas, with depth of 
less than 5 m, are found along the coastline

• At its mouth, depth of the Bay is about 50 m, except in the narrow channel north of Corregidor Island, where depth

is approximately 90 m.

Seabed Bathymetry along the Coastline of Manila and Navotas

• The seabed bathymetry indicates that the water along the coastline of Manila is generally shallow. The depth of water 
in the project area varies from 5m to more than 10m

• Manila Bay is the catchment for numerous river systems that drain the surrounding land areas. In addition to the 
Pampanga River and Pasig River, other major rivers discharging directly into Manila Bay are: Meycauayan, Navotas-
Malabon-Tullahan-Tenejeros, Talisay (Bataan), Imus (Cavite) and Maragondon (Cavite). 

• Deposition within the Bay is very active.

• Depositional features found in the Bay are the sand spit of Cavite and numerous beach and sea bar deposits.

• The thicker sedimentary sections in the northern parts of the bay are composed of pyroclastic materials extruded by 
Mt. Pinatubo.

• Substrate of Manila and adjoining areas of Navotas and Malabon is predominantly estuarine deposits and beach/sand

bar deposits.

COASTAL GEOMORPHOLOGY

• The flat areas near Manila Bay are 
underlain by unconsolidated sediments 
deposited during the Quaternary 
Period.

• The lithology belongs to Manila 
Formation, composed of unconsolidated 
sequence of fluvial, deltaic and marine 
deposits.

• The Guadalupe Plateau, east of Manila 
is underlain by the Guadalupe 
Formation, composed of interlayered 
pyroclastic flows, lahar deposit, airfall
tephra, fluvio-deltaic sediments and 
paleosols.

GENERAL GEOLOGY 

• To the west, the Manila Formation is overlain by beach sand which blankets the coastline of Manila Bay. Further to the

east, the Manila Formation overlay the Proto-Pasig Delta deposit that includes transitional, marine transgression

sediments and the Modern Coastal Deposits mainly recent marine sand/silt, recent stream deposits and fill materials.



LOCAL GEOLOGY 

• The City of Manila is generally underlain with recent 
(Holocene) marine sediments, consisting of sand bars and 
sand-spits from tidal inundation and delta deposits to form 
lagoons from the recent river flows

• The area and its immediate vicinity used to be a wide estuary 
that was filled-up with fill materials of varying composition. 
The tidal surface consists mainly of alternating layers of sand, 
silt and clay (Holocene age) about 200 years ago.

• The geological profile of the City of Manila consists of

reclaimed landfill, Holocene deposits and Pleistocene deposits

in order from the ground surface.

Geologic Map of Metro Manila

KEY FINDINGS

 Clays predominate the profile of the off-shore boreholes

(BH-22, BH-26, BH-31, BH-34, BH-36, BH-37, BH-38, and

BH-44).

 The upper 12.0 to 23.0 meters are largely composed of

very soft to soft clays. This is underlain by firm/very

stiff/hard clays for BH-22, BH-26, and BH 31, which is

succeeded by a basement layer of dense to very dense

sands and gravels at a depth of about 21.0 to 30.0 meters.

 For BH-34, the very soft upper clay layer (CH) transitions

into medium dense sands at a depth of 15.5 meters. The

subsequent layer is composed of hard silts.

PEDOLOGY

Borehole Location Plan of the Project Site

Preliminary Geotechnical Factual Report

Geotechnics Philippines, Inc.

PEDOLOGY

KEY FINDINGS

 For BH-36, alternating layers of silty sand and clay constitute

the succeeding depths. The silty sands are medium dense in

consistency and become dense to very dense at a depth of

33.5 meters until borehole termination, while the clays occur

in 4.0-meter-thick layers (the layer at 20 meters is stiff and the

layer at 29.00 meters is hard).

 For BH-37 the subsequent layer is composed of firm to stiff

highly plastic clays which become very stiff to hard at a depth

of 33.0 meters. The basement layer is made up of dense to

very dense silty sands with an interbedded hard clay layer.

 For BH-38 and BH-44, firm silty clays and high plasticity clays

constitute the succeeding layer which transitions into stiff to

hard clays and silts until borehole termination. BH-44 contains

lenses of gravel and sand in this layer.
Borehole Location Plan of the Project Site

Preliminary Geotechnical Factual Report

Geotechnics Philippines, Inc.

IMPACTS

Soil Contamination

MITIGATION

 The fill materials will be sourced from within the

body of the Manila Bay;

 Containment walls and/or silt curtains will be

placed around the reclamation work areas to

prevent the dispersal of the fill materials;

 Reclamation works will be undertaken in phases

such that the impacts will be confined to small

areas at a given time.

IMPACTS

Soil Erosion

MITIGATION

 Implement best engineering practices such as

suitable backfilling material, proper slope,

grading and contouring to minimize possibility

of subsidence or differential settling; and

 Progressive ground preparation and clearing to

minimize total area of land that will be

disturbed at any one time, where practical.

PEDOLOGY



GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Tectonic Setting

Different seismic zones and the rift and arc systems in the
country.

Zone I – Related to Manila Trench, dipping east
Zone II – Related to East Luzon Trough, dipping west
Zone III – Related to Sulu Sea Trench and Antique Trough,
dipping east
Zone IV – Related to Philippine Trench, dipping west
Zone V - Related to Cotabato Trench, dipping east
Zone VI – Related to Philippine Fault
Zone VII – Related to Agusan-Davao Trough, dipping west

Based on the Seismic Zone Map, the project area falls under Zone

VI, related to Philippine Fault.

Distribution of Earthquake Generators in the Philippines

The geologic setting of the Philippines makes it prone to various types of 
seismic-related hazards. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

An average of about five detectable earthquakes per day, is attributed to 
movements caused by the interaction of major tectonic plate boundaries 
along the subduction zones those generated from active faults. 

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF EARTHQUAKES

• West Valley Fault System (WVFS). The West Valley Fault System, 
a newly classified active fault based on recent mapping and 
trenching work conducted by Punongbayan and others (1990), is 
a potential earthquake source located about 17.43 km east of the 
project area 

West Valley Fault System

• Based on the extent of damage in Manila inflicted by the

1599, 1601, and the 1885 events, the possibility that this

fault could have generated these earthquakes cannot be

totally ruled out. However, no recent seismicity can be

attributed to the WVFS.

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF EARTHQUAKES

• Philippine Fault Zone (PFZ). Several destructive earthquakes that have impacted several localities in the country were generated

from the Philippine Fault Zone. Having generated earthquakes with intensities of X (modified Mercalli Scale) within the epicenter area

(e.g. 1645 & 1796 events) in the past, a future earthquake in the order of at least 7.5 from this structure is possible. The magnitude of

the 1990 earthquake generated from northern segment of PFZ was 7.8. A segment of this fault is about 70 km east of the project area.

• Lubang Fault. Lubang Fault is an active strike-slip fault and about less than 95 km southwest of the project area had been the source

of large earthquakes in the past, notably that of 1852 and 1972. However, the periodic stress release along this structure lessens the

potential for a major earthquake to come from this earthquake generator in the near future.

• Casiguran Fault. This fault zone is the most active zone in the northern Philippines having produced four Ms >7 earthquakes since

1970. Located about 130 km northeast of the project area, this fault has generated about 30% of the destructive earthquakes that have

affected Metro Manila and nearby areas. The 1880, 1968, 1970 and 1977 earthquakes were all felt at Intensity IX in the epicentral area

and Intensity VII – VIII in Metro Manila.

• Manila Trench. Historical data indicates that the 1677 earthquake could be attributed to movements along the Manila Trench. During

this earthquake, a tsunami was reported in the South China Sea. The 1863 earthquake of submarine origin is strongly indicated by the

documentation of a tsunami that rocked several ships anchored in Manila Bay. Though no damage was reported along the coastal

areas of Manila Bay, destruction was said to be widespread, most of which was due to strong ground shaking. A large number of

structures, including most churches within Manila, Cavite, Laguna and Bulacan collapsed. Extensive fissuring, liquefaction and seiche

were observed along the Pasig River. A segment of this trench is about 190 km west of the project area.



HISTORICAL SEISMICITY

Available records indicate that Metro Manila has been affected by numerous 
earthquakes in the past although only about 28 of these can be considered as 
major earthquakes. The listed major earthquakes had intensities ranging from 
Intensity VII to IX in Manila. On the average, the metropolitan area is likely to 
be hit by a perceptible (Intensity IV) earthquake every year and by a 
destructive earthquake once every 15 years. 

On the average, the metropolitan area is likely to be hit by a perceptible
(Intensity IV) earthquake every year and by a destructive earthquake once
every 15 years. A rough estimate of the average return period for an Intensity
VIII such as that which affected Baguio City and the rest of Luzon on July 16,
1990, is about 79 years based on five events that occurred from 1599 to
1970. At least four extremely strong earthquakes (Intensity IX) occurred
from 1645 to 1863 with an average return period of 54 years. It is apparent
that the metropolis has not been shaken by an extremely strong earthquake
for the last 130 years.

• Major causes of damage during earthquakes include hazards due to 1) ground shaking, 2) liquefaction, 3) landslide,

4) surface rupturing, and 5) tsunami. The first two hazards are directly related to actual ground movements while the

others are mainly due to the indirect effects of the earthquake shocks.

SEISMIC HAZARDS

• Most of the damages incurred during earthquakes mainly result from strong ground vibrations that are caused by the 
passage of seismic waves from the earthquake source to the ground surface.  The intensity of ground shaking is 
generally influenced by the magnitude of the earthquake, distance of the site from the earthquake generator, and the 
modifying effects of subsoil conditions.

Possible Level of Ground Shaking Area

Above Average

Manila proper inclusive of the reclaimed areas along Manila bay, the municipalities of western Malabon, 

Navotas, eastern Pateros, Marikina (valley side) and the eastern section of Pasig

Average

Pasay City, western portion of Makati, northeastern and eastern Quezon City (within the Marikina Valley), the 

extreme southwestern part of Caloocan City, eastern Malabon, western section of Valenzuela, the coastal and 

northern portions Paranaque and Las Pinas, and the lakeshore areas of taguig and Muntinlupa

Below Average Areas within Diliman Plateau

Areas Vulnerable to Strong Ground Shaking in Metro Manila

Ground Shaking and Surface Rupture Hazard Map of Metro Manila

• The zone where ground shaking is expected to be

below average is more or less defined by the outline of the

tuff deposit of the Guadalupe Formation which corresponds to

the bedrock in Metro Manila.

• The areas underlain by soft and thick sequence of fine 
sediments will most likely experience average to above 
average levels of ground shaking depending on the thickness 
of the soft materials.  

• Areas covered with 10 m or less of these deposits are 
expected to experience average levels of ground shaking while 
those underlain by soft materials in excess of 10 m may 
experience above average shaking.

SEISMIC HAZARDS

Ground Acceleration

• Philippines is a tectonically active place with noted active faults that are usually the sources of major earthquakes

• The estimated horizontal and vertical peak accelerations during an earthquake likely to occur in an area are useful information for 
designing buildings and other structures to withstand seismic shaking. 

SEISMIC HAZARDS

• In order to determine the ground acceleration that a site can experience in case of a major earthquake, the attenuation model of

Fukushima and Tanaka is applied (Thenhaus et al, 1994). A design earthquake is assumed to occur at a point along the causative

fault that is nearest to the site. Correction factors are then applied depending on the type of foundation material.

The attenuation model of Fukushima and Tanaka (In Thenhaus, 1994) is written as:

log 10 A = 0.41M - log 10 (R+0.032x10 0.4 M) – 0.0034R + 1.30
where:

A = mean peak acceleration (cm/sec2)

R = shortest distance between the site and the fault rupture (km)

M = surface-wave magnitude.

Correction factors are applied depending on the type of foundation material: rock, 0.6; hard soil, 0.87; medium soil, 1.07; and

soft soil, 1.39.



Earthquake Generator R M PGA Rock Hard Soil Medium Soil Soft Soil

West Valley Fault

11.60 km 8.0 0.488 0.293 0.424 0.522 0.678

11.60 km 7.8 0.472 0.283 0.411 0.505 0.656

11.60 km 7.5 0.445 0.267 0.387 0.476 0.618

Philippine Fault

70 km 8.0 0.171 0.103 0.149 0.183 0.238

70 km 7.8 0.154 0.092 0.134 0.165 0.214

70 km 7.5 0.129 0.078 0.113 0.138 0.180

Lubang Fault

95 km 8.0 0.118 0.071 0.103 0.126 0.164

95 km 7.8 0.105 0.063 0.091 0.112 0.146

95 km 7.5 0.086 0.052 0.075 0.092 0.120

Casiguran Fault

130 km 8.0 0.073 0.044 0.064 0.078 0.102

130 km 7.8 0.064 0.039 0.056 0.069 0.089

130 km 7.5 0.052 0.031 0.045 0.056 0.072

Manila Trench

190 km 8.0 0.035 0.021 0.030 0.037 0.049

190 km 7.8 0.030 0.018 0.026 0.323 0.042

190 km 7.5 0.024 0.014 0.021 0.026 0.033

Ground Acceleration

Computed Ground Acceleration (using Attenuation Model of Fukushima and Tanaka) for Earthquake Magnitudes of 
8.0, 7.8 and 7.5 and Different Foundation Conditions

SEISMIC HAZARDS

Liquefaction / Differential Settlement

SEISMIC HAZARDS

• In areas underlain by loosely compacted, water-saturated fine sediments 
such as sand and silt, strong ground vibrations could also cause the 
underlying foundation to temporarily assume a semi-liquid behavior. 

• Metro Manila has suffered liquefaction in certain areas of the city in

many of earthquakes that have affected it. Several occurrence of

liquefaction within a certain area in Manila particularly near the vicinity

of Pasig River were recorded in the past.

• The identified liquefaction-prone areas have characteristically shallow 
water table (3 m or less) with thick (10m or more) piles of water-
saturated fine sediments (sand to clayey sand). These areas are those on 
the shore areas of Manila including the newly-reclaimed areas, the Pasig 
River delta plain, the Marikina alluvial plains and those lying on the 
floodplain deposits and abandoned meanders of the Pasig and Marikina 
rivers. 

Liquefaction is generally accompanied by differential settlement as a result

of withdrawal of materials beneath the ground surface. Buildings, houses

and other structures built with no special engineering designs against this

hazard tend to settle or sink as the underlying foundation losses strength.

These structures normally remain intact though some may tilt.

SEISMIC HAZARDS

Subsidence / Differential Settlement

• Subsidence is the motion of a surface (usually, the earth's surface) as it shifts downward relative to a datum such as

sea level. Land subsidence can occur in various ways during an earthquake. Large areas of land can subside

drastically during an earthquake because of offset along fault lines. Land subsidence and/or differential settlement

can also occur as a result of settling and compacting of unconsolidated sediment from the shaking of an

earthquake.

• Many soils contain significant proportions of clay. Because of their very small particle size, they are affected by

changes in soil moisture content. Seasonal drying of the soil results in a lowering of both the volume and the

surface of the soil. If building foundations are above the level reached by seasonal drying, they move, possibly

resulting in damage to the building in the form of tapering cracks. Any structures founded on soft clay are very

susceptible to subsidence or differential settlement.

SEISMIC HAZARDS

Tsunami

• Tsunami or giant sea waves are produced as a result of faulting under submarine conditions at shallow depths. Tsunami can also be 
triggered by submarine landslides, volcanic eruptions and movements along subduction zones. 

• Areas vulnerable to this hazard are the coastal zones fronting an open sea. The edge of the cities fronting Manila Bay may be exposed

to potential tsunami.

• Remarkable historical tsunamis that have affected Manila were those generated by the 1677 and 1863 earthquakes, possibly from

the Manila Trench. During the 1677 event, Repetti (1946) reports of boats at sea almost submerged by waves. For the 1863

earthquake, a large wave coming from Manila Bay was reported by the same writer. Other accounts of the latter event describe a

retreat of the sea and a subsequent rise in the height of incoming waves. In both cases there were no reports of any damage

along the coastal areas of Manila.

The apparent low vulnerability of Metro Manila in terms of

this hazard is attributed to the following factors.



The apparent low vulnerability of Metro Manila in terms of this hazard is attributed to the following factors.

Tsunami

SEISMIC HAZARDS

• The narrow configuration of the mouth of Manila Bay has an over-all abating effect to the incoming tsunami wave

thus lessening any tsunami impact on the project area. However, coastal areas along the adjoining provinces of

Cavite and Bataan near the mouth of Manila Bay are more likely to be highly-prone to this hazard.

• The presence of the Island of Corregidor near the mouth of Manila Bay likewise tends to deflect and abate the

effects of incoming tsunami waves.

• For any moderate to strong tsunami to significantly affect Metro Manila, the earthquake source or hypocenter

should be within the Manila Bay itself. Even considering a modest dip of 45o for the subducting layer of the

Manila Trench, such a situation is highly unlikely as the descending tectonic slab would be too deep as an

earthquake source and consequently, too weak to generate a sizable tsunami.

The hazard posed by tsunami is probably only comparable to, or less than that from storm surges.

HYDROLOGIC HAZARDS

Storm Surge

• Storm surge refers to the temporary increase at a particular locality in the height of the sea due to extreme 
meteorological conditions: low atmospheric pressure and/or strong winds.  It is caused primarily by strong winds 
pushing on the ocean’s surface causing the water to pile up higher than the ordinary sea level. 

• Due to the combination of coastal configuration and seasonal wind regime, waves generated during the rainy 
southwest monsoon also raise tide levels by as much as 80% at the northern end of Manila Bay (Siringan and Ringor, 
1998). Waves three meters high can be generated even along the limited western fetch. Southerly wind speeds at 
Manila can exceed 220 kph and waves 3.7 meters high have been recorded at Manila’s port. 

• Recent storms demonstrated wind induced waves breaking at the seawall of the reclamation area and Roxas

Boulevard covering the strip with garbage. Portions of the seawall along Roxas Boulevard suffered damage due to

consistent pounding of the waves.

• As seen during Typhoon Pedring and reported unnamed and named typhoons, Manila Bay coastline is considered

highly vulnerable to storm surges and coastal floods.

HYDROLOGIC HAZARDS

Flooding

• Flooding is usually caused by heavy rains accompanying typhoons or the southwest monsoons. Flooding is a chronic

problem, affecting large areas in Metro Manila, especially the low-lying areas like the City of Manila. Because of the local

climate condition, the city is experiencing an average of 18 – 20 flood events yearly, although only a few of these caused

severe damage.

• In Metro Manila, floodwater is usually due to excessive rainfall particularly during the months of May to November when

the southwest monsoon coincides with the typhoon season.

• The flooding problems in Metro Manila are aggravated by rapid urbanization, inadequate or non-existent of drainage

system, improper waste disposal, low river capacity and lack of maintenance, tidal transgression, reclamation

activities and storm surges, squatter settlements, and constraints in the implementation of proper flood control

facilities and countermeasures.

ACTIVE VOLCANOES NEAR THE PROJECT AREA

Mount Pinatubo whose highest peak is 1,749 masl prior to 1990 eruption is 
located about 85 km northwest of the project area. 

• Mount Pinatubo

A centimeter thick of ashfall was deposited more than 30 km away from

the vent. Metro Manila as well as other nearby provinces received ash

showers of about 2–3 mm thickness.

Taal Volcano is an island located near the center of Taal Lake in Batangas 
Province situated about 70 km south of the project area. 

• Taal Volcano

Only a minor quantity of ash has affected Metro Manila based on the

review of the extent of impacted areas from the largest eruptions of Mount

Pinatubo. It is thus conceivable that should Mt. Pinatubo will erupt with the

same magnitude in the future, the same level of ashfall impact is expected

to likely affect the island.

Based on the recorded hazards associated with the eruption of Taal Volcano,

the project area being 70 km away from the said volcano could only

experience minor ashfall.



IMPACTS AND MITIGATING MEASURES

 The subsoil is generally weak (very soft to soft) with thick sequence of Quaternary alluvium made up principally of unconsolidated

strata of plastic silty clay and clay. Very stiff to hard clay layers are generally deeper.

CONCLUSIONS

 The project area may experience ground shaking of Intensity VI as felt during the July 1990 Luzon Earthquake.

 The seismic hazards to which the project will be exposed to are ground shaking, liquefaction and surface rupturing.

 In terms of ground shaking, five major earthquake generators, namely, the West Valley Fault, the Philippine Fault Zone, the Lubang

Fault, the Casiguran Fault and Manila Trench have been identified as the most likely sources of future earthquakes that could affect

the project. Of these sources, the WVF and the PFZ are most likely to generate the strongest levels of ground shaking. The worst-

case scenario is a large magnitude event on the West Valley Fault.

 Three zones of average, below and above average levels of ground shaking have been identified in Metro Manila. Areas within the

above average are those underlain by thick piles of water-saturated sediments. These include the reclaimed areas in Manila, Navotas,

Malabon, eastern Pateros, the valley side of Marikina and eastern section of Pasig.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATING MEASURES

 Identified liquefaction-prone areas in Metro Manila are essentially within the zone of average to above average zone of ground

shaking. Several areas in Manila (particularly those close to the Pasig River), Navotas and Malabon have high potential to liquefaction.

 Tsunamis may occur but are not expected to significantly impact the project area.

 The project area is 70 km away from Taal Volcano and 85 km from Mount Pinatubo and therefore not susceptible to major volcanic

hazard even if violent eruption will happen. Based on the recorded hazards associated with the eruption of Taal Volcano, the

project area being 70 km away from the said volcano could only experience ashfall.

 Only a minor quantity of ash has affected Metro Manila based on the review of the extent of impacted areas from the largest eruptions

of Mount Pinatubo. It is thus conceivable that should Mt. Pinatubo erupt with the same magnitude in the future, the same level of

ashfall impact is expected to likely affect the project area.

 Manila being situated in low grounds is very much prone to flooding.

 As seen during Typhoon Pedring and other previously reported storm surges that affected Manila Bay, Manila Bay coastline is

considered highly vulnerable to storm surges and coastal floods.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATING MEASURES

 Study the likely impacts of the seismic and hydrologic hazards on the proposed project and consider them in the design and

construction and locations of gravity walls, slope revetments, steel sheet filing and also in deciding the height of the fill of land

reclamation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

 Proper planning and executions of dredging, removal of soft clay layers, filling and compaction of the fill materials have to be

carried out by the proponent and the contractor/s to prevent the occurrence of subsidence or differential settlement. The proposed

pre-fabricated vertical drains and surcharge will be of great importance in attaining the desired soil/fill compaction.

 Prepare clear plans, infrastructures and mitigations for possible disaster/s that might happen and affect the project.

 Flood control infrastructures for the onshore areas should be considered in the design and implementation of land reclamation.

 Designers and/or Engineers have to assess the structural resistance of the different infrastructures related to land reclamation.

 The designs of all the structures to be constructed by the proponent must conform to the National Structural Code of the Philippines.

These structures should withstand an earthquake with magnitude of intensity VIII on the Rossi-Forel Intensity Scale.

 The Project should conform with the requirements, permits and clearances prescribed by the Philippine Reclamation Authority.

HYDROLOGY / HYDROGEOLOGY 

KEY FINDINGS

 Project is adjacent to the drainage outlet of

the Pasig-Laguna Bay.

 Based on the Flood Hazard Map of Metro

Manila by the Mines and Geo-sciences

Bureau, the major roads that connect the

proposed reclamation project is within the

flood prone area where the occurrence of

flood is 50-100 year recurrence interval.

 The proposed project site, belong to Type 1

climate under the Corona’s modified climate

type classification: two (2) pronounced

seasons; generally dry from November to

April and wet during the rest of the year.



Findings on hydrodynamic modelling 

 No significant change on the water levels 

before and after reclamation works – reclamation 

islands are surrounded with water and distances between 

reclaimed islands are large enough (50 to 500 m). This 

provides sufficient time for water to accumulate the spaces 

between islands during rising and lowering of tides (flooding 

and ebbing)

 New Manila Project  will not affect discharge of 

floodwaters from Pasig River and other discharge 

outlets along the coasts (or cause inland flooding) -
project will not obstruct water flow from Pasig River and 

distance between coast and New Manila is about 0.5 km  

Simulated vector plots in May

Source: Surbana Jurong Consultants Pte Ltd

Simulated tidal heights with all projects)



During 

construction or 

reclamation, 

there will be 

excessive 

sedimentation, 

if not properly 

mitigated 

Mitigation Measures and Monitoring Program

 Partial enclosure of reclamation island (sand bunds 

around project boundaries)

 Use of silt curtains or silt barriers

 Use of equipment that have less sediment discharge –

suction hopper dredger 

 Others (works suspension in case of very strong 

waves, transfer of activities at areas with low currents, 

and minimize spill at source)

 Monitoring of sediment concentrations (water quality) 

and sediment transport/build-up at navigation lanes 

and fronting Pasig River mouth

 Regular dredging at areas outside the project site with 

sediment build-up 

Impact of Storm Surge and Sea Level Rise 

 Design of proposed platform (up to 4.4 above 

MLLW)  considered a) highest astronomical tide, b) 

seasonal variation, c) sea level rise, and d) storm 

surge 

 Design and construct sea wall to lessen impact on 

waves/storm surge

 To ensure safety of people, recommend to provide 

early warning systems and effective dissemination 

procedures to evacuate the area during passage of 

extreme typhoons
www.unenvironment.org/



Prohibited Acts under the Philippine 
Clean Air Act rules

No person shall allow the emission of particulates 
due to vehicular movement, transportation of 
materials, etc. without measures to prevent such 
emissions

Ambient air quality standards at 1-hour averaging 
period: TSP – 300 µg/Nm3 and PM10- 200 µg/Nm3

Epekto sa Kalidad ng Hangin:
Sa panahon ng konstruksiyon, ay 
maaring makadagdag sa pagtaas
sa antas ng kalidad ng hangin, kung 
walang gagawing hakbang upang
mabawasan ito

Source: www.housebolo.com

Source of picture: https://twitter.com/My5LA/s

Use of wheel 
washing 
facility 

Para mabawasan ang putik
sa kalsada kapag lumabas
ang mga trucks at heavy 
equipment sa site



Strictly implement speed limit 
within project site and

access roads

Use of wind breaks (when 
necessary) 

January August 

August – strong SW winds but rainy months

Other Mitigation Measures and Monitoring 
Program
• Regular maintenance of trucks and heavy 

equipment 
• Re-routing of vehicles 
• Stoppage of dust generating activities 

(e.g., travelling trucks) in the event of very 
strong winds that generate dust)

• Daily visual monitoring of dust
• Ambient air sampling of dust and gases to 

check compliance with DENR standards

Included in the draft EIS the recommended EMMoP

NOISE QUALITY 

IMPACT ASSESSEMENT

(Pagaaral ng epekto
sa kalidad ng ingay)



• Nuisance due to noise – 1) injures or 
endangers the health or safety of others 
or 2) annoys or offends the senses 

• PD 984 in 1976- Ambient noise quality standards for residential 
areas: Daytime (9 AM to 6 PM)= 55 dBA; nighttime (10 PM to 5 
AM)= 45 dBA); morning/nighttime = 50 dBA 

Noise related laws and regulations- Republic 
Act 386 (Civil Code of the Philippines) and 

Presidential Decree No. 984

Noise impacts during construction – none 
to minor effects (if without pile drivers)

Distance to nearest household from edge of 
reclamation site is approx. 0.5 km 

Increase 
(dBA)

Effect

< 5 None to Minor
5 to 10 Moderate

> 10 Significant to 
Severe

Proposed noise mitigation measures
 Install noise control devices such as mufflers 

and noise suppressors

 Strictly implement speed limit along access 

roads

 Operate high impact noise sources (pile drivers) 

during daytime or early evening. If construction 

works using high impact noise equipment need 

to be extended during nighttime, project 

contractors should coordinate with barangay 

officials and residents that may be affected

 Provide hearing noise protection for workers 

during high impact noise activity(pile driving)

Proposed noise monitoring program

• Qualitative/subjective monitoring should be 

regularly conducted at nearby sensitive 

receptors (residential areas) and to check for 

any nuisance and complaints.

• In the event of consistent complaints, 

quantitative monitoring should be conducted to 

check noise levels and to implement immediate 

noise mitigation plan, such as reduction of 

equipment usage, and temporary restriction of 

high noise emitting equipment at nighttime



OPEN FORUM

RECAPITULATION 

OF ISSUES RAISED AND 

THE PROPONENT’S 
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FULL TRANSCRIPTION OF OPEN FORUM 

 

 



TRANSCRIPTION OF THE OPEN FORUM FOR THE PUBLIC HEARING 

New Manila Reclamation Project 

December 03, 2018  

 

Facilitator: Okay po, dako na po tayo sa ating open forum. Ngayon po andito po ako sa inyong 

gitna. Pwede po kayong mag-reach out sa akin para sa inyong mga concerns.  

Ngayon, ground rules lang po para sa ating open forum, bago po kayo mag-pose ng inyong 

mga questions ay magpakilala po muna kayo at kung anong organization po ang inyong nire-

represent. Kung hindi naman po kayo sa organization nagre-represent, kayo po ba ay 

residente ditp sa Baseco o kung saan mang lugar. Para po mai-record po nating kung kanino 

po nanggaling ang tanong na ito at kung kanino nyo po ipo-pose ang tanong ninyo.  

Ngayon, at the same time, mga kaibigan, magga-gather po kami ng mga impormasyon kaya 

po sana ang mga emotions po natin ay kalma lang po during the open forum. Alam po namin 

medyo mainit po ang issue na ito, just the same mga kaibigan, tulungan nyo kami na makuha 

nang malinaw ang mga questions po ninyo. 

At sana po, himayin natin nang maigi ang mga tanong. At tulungan nyo rin kami na baka may 

iba pang issue na hindi pa na-address sa consultation po, i-pose nyo na rin po ang mga tanong 

ninyo.  

At the same time, sana po ‘wag na nating ulit-ulitin, halimbawa po natanong na ni Madam, 

‘wag na pong ulitin ni Sir ang tanong na iyon dahil na-note na po namin iyon at ang concern 

na iyon.  

Ngayon, para saan po ba natin gagamitin ang information na ito? Makakatulong po ito sa EMB 

para po makapag-decide kung mag-iissue po ba kami ng ECC o hindi. Sana po magtulungan 

po tayo sa open forum na ito.  

Sana po ang mga questions natin mga kaibigan, ay tungkol dun sa naging presentation. Nakita 

po namin na actively participating po lahat ng mga um-attend po ngayon.  

Ma’am, Sir, meron pong mga upuan doon sa likod. Lalapit po ako sa inyo para po makapag-

tanong kayo, so sana po ‘wag nyo na pong harangan ang daan po dyan. Sige po, bago po 

tayo magsimula sana po matulungan nyo po kami na maayos po ang venue po natin. Please 

po. Yung mga nakatayo po sa gilid puwede pong pumunta sa likuran. Lalapit naman po ako 

para po makuha ang mga tanong ninyo at para po maging maayos tayo. Sige po, mga ma’am 

(at) sir. Yung mga nakatayo dyan, may space pa po tayo sa likuran. Tulungan nyo kami, 

please. May mga upuan pa po tayo na andun sa gilid. Please po, makikisuyo. Bigyan po natin 

ng space ang daanan dyan. Salamat po dun  

Yes, Ma’am?  

Chairwoman Diana Espinosa, Baseco: Siguro po ako na po ang unang magtatanong, 

pwede na po ba? Ito kasi hindi na muna tanong. Ipapaliwanag ko po muna sa inyo dun sa 

madaling maintindihan ng aking mga ka-barangay. Ang gagawin na reclamation na 407 

hectares, kapag ginawa po yan ay hindi po tayo apektado. So wala po dapat kayong ipag-



alala. Wala po dapat kayong ipag-alala bagkos ito po ay magbibigay kabuhayan po sa atin 

dito sa Baseco.  

Pero may katanungan pa rin po tayo, yun po bang kabuhayan na ibibgay dito sa Baseco yan 

po ay hiniling na ni dating Chairman Kristo Espano kay Mayor Erap, bilang proponent po ng 

proyekto, na dito po kukunin ang karamihan ng trabahante sa reklamasyon. Kaya po siguro 

yung mga ka-barangay natin na walang hanapbuhay, kapag nagkaroon po ng reklamasyon at 

wala pa rin kayong trabaho, katamaran na po iyan. Dahil meron na pong trabahong 

naghihintay at magagawa dito sa atin. 

Pero, may tanong po kasi tayo doon sa 407 hectares na gagawin, ang tanong ko lang po kasi 

sa parte ng barangay. Yung 407 hectares po, yan po ang lapad mayroon po yan yung lalim at 

magtatanggal po tayo ng tubig mula po sa area po na yan. Ang tanong po namin, yung tubig 

na ilalabas po, ano po ang kasiguraduhan po na kapag nangyari ang katulad sa Bagyong 

Ondoy, kami po ba ay hindi na maapektuhan dito sa Baseco?     

 ‘Yan lang naman po tanong namin para po sa gagawa ng proyekto. Kailangan po nating 

maipaliwanag sa mga tao at bigyan ng kasiguraduhan na ang Baseco ay kami hindi 

matatanggal dahil hindi po kami apektado. Baka naman po matanggal po tayo kapag 

nagpatuloy ang pag-ulan at bumaha at lumubog po ang Baseco. Yun lamang po ang aming 

tanong.  

Facilitator: Salamat po. Sa bahagi ng project proponent at ng ating consultants, sila po ay 

maaring sumagot. Mga kaibigan, kaunting katahimikan lang po para marinig natin ang lahat. 

Guys guys kalma tayo kalma. Again mga kaibigan konting katahimikan lang po, sa mga 

nirerecord nyo po sa cellphone ngayon baka ang marinig nyo yung kausap nyo o yung katabi 

nyo so quiet lang po tayo, ipapaliwanag po satin ni sir. 

Mr. CK, Proponent: Maybe I speak in English and someone can translate it in Filipino. If I 

don’t understand the question maybe you can repeat the question. So how do we do the 

reclamation to prevent the flooding in Baseco? Very important, right? You can see this is 

Baseco, and this is the reclamation and there is a separation of 400 m  

Mr. Arnel Mendoza, RHR: Kung makikita po natin sa mapa, ang Project natin ay nasa ibaba 

ng Pasig River. Yung tubig na manggagaling sa taas ay dadaan sa Pasig River kasi siya ang 

lalabasan ng tubig mula Montalban, Marikina, Pasig, Quezon City.  Yun pa rin po ang tubig 

na dadaloy at lalabas sa Manila Bay. Kasi wala naman pong harang, wala naman pong dam 

na haharang sa tubig na galling sa Pasig. Kung bumaha man po ang Baseco, that’s localized 

flooding. Mababa ang Baseco kung ang drainage system nyo ay panget, kapag umapaw ang 

Pasig River, nangyayari po yan sa inyo dahil sa pagkakaroon ng pagbaha.  

Wala pong epekto ito kasi meron pang 400 m sa pagitan ng Baybay ng Baseco at ng 

Reclamation Area. So ang paglabas ng tubig ay tuloy-tuloy.  

Mr. CK, Proponent: So when we reclaim the land, we design to make sure that this land is 

high enough to take the storm surge and to prevent flooding to this *points map* area. That is 

the first thing. But because area that is in front of Baseco, the whole reclamation will also 

protect Baseco from being flooded by the existing storm surge. So this is how this new land 

will prevent flooding/surges because this land is helping to front the storm surge 

The next thing is that, this land, all the water that is flowing within this land will be collected. 

And then all these water is not discharged back into Baseco, it’s discharged away from 



Baseco. So anything that is collected here within the terms of the water, the flooding will not 

go back to Baseco.   

So these are the two approach to prevent Baseco to be flooded.  

Mr. Arnel Mendoza, RHR: Actually nasabi ko na kanina yun, storm surge. Ang project na ito, 

at yung apat pa na reclamation project dito, ‘yun ang makakatulong sa inyo para hindi 

makapasok ang malakas na alon kapag may bagyo at malakas na hangin. ‘Yung malakas na 

alon na nakikita nyo sa Roxas Boulevard, hahampas yun sa reclamation at hindi na aabot sa 

Baseco.  

Facilitator: Okay po. Nasagot po yung tanong or may katanungan pa po?  

Chairwoman Diana Espinosa, Baseco: Ito po, ang sinasabi po kasi ni Sir ay yung sa storm 

surge. Ang sinasabi ko po sa inyo, kapag nangyari po yung sa katulad ng Bagyong Ondoy na 

patuloy po ang pag-ulan at lumubog po ang buong Maynila at ang iba po maliban sa Baseco, 

kasi po ang Bagyong Ondoy ay hindi namin naramdaman sa Baseco dahil wala kaming baha. 

Ang gusto po namin masiguro, hindi po kami tumututol sa proyekto, pero ang 

pinangangambahan po namin ay dapat po maprotektahan po kami ang sinasabi po namin sa 

dami ng ulan na babagsak na katulad po ng Bagyong Ondoy, ang inaalala po namin baka po 

yung itinapon nyong tubig mula doon sa 407 ha at kailaliman noon ay bumalik po sa amin. 

Iyan po ang tinatanong po namin.  

Mr. Arnel Mendoza, RHR: Wala pong tubig na itatapon dito kasi dagat na po ito. Kapag 

hinukay mo sya ang tubig nasa dagat pa rin, wala po. Ang inaalis po ay burak at malalambot 

na putik at ilalagay mo sa barge yun at dadalhin mo kung saan. Tapos papalitan po sya ng 

buhangin para maging matigas po ang reclamation. Wala pong tubig na itatapon galing sa 

dagat, kasi ang tubig nya po mismo ay kakalat na po sa dagat.  

Mr. Ronald Pahunang, RHR: Ako po idadagdag ko lang po, gumawa po tayo ng computer 

modelling po kanina. Lahat po ng reclamation projects, ito po at yung sa city hall ay gumawa 

po tayo ng computer modelling. Sabi ko po kanina, ang pagtaas at pagbaba ng tubig ay wala 

pong epekto sa pag-model po. Wala pa po itong mga proyektong iyan, wala pong epekto sa 

pagtaas at pagbaba ng tubig dahil po sa malawak po ang Manila Bay.  

Ito pong computer risk modelling po, ginawa ko po ito at ginawa rin po sa ibang proyekto at 

ganoon din po ang ibang resulta. Pare-pareho lang po, wala po syang epekto sa lebel ng tubig 

kasi nga malawak ang Manila Bay.  

At ang pagtaas po ng tubig, matagal po, mga ilang oras po ang pagtaas nya. Malayo po sa 

pagitan na yan ang islang yan. Napapalibutan po (ang isla) ng tubig. Hindi po sya yung 

nakadikit po sa Navotas o Baseco. Yun lang po.  

Facilitator: May tanong lang po dito sa gilid. Sorry.  

Mr. CK, Proponent: The other question that he was saying is that if the reclamation will cause 

the water to rise? Right?  

Manila Bay is not a confined water space; you look at this bottle and it is confined. (Shows 

bottled water as an example) If you drop foil in it, the water will rise.  Why? Because it is 

confined. Water will not go anywhere. But in Manila Bay, water is not confined, so when you 

do a reclamation the water will obviously move around and it will not rise based on the 

perception that it is a confined space.  



Another examples, if we do reclamation in Laguna. The water will rise more. Then you do a 

reclamation in Manila Bay because Manila Bay is not confined, but Laguna Bay is confined. 

So there is a difference between the two areas.  

Facilitator: Sir, padaanin ko lang po yung isang katanungan po dito. Kung sakali daw po na 

ma-issue na po ang ECC, during the construction phase saan daw po ang magiging daanan 

nito? Dahil sigurado po na may mga tataman po na lots. So may mga mga madi-disturb na 

mga residences. Yun din po ang isa sa mga concern na na-raise po kanina. May mga proposal 

na po ba tayo?  

Mr CK, Proponent: Sorry, the question is if there are excess of the construction in the site?  

Facilitator: Actually the question is, supposed that this project would proceed what would be 

its impact to the community or the benefit or the perks?  

Mr CK, Proponent: when we bring in the equipment, all the material will be coming from the 

sea. There will be less impact on the land. No impact at all. All major equipment will be from 

the sea to the land. After development, the roads will have traffic going out. The idea is to 

drivert the traffic away from Baseco as much as possible to make sure that the area will not 

be affected by traffic. So you can see that all the roads are going out of Baseco.  

Jon Jon Elago, SMV: Ang tanong ko lang po, bakit ba kailangan mag-reclaim? Para bang 

pribilehiyo ito sa amin bilang mamayan na nasa paligid ng Manila Bay. 

Pangalawa, sinagot nyo po kanina ang tanong during na magre-reclaim kayo na lahat ng 

equipment ay dadaan sa dagat. Paano po kapag natapos? Para po kayong isla, magtatayo 

po ba kayo ng mga tulay? Sino-sino ang mga dadaanan, at saan dadaan ang tulay kapag 

natapos na?   

Pangatlo, kapag nagawa yan, ang ganda ng presentation nyo puro building. Habang kaming 

mga nasa paligid ang bubong namin mga bulok handa na po ba kayong makisama sa amin? 

Tinitingnan po namin kasi baka magsilbi  kaming, “eyesore” sa inyo kasi ang gaganda po ng 

itatayo nyong building at pangit ang mga bubong namin at in the future ay gigibain na lang 

kami.   

Ngayon, ito po yung consultation ito pero may master plan. So ganito po, ang tanong namin 

may pagkakataon pa ba kami ng pigilan ito? Wala na? kung wala na ho kami at di na namin 

mapipigil yan, kapag binuo nyo po yan ano po ang plano nyo sa amin? May maitatayo po ba 

kayong lugar para sa amin, kung kaming mararalita ay matatamaan ng proyektong iyan.  Kasi 

po, hindi ko po nakita kanina pa po akong nagno-notes, wala po sa plano ang tao. Sabi ni Sir 

kanina, baka raw po may housing composition. Baka lang, so ibig sabihin hindi sure, samin 

po security. Hindi po kami tumututol sa progresibo, sa pag-angat, wala ho kaming tigil ang 

samin lang po ay ang security ng tao sa mga ini-establish na mga proyekto.  Kasi po bawat 

proyekto, hindi po nawawala ang collateral damage. Yun po ang tinatanong po namin, ang 

security po.  

Mr CK, Proponent:   Thank you very much for that question, I will try to answer as much as 

possible. This is the reclamation *pointing the map*, the roads are going out and as you can 

see that the intention is to make sure that the roads don’t go into Baseco. No roads are going 

into Baseco. Even if there is a need to create a road here, the road will be cutting along the 

coastline or river, so the idea is to do a bridge go and cross and to divert the traffic outwards, 



instead of going to Baseco. There will be road near baseco, but the road will be minimum 

impact.  

Mr. Jess Addawe, RHR: Ito po yung mga proposed na accessed road na papasok sa 

reclamation area. Ito pong blue, papunta po ng Roxas Boulevard. Basically, ito pong mga 

sinasabi ni Sir CK ito po ang mga bagong kalsada and most probably will be elevated or 

nakaangat po sya. Elevated po sya from Roxas Boulevard, parang skyway po, tapos 

daredaretso na papasok dito lang sa reclamation area. So hindi po kayo maapektuhan dito. 

Ito po yung dalawang access road options na tinitingnan.  

Mr CK, Proponent: What are the other benefits from the development? As you can see from 

this chart here, the benefit when we do a planning development, there must be a benefit to 

everybody, including the people of the Philippines. Where is the benefit of the people of the 

Philippines? The greater part of the land will be given back to the government of the 

Philippines. All of these are economic benefits that will be given to the people from the 

reclamation. 

In general, this is a major economic benefit to the people of the Philippines. 

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: basically ang sinasabi na ang major na benefit natin, dahil alam 

naman natin na ang Manila ay wala nang area for expansion. So once na mai-develop na ito, 

portion of this will be given to the local government, to the government basically. So pwede 

syang maglagay ng mga projects nya dito and eventually po taxes, revenues na ma-create 

dito will go back to the government. Basically, economic benefit po ang major benefit. Pero of 

course during construction, employment will be also a benefit lalo na sa mga local 

stakeholders.  

Mr CK, Proponent: So during construction, there will be employment and construction works, 

but after the development is completed, there will be commercial centers so all this will offer 

employment and sales and shops, there are employment opportunities. So to answer for the 

last question, whether we are listening to the people? Technically, we are here to listen to you. 

So if you give comment, and if the comments are valid, we will take it into consideration and 

change must be done. To make sure that there is no impact to you and to the people in this 

area. Thank you. 

Facilitator: Salamat po.  

Engr. Christina Echon from the City of Manila: So yung mga project po natin on reclamation 

wil have no impact doon po sa Baseco. Kasi po protected yung Baseco na 145, hindi po 

pwedeng galawin. Bale po hinahanda po natin ngayon dahil magkakaroon po sya ng 

proclamation, so different po sya dito. So ang dadaanan po ay yung sa gilid po, hindi po sa 

Baseco. So wala pong masyadong malaking impact doon po sa inyo. Yung una pong 

requirement ay yung mga magtatrabaho ay yung doon sa mga malalapit na community, ang 

barangay nyo.  

Ang reclamation po ay nagawa na po ng Pasay, katulad po ng MOA.. Parang ganyan po ang 

gagawin dito sa Maynila kasi medyo maliit na po ang area natin. Kung nakapag-reclaim po 

ang Pasay, bakit hindi po ang Maynila? Magdadag po ito ng area at income sa Manila. Kung 

ang income natin ay ganyan, lalaki po yan katulad ng sa Pasay.  

Mas marami pong service ang pwede sa Manileño. Mas malaki po ang income, mas gaganda 

po ang service. Iyon po ang magandang epekto ng reclamation.  



Lito Atienza: Andito po kayong lahat, Department of Environment. DENR po ang magbibigay 

ng permit, hindi po ang city hall. Ako po ay andito para ibigay ang pagbati. Malayo na ang 

narating ng baseco Ito ay nasunog, bumawi. Nasunog ulit, binuo natin. Pangatlo, binuo na 

natin ang mga bahay. Kasama ang Habitat at Gawad Kalinga. Ngayon meron na tayong bahay 

at nilalakad na ang papeles nyo, kailangang bilisan natin para ang titulo sa inyong tinitirhan.  

Ang tanong ko ay simple lang, ang reclamation sa Pasay, di ba sa Pasay yun? Yumaman ba 

sila dahil sa reclamation? Ang nagkakaroon sila ay problema sa baha. Nagkakaroon sila ng 

hanggang beywang na baha. Sino ang nakikinabang sa mga reclamation doon? Ang mga 

mayayaman. Number 1 ay si Mr. Henry Sy dahil ang pag aari nya ay 50 ha. 

Kaya ang yayaman dito ay hindi kayo, ang mahihirapan dito ay kayo. Ang hihingin ko sa 

Department of Environment at aking panghahawakan, na sila ay kinakailangang pumirma ng 

panunumpa na kayo ay hindi maapektuhan. At yung narinig natin, kailangan isulat nila. Kapag 

nagkaroon ng baha, mayroong nasaktang isang taga-Baseco, hahabulin ko sila.  

Ngayon ay meron akong nakabinbin na batas, hindi na pwede ang reclamation sa buong 

Pilipinas. Ipinagbawal ko na yan noong ako ay Mayor ng Maynila, Ordinance no. 7777.  Bawal 

na ang reclamation sa Manila Bay. Ano ang ginawa ng mga sumunod sa akin? Binago ang 

batas! Pwede na ang reclamation. Kaya’t hindi natupad ang aking panaginip para sa inyo, na 

bigyan nang proteksyon ang buhay ng tao at ng mga ari-arian. Ang trabaho natin dapat 

ngayon ay linisin ang Manila Bay upang tayo ay makinabang sa dagat. Tulad noong 

pinakinabangan ko noong ako ay bata na lumalaki sa Maynila. Iyan ang kautusan ng Korte 

Suprema. Patuloy na utos, linisin ang Manila Bay; hindi tabunan ang Manila Bay. Pero kung 

mayroon po talagang magandang idudulot, subalit hindi dapat salita; dapat yan sa kasulatan. 

Hinihingi ko sa Department of Environment ang garantiya na hindi kayo mahihirapan bagkos 

ay makikinabang. Kapag hindi nila naibigay yun, aabot kami sa Korte Suprema. Kokontrahin 

ko ang reclamation.  

They have to guarantee because they are the government. They are the authority. Meron ba 

ditong title expert? Water expert? Wala. Kaya ang naririnig nyo puro maganda, trabaho, 

hanapbuhay. Baka po kayo ay madala sa simbuyo ng inyong damdamin base sa pangako. 

Hindi pwedeng pangako ito, they should be all done in writing. Yung clearance na 

maggagaling sa DENR, panghahawakan ko yan. Kapag dito nagkaroon ng baha, mananagot   

sila. Baka akala nila kapag wala na sila sa DENR, maski wala na sila sa DENR, hahabulin ko 

sila. Titiyakin ko na lahat dito sa Baseco, protektado mula sa proyektong ito. 

Yun lamang po at imulat ninyo ang inyong mga mata! Huwag kayong palakpak nang palakpak. 

Magtanong kayo sa mga taga-Baclaran, magtanong kayo sa mga naging biktima na ng 

pangakong napako. Ayokong dito sa Baseco, kayo ay mapangakuan. We have to fight for our 

rights, we have to protect it. I am ready to help you. I will do everything that I can so that the 

rights of every Baseco resident and Manila resident and I’m also a resident of Manila, ako po 

ay residente ng Maynila kaya po may karapatan akong pumayag o kumontra Sa ngayon po 

ay hindi ako kumbinsido na ito ay makakabuti sa inyo, bagkus ay problema ang idudulot sa 

inyo nyan. Thank you.  

Emelyn Feliciano, Block 15: Kami po ay talagang tutol sa reclamation. May bunga nga itong 

reclamation, pero pagkatapos ba ng reclamation, may trabaho ba ang mga tao? Di ba wala? 

Papaano ang kabuhayan ng mga tao? Papaano ang kalikasan natin? Oo nga, lagyan nga ito 

ng water drainage. Pero tignan naman po natin ang Malate pagkagawa ng MOA. Hanggang 



ngayon, kahit kaunting ulan baha na sila. Heto pa kaya na 400 ha na ire-reclaim po dito sa 

dagat namin sa Baseco. Kami po totoo po talaga kami, ayaw namin. Ayaw po namin. Marami 

po kaming ayaw. Ayaw talaga. Chair, pasensya na talaga kasi po namin talaga na matuloy 

ang reclamation. Maraming salamat po.  

Facilitator: Okay po. Salamat po. Noted po namin ang sinabi nyo.  

John Rey Boquiren, Blk 5: Gusto ko lang po susugan yung sinabi ni Chairman tungkol dun 

sa pagbaha. Tama po yung binabanggit ni Chairman, yung assurance ng mga residente. 

Parang ang sinasabi po, ang reclamation po dito sa Maynila, meron pong lima. Mayroon sa 

harbor, mayroon dito, mayroon sa likod ng Ocean Park, mayroon sa Solar City, mayroon sa 

boundary ng Pasay at Manila. Kapag tinmabakan po yan lahat-lahat, almost 1500 ha po ay 

ang tatambakan sa Manila Bay. Ang magiging resulta nyan, ang normal na pagdaloy ng 

Manila Bay, masisira po iyon. Kasi tatambakan po ng lupa, kaya ang tendency po talaga, tulad 

po sa sinabi po kanina, noong tinambakan po ang MOA, sino dito ang galing Malate? Kasi 

noong nakaraang December po um-attend po kami ng reclamation consultation po doon sa 

may Harrison Bay. Ang banggit po ng mga taga-Malate, mula po noong naitayo po ang MOA 

na ‘yan lagi na silang binabaha. Kaya ano po ang assurance namin na hindi babahain ang 

Baseco, ‘yun po ang una.  

Pangalawa po yung sa paninirahan, doon po sa presentation nyo mayroong nakitang tulay na 

itatayo elevated po sya, sa may gutter dadaan at yung isa mula Parola hanggang Baseco. 

Ngayon po, ang gusto ko lang po itanong, ano po yung matatamaang komunidad? Anong 

block po bayan? Ilang residente po yan? At may plano na po ba lalo na ang lokal ng lungsod 

ng Maynila kasi ang na-mention lang dyan ay ang pagtambak ng lupa. Paano yung pagpasok 

ng mga kagamitan sa paggawa ay idadaan po sa dagat. Ang tanong po namin, anu-ano po 

baa ng madadaanan at ano po ang mga plano kung meron man po. Bagama’t elevated sya, 

kung meron anu-ano po iyon? Thank you po.  

Pero syempre, kino-commend po natin yung plataporma ni Chairman na walang lalabas ng 

Baseco. Kaisa po kami ni Chairman sa ganoong panawagan at syempre yung panawagan na 

i-award na ang lupa sa mga residente. Kaya para mawala na rin ang pangamba, yun po ang 

awarding ng Manila City government sa lupa. ‘Yun po at maraming salamat.   

Facilitator: Natanong na po iyan kanina, tungkol po sa access roads. Paki-reiterate na lang 

po, please.  

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: Yung access road po, ito po yung blue… 

Facilitator: Sir, kung may na-identify na po tayong tatamaan, paki-specify na lang din.  

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: Ito po. So ang initially na tinitingan po… 

Facilitator: Wait lang po, Sir. Sana po ano, nakikinig po ang lahat para hindi na po paulit-ulit 

yung tanong. Sige po, Sir, please.  

Mr CK, Proponent: Okay this displacement will be around here, if I mention. Imagine this 

green table is Baseco, this is where you are staying. The road is not here, but here. Along the 

river, so nobody is affected. You will not be displaced by the road.   

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: So ang sinasabi po nya, sa gilid po ng river o ng dagat na, doon po 

ilalagay ang access road. And definitely, wala pong madi-displace na households. Ano po ang 

kasiguraduhan natin? Ilalagay po iyan sa report, sa Environmental Impact Statement. Once 



na ma-approve po ang ECC, naka-commit ito, ang proponent, ang LGU, na walang 

mangyayaring displacement of households.  

Chairwoman Diana Espinosa, Baseco: Ganito po, ito po kasi yan ay elevated na may 

column. Pero ang pangako po, ang panghahawakan natin ay recorded po. Sa reklamasyon 

po na 407 ha, wala pong matatanggal sa Baseco. Iba po kasi ang project na sinasabing tulay. 

Hindi po iyan kasama sa reklamasyon. Iyon pong ating public hearing ngayon ay para lang sa 

reklamasyon. Ang tulay po ay hindi kasali rito. Ang tulay po, meron po, pero hindi pa po napag-

uusapan at hindi pa po tiyak kung sinu-sino ang matatamaan.  

Pero kami po sa barangay ay meron na pong ipino-propose na kung saan po lilipat ang 

matatamaan. Dahil ayaw po namin lumabas kayo. Pero kasi approval pa po iyon eh, nakabtitn 

pa. so intayin pa po natin kung ano yung sinasabing tulay. Proposed poi yon pero sigurado 

pong matutuloy. Pero yung pag-uusap po, hindi pa po tuloy, okay?  

Hindi po natin sa kanila itatanong iyon, ang concern lang po natin ay yung area na dadaanan. 

Tingin ko, Sir, mukhang meron.  

Mr. Jess Addawe, RHR: Ito lamang po ay options. Di pa po kasama yung access road dito 

sa ating ECC.  

Facilitator: So hindi po nyo sakop sa project… 

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: Hindi po, pero pinepresent lang po sa inyo para makita nyo na may 

mga tinitingan na rin po ng mga plano.  

Facilitator: Sir, ulit lang po ano, hindi po kasama (ang tulay sa project na ito)… 

Mr. Jess Addawe, RHR: Hindi kasama. Hindi po kasama yan sa ECC na application. Pero 

syempre, kailangan talaga na may access road kasi hindi naman natin magagamit yung lupa 

kapag walang access road papunta sa main thoroughfares natin. So definitely, meron pong 

access road pero hindi pa po kasama ngayon sa ating scope, sa ating application.  

Facilitator: Okay po. Okay, Sir. May paddanin lang po tayong tanong dito.  

Linda Dahinok, Residente ng Baseco: Gusto ko lang po maipaliwanag ang hinanaing ng 

aking puso, kami dito sa Baseco. Kasi ang bahay ko ay lubog na, kung ipapagawa pa ang 

imprastrakturang iyan ay lalong lulubog ang bahay ko. Kahit anong tambak mo sa bahay ko, 

lulubog pa rin kahit tag-ulan.  

Gusto ko/kami ang pabahay dito mababa lang, talagang mababalang kami dito sa Baseco. 

Kung mag-ulan, lulubog kami, alam na ng Kapitan iyon. Pinaliwanag na iyon ng kapitan namin 

kanina. Kaya ang gusto ko, please na lang…kayong lahat na andito sa ano… pwede bang 

tulungan nyo kami na maitaas-taas ang bahay namin kasi mababa lang ang aming ginawang 

building sa aming pabahay. Gusto ko maitaas-taas para ang tubig, mag-drain. Gusto ko nga 

aming kanal, maitaas, ang aming pabahay, pataas-taas din. Para yung istrakturang iyon di 

maabot sa may dagat. Okay po, thank you po.  

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: So definitely, based po doon sa modelling, assessment ng ating 

third-party na gumawa na sila po ay hindi under ng local government. Sila po ay mga 

professional po, mga engineers, geologists, kaya po nakataya po ang kanilang mga lisensya. 

Sila rin po ay pipirma dun sa report na isina-submit po ay accurate at true kung anuman ang 



nakalagay dun. So lahat po kami ngayon, nakalagay po ang pangalan dun sa report na sina-

submit sa DENR.   

And isa rin po sa tinitingnan rin po ito ng mga expert sa DENR, kukuha rin po sila ng EIA 

Reveiew Committee, galing sa academe, mga expert…again to review kung ang sinubmit 

namin ay tama at correct. So based po doon sa study na ginawa, minimal to no impact po sa 

rise ng tubig sa flooding.  

Facilitator: Sige, Sir, salamat po. Clarification lang po dito.  

John Rey Boquiren, Blk 5: Bale naitanong ko lang po yung sa access road…sa tulay kasama 

po sa presentation. Kaya ang naisip ko ay bahagi po iyon. Gusto ko nga rin hingin ang 

assurance nga po dahil *inaudible* hektarya labas talaga yung Navotas, Pasay, Parañaque 

hanggang Cavite. ‘Di parang napaka-prone po sa baha yung mga reclamation projects na 

yan. Kaya ang hinihingi po namin, yung ssurance. Kasi madaling sabihin na hindi kayo 

maapektuhan ng baha, pero kapag andyan na; anong gagawin natin? Di ba baka mamaya, 

unti-unti lalayas na yung mga tao dahil sa matinding pagbaha. 

Parang ang gusto lang po naming mangyari, assurance po na hindi po tayo babaha. Kasi kung 

wala po tayong ganun, at malamang naman wala tayong assurance. Kasi babaha naman 

talaga eh, kasi ang impact nito sa pagabaha. Kaya po pinapahatid po naming ang mariin po 

ang aming pagtutol sa kapulungan na ito. Ang reklamasyon na ‘yan, bagama’t maganda ang 

concept…’di tutol po kami dyan.  

Kasi ang sabi natin, hindi tayo tutol sa pag-unlad. Lilinawin po namin, hindi kami tutol sa pag-

unlad, kapag ang mga residente ay kasama sa pag-unlad na ‘yan. Tutol kami, kung ang mga 

residente ay apektado sa proyektong ‘yan. Yun lang po, maraming salamat po.  

Facilitator: Okay po. Noted po iyon. Next question na po tayo.  

Jaime Hernandez, PPA:  Ang tanong ko po ay ito: ito bang proyekto na ito ay makakaapekto 

sa korahe o maba-block ang entrance ng navigational channels, fairways at berths ng South 

Harbor, North Harbor, MICT o kaya ma-impel ana system ng breakwater.  

Mr CK, Proponent: what happened is this reclamation in planned in such a way that we create 

sandbag around the reclamation area.   And do the reclamation inside the sandbag, these will 

prevent the material from flowing across and suiting up the entire area. So this is a physical 

way of preventing sedimentation that will impact your navigation. 

Next thing, during dredging and reclamation, there will be regular survey of the area. So if the 

survey show that there will be sedimentation then dredging will be used to take out the 

material.     

Mr Jaime Hernandez, PPA: Sir is this on the record? Is this on the record?  

Mr CK, Proponent: Yes. Yes.  

Mr. Jeorgie, Kabalikat sa Kaunlaran: First question, mukha pong may butas po ang inyong 

technical team patungkol po sa pag-aaral sa flow ng current mula sa taas ng Laguna. Kasi 

ang tinutukoy po ng aming Chairman ay ang impact ng tubig, na kung saan ay nanggagaling 

sa resident at nanggagaling sa lakas ng ulan plus yung flow ng dam. Kung titingnan nyo ang 

mapa ninyo, yung current na tatama yung flow nya babangga yan ditto sa dulo nya so hindi 

sya makadaloy lalong-lalo na kapag high tide at yung current galing sa taas kapag nag-impact 



po iyan, lubog ang buong Baseco. Kasi sinasabi sa pag-aaral nyo ay ito: na hindi 

maapektuhan ang inyong reclamation. Pero kung paano yan, maglagay kayo ng planggana 

dyan, lagyan mo ng sabay na impact yan, ang balik nyan sa amin.  

Ano ang aming rekomendasyon? Maglagay kayo ng breakwater dyan na kasing taas ng 

reclamation ninyo para hindi kami maapektuhan. Dahil yan ay study rin yan, ‘yang impact na 

yan ang tinitingnan namin.  

Number 2, nasa batas po ng 7279 ay dapat maglaan ng 20% balance housing doon sa mga 

residenteng maapektuhan nito. Sa tingin nyo po ay walang maapektuhan dyan sa tulay na 

pinakita? Meron. Yung technical aspect po nung kulay blue na pinakita, may matatamaan po, 

mauubos po ang buong aplaya. Ang tulay, hindi sa inyo ‘yun. Pero sa study ninyo, nilagay na 

ng technical aspect if ever na matuloy itong reclamation. Wala naman pong magfa-funding 

nyan eh, yan ang next step dahil hindi mabubuhay ang reclamation nyo kapag hindi nyo 

ginawa ang tulay. Dahil magbabago ang design nyan eh, dahil kung sino ang nag-design ng 

reclamation sila rin ang magdedecide ng way.  

So sa amin po, nung nakita po namin ang kulay blue, ubos po ang aplaya. Kasi ho ang kalsada 

nyan ay four lanes. Kung titingnan po namin ang bridge ng Delpan, ganoon kalapad po ang 

kalsada. ‘Yan po yung blue, kapag binababa nyo po iyan, kapag sinukat nyo po iyan, 

maapektuhan ang buong aplaya.  

Pangatlo po, saan nyo po dadalhin yan? Kung wala po, ako po ay megrerekomenda ulit na 

maglaan ng 20% allotted para sa socialized housing if ever matamaan ang residente ng 

Baseco. I-ensure nyo ho na dyan kami lilipat, kasi kung wala po kayong plano na magkaroon 

ng socialized housing dyan at ang tendency nyo lang ay i-implement ang project at tanggalin 

ang mga tao, wala na pong mangyayari dyan. So yun po ang aking rekomendasyon para win-

win solution po tayo.  

Kami, tututol kami dyan kung itutuloy na at sinasabi nyong wala hong matatamaan. ‘Yun 

lamang po.  

Mr. Ronald Pahunang, RHR: Hindi po maapektuhan ang Baseco in terms sa baha. Mayroon 

pong kalahating kilometrong pagitan ang project natin at ang Baseco po. Kung sakali po na 

babaha at papunta sa Pasig River, dire-diretso po ang agos ng tubig nyan. Minodel na po 

namin ‘yan at inaral na namin ‘yan. Mayroon pa pong pagitan dito, hindi po mahaharangan 

ang daloy ng tubig po. ‘Yun po, malinaw po iyon sa pag-aaral namin. Kalahating kilometro 

yung layo. Kung lalabas ang tubig dito o kung saan man, hindi yan mahaharangan ng ating 

proyekto. Lalabas po ‘yan dito. Ito pong Pasig River, dire-diretso lang ang daloy ng tubig. Iyon 

po ‘yun.  

Mr Jeorjie Tenolete, Kabalikat sa Kaunlaran: Sir, yung sinasabi po nyo ay sa modern 

technology? Tama po ba? Yung sinasabi nyong design, pagte-test? Ang sa akin lang, 

pilosopiya lang. wala pa hong proven yan, kasi inaaral nyo pa lang ‘yan eh. Paano ho kami? 

Bahain ho kami.  

Mr Jess Addawe, RHR: Hindi po namin sinasabi na kapag ginawa yan ay hindi na kayo 

babahain. Hindi po. Ang sinasabi lang po namin, ang proyektong ito ay hindi dadagdag sa 

bahang dinaranas nyo ngayon.   

Facilitator: Guys, guys, kalma po tayo. Let’s calm down po muna. Usapang teknikal na po 

iyan. Maganda naman po ang naging suggestion ni Sir, let us take note of this. It is another 



form of mitigation. Yung sinasabi po kasi nila, they are proposing another mitigation measure. 

Ang impression kasi nila is a modelling that is insufficient. Just the same we will take note, Sir. 

Next question po.  

Fely Guinto, Baseco resident: Kami po ay laging tinatanggal. Dati po kami po ay sa 

evacuation, dinala naman kami sa tabi ng dagat at ginawa na pong kalsada, ngayon po dinala 

kami sa may Unilever. May nag-meeting po sa amin kami raw po ay tatamaan mismo ng tulay. 

Ngayon po, paano po ang gagawin namin? Panibagong paggawa? At inuutang lang po namin 

ang pampagawa ng bahay. Isa lang po akong tindera ng kakanin at isa akong byuda. Paano 

po kami mabubuhay kung iiskwatin na naman kami? Paano po ang benefits namin at ano ang 

garantiya na makakapagpatayo kami ulit ng bahay?  

Facilitator: Maganda po ang apprehension nyo and at the same time hind  po ito masasagot 

ng proponents dahil hindi po sila ang may hawak ng proyektong iyon. Hindi pa po nila ito ma-

identify dahil sila po ay reclamation, hindi pa po sila yung sa bridge. We will take not of this, 

Ma’am, iyan po ang unang-una po naming ire-raise.  

 Okay po, any other concerns na hindi pa po nasasabi?  

Kagawad Ray Campanera, Brgy 649: Noong scoping po natin, ang isa po sa mga concerns 

na na-raise po natin ay mula po sa grupo ng mangingisda, mga fisherman sa Baseco. Andito 

po ba sila ngayon? Kasi po ang concern po nila, sa loob po ng five years? Six years ba? Sila 

po ay maapektuhan sa kanilang hanapbuhay. Kasi karamihan sa kanilang lahat dun 

kumukuha ng kanilang pang-araw-araw na hanapbuhay sa kanilang pamilya. Ang kanilang 

concern ay kung may maitutulong ba ang proponent nito dun sa mga mangingisda na 

maapektuhan ng project, kasi po limang taon, imbes na dyan na sila mangisda sa tabi ng 

pasig river, hindi na pupunta ng bataan para mangisda which is gastos pa sa gasoline. Yun 

lamang po. 

Facilitator: Habang iniisip pa po ang isasagot, meron pa pong bang magtatanong? Yung hindi 

pa po nare-raise, bukod sa pagbaha, pabahay at tulay?  

Mr. Henry James Botengan: Kunyari po magtayo tayo ng mga artificaial reefs, magtanong 

po tayo sa BFAR kung ano po ang mga pwede nilang suhestyon na pwedeng itayo po malapit 

dito. Yung mga tinatawag po na artificial reefs, na kung saan po pwede pong magpadami ng 

isda, magtatanong po tayo sa BFAR para po sila ang magbigay ng suggestion na pwedeng 

magamit ng ating mangingisda.  

Ngayon, salamat po doon sa comment. Yung sa comment, ipapasa naman po iyon sa DENR 

tapos po ang Review Committee magbibigay rin po ng mga pwede pang gamitin na mga 

activities. 

Facilitator: Okay po, may tanong po tayo dito. 

Residente ng Aplaya: Yun pong sinabi ng president ng kabalikat, ‘yun po ang ino-note po 

namin kung sakali mang matamaan ang aplaya, saan nyo po kami ilalagay? Kaya humihingi 

po sya ng area kung… 

Facilitator: (explains to the resident off the microphone)   

Mr CK, Proponent: While we do the reclamation, we also have to protect the corals. Let me 

give you an example, I did 200 ha park reclamation. In that area, we have to take care of 

corals, seagrass, and even the small creatures thriving around the beach. Because we have 



children who are going to the beach to look at all these biodiversity. We want to make sure 

that my generation and next generation will continue to see the beach. So it is very important 

that when we do reclamation, we do not give up the biodiversity. There must be economy and 

there must be biodiversity, which is why when we do reclamation we have to plant and ensure 

that the existing biodiversity which maybe declining, will not decline further by the reclamation.  

Sandra Arcano, BFAR: When you do reclamation, biodiversity should not be… 

Mr CK, Proponent: Congressmen just now shook my hand and said “If anything goes wrong, 

he will go after me.” Which means he will go after me in Singapore.  

Facilitator: Are there any other questions na hindi pa po natatanong?  

Jaime Hernandez. PPA: Isa lang po ang concern ko, yung regarding po sa siltation. Saan po 

ba ibabagasak ito? Dahil concern rin namin ito. Gusto ko malaman kung saan itatampon ang 

drainage ng mga siltation.  Saan po ba ito itatapon? Malaking concern ito sa amin kasi baka 

mamaya dyan lang yan sa tabi lang itatapon, bababaw ang berth namin. sana maliwanagan.  

Mr CK, Proponent: So siltation. You see, this is area is along the entire redline, during the 

reclamation we will create a pipe. So all the materials will be disposed behind the pipe, so 

material will go out. We will bank it inside the reclamation, and will recycle. All that material 

we will not throw that away; we will use that for reclamation, to recycle it. This is one of the 

thing that we do in Singapore. Because the material is very expensive, so we will do that here. 

We recycle the material so that we could not cause harm to the environment by disposing 

dredge material into the water.  

Mr. Rene Zaldy Fornaje, BFAR: I will go into the suggestions to the proponent and to the 

preparer. First, please consider the environmental laws evaluation. According to your 

presentation, may mangroves na matatamaan, may mga isda, may mga planktons so sana 

maisama yun sa environmental laws evaluation.  

Pangalawa po, sana ma-identify kung ilan po dito ang fisherfolks o kung ilan po ang may 

kinalaman sa pangingisda dito sa Baseco. Dapat po sila ay ma-prioritize na mabigyan ng 

compensation kasi mawawala ang kanilang livelihood. Tama sila na kapag matapos ang 

construction, wala na silang trabaho. Ano na ang susunod? Sana mayroon silang financial 

package. Sabi nga ni Sir na may collateral damages, sana mabayaran din natin yung mga 

environmental damages o community damages. Yung mga madi-displace na informal settlers 

at fisherfolks. ‘Yun lamang po.  

Facilitator: Thank you, Sir. Noted po iyon. Any other concerns?  

MJ Pineda, PRA: Yun dun lang sa proposed project din namin doon sa overlapping. All though 

it is an ongoing discussion pa, we just want to raise it because of a public hearing. Sana ma-

resolve sya prior to the issuance of any ECC. Yun lang, Sir.  

Facilitator: May concerns pa po ba?  

Male Stakeholder: Meron po ba itong port component? Wala pong port component? Thank 

you.  

Jon Jon Elago: Dapat rin po mai-consider ang mga batas na napapaloob. Alam naman natin 

na meron tayong Manila Bay Mandamus po natin ngayon, sabi po pag-aaral na kasadlak-

sadlak na kalagayan ng Manila Bay. Nakita nga po yung mga burak, so wala na po tayong 



magagawa, tatambakan na po ito. Ang problema pala imbes na solusyonan, tambakan na 

lang. sana po, mai-consider po natin ang Manadamus at tignan din po natin yung batas. Kasi 

kanina po parang hindi po nasagot.  

Sabi po sa RA 7279, dapat sa implementasyon ng mga proyekto meron syang 20% balanced 

housing. Gusto lang po makasigurado ng mga tao, ano man ang mangyari at kahit ililihis po 

sa tao para walang maapektuhan. Lagi ko pong sinasabi hindi po mangyayari yan, talaga 

pong mayroong maisasakripisyo, kahit ilagay mo sa ilog yang tulay, may parameter dun sa 

baba meron paring matatanggal kahit naka over hang yan. Kailangan lang po ng 

kasiguraduhan ng mga tao na dyan sa proyekto meron syang bahagi, malilipatan o titirahan 

para hindi sya itapon doon sa malayo. Yun lamang po at salamat.  

Facilitator: Salamat po, Sir. Ino-note po namin ang comment nyo. Integrate po namin. Mayroon 

pa po ba?  So wala na po? Last? Kung wala na po, summarize lang po natin yung mga issues 

and concerns na naraised po natin sa open forum po. (Facilitator summarizes the 

proceedings) 

-End of Transcript- 
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