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Good Afternoon everyone.  
Thank you President Toti for inviting. 
Just to make good use of the time so that we have more time for open discussion, so i will try to                      
limit my comments to the presentation of Dr. Art although I am really tempted to give comments                 
to the presentations of the other discussants but we will try to just make passing remarks on all                  
of them.  
 
I come from the Organization of Socialized and Economic Housing Developers of the             
Philippines. We belong to the category of mass housing for the low income segments of society                
and chances are one of the major issues that our organization face is access to land. And the                  
restricted access to land which makes our raw material which is land very expensive. And               
expensive lands really find developers of our kind difficult to provide mass housing for the poor. 
 
On to the discussion, on the lecture of Dr. Art I agree on most of what he presented. In fact                    
we’ve noted that the proposed national land use act is close to three decades old advocacy of                 
many groups. The closest that it has reached to becoming law, I guess is in 2013. Thanks also                  
to the active participation of Usec. Elmer. Unfortunately it missed out one more step into               
becoming a law because of very serious issues which I would like to point out. 
 
In the 15th, 16th and 17th Congress, we have seen that the proposed National Land Use Act is                  
a priority bill. We have not seen this in the past and I think that the trend will be to make it a                       
priority in the next Congress whether or not it will be certified priority in the next administration or                  
whether or not it gets into law today, I think the question of FEF as to whether or not we really                     
need a national land use act is something that we really have to answer today. 
 
From our organization, we’re saying we are not objecting to a genuine national land use act. But                 
definitely we are objecting to a proposed national land use act that masquerades into an               
extended comprehensive agrarian reform law. We’re basically saying that in the bills that we              
have seen in 2013 and also even to the current draft or bill, the protection clause on prime                  
agricultural lands, which when you observe the definition,practically covers almost all           
agricultural lands. I think Usec. Elmer at this point we do not have a disagreement because it is                  
really problematic. As earlier mentioned, under the Constitution, only agricultural lands can be             
further reclassified into residential, commercial and industrial. 
 
Just a few comments on the data presented. Basically we are confirming most of the data that                 
was presented by Dr. Art. We just noted, however, in the built up data, in the presentation it’s                  
2.3% of 30 million. When we tried to examine what does built up mean, it is basically a structure                   
placed on land mapped by the NAMRIA. When we looked at the reference it is as of 2010, and                   
we tried to produce an update for this as of 2015, I think Mindanao and Visayas are already                  



covered but they are still doing the Luzon area. So we are expecting the 2.3%, which we found                  
in our records, 2.52% most likely to increase a little more than what was presented but still small                  
considering the total land area of the Philippines.  
 
Of course we’ve noted the remarks of Usec. Elmer in terms of much of our public lands being                  
currently occupied by residential settlements but we are not actually sure on whether or not               
NAMRIA was able to capture that as part of their built up. The data is just saying 2.3% or 2.52%                    
of 30 million as built up. And my instinct is that it already covered those areas that used to be                    
public lands but are now currently built up. But I also confirm the sad news that really most of                   
our forest lands are beginning to be encroached by settlements and that is a good reason for a                  
policy on national land use.  
 
For our organization we’ve been saying that in the declared policy, the highest and best use of                 
the land should be given weight. Highest and best use base on how we understand it to be                  
meaning to say if government restricts beneficial use of a particular land definitely we don’t see                
any value in that and we don’t know and probably this is our strongest critique to the current bill                   
why the highest and best use principle is frowned at. Protection is emphasized. This goes well                
within the point being raised about demand being the driver of land use and in the discussion                 
we can probably have more on that. 
 
Another point that I would like to raise for our discussion in the open forum is whether or not                   
food self-sufficiency is still a valid point considering our vulnerabilities to natural disasters. The              
spirit of the bill says food security and food self-sufficiency. We have taken the position that we                 
must indeed ensure food security but whether or not food self- sufficiency is something that we                
need to have a debate on. Because not all soils can be suitable to the desired crops.                 
Self-sufficiency particularly on rice is something that the spirit of the bill is trying to push but not                  
all lands are suitable for rice or corn production.  
 
We’ve noted that, and as the saying goes the devil is in the details, we like the rationale for land                    
use primarily because of what was pointed that there is really a need for us to put a structure,                   
process and even some sense of order in how we plan land uses, but the definitions when you                  
actually read the law is so vague that it would really hurt vested rights. Particularly, the definition                 
of prime agricultural lands which is a long enumeration of adjectives of lands, when you try to                 
eliminate what is not included practically there is none. All agricultural lands can be rationalized               
as prime agri land.  
 
We like the proposed national land use act on defining the role of government and government                
instrumentalities with respect to regulation of land. I think that is clear to us, for a business                 
organization, we want to simplify and have ease of doing business by talking to fewer               
government offices. And what was presented awhile ago about the multi and even interlocking              
or overlapping jurisdiction should be resolved in a proposed national land use act. But definitely               
we are putting into question the role of DAR in a regime where we have a national land use                   
policy and how or to what extent its control over agricultural lands which is, and I will                 



emphasize it just to make a point, the only Constitutionally classified land that we can reclassify.                
You have to go through DAR, when the best regulators, the local government units have               
determined it for its best use. 
 
I also would want to highlight that soils data SAFDZs and NPAAD are again three decades old.                 
Similarly, we wanted to find or receive updates on this one. Because for a developer, it is easier                  
for us, to avoid areas that are clearly no touch zones. Arch. Joe mentioned about the                
computation of how much land is needed to address current housing needs. Our computation is               
not far. We’ve presented in May 2015 in response to a question of the economic cluster of the                  
Cabinet at that time of how much land is needed for the total housing needs of 5.7 million at that                    
time. We gave a range of 38,000 to 72,000 hectares, depending on priorities of densities. Again                
total land in the Philippines is 30 million hectares. To solve homelessness we needed 38,000 to                
72,000 hectares. Then we ask the question, why are we having a moratorium on conversion? 
 
Final points. Comment on agricultural lands is actually decreasing. We also found data             
produced by World Bank that it is actually beginning to recover. But our instinct is that it started                  
to inch up on formerly public lands. The land needed for addressing housing needs is huge, but                 
it is actually not that huge. We just need to be wise in identifying these lands. And on common                   
good vs market, I would also put on the table the debate on before distributing wealth probably                 
we can consider creating wealth first. That is all. 
 
Thank you and good afternoon. 


