
FOREST FORMATIONS AND CHANGE DETECTION 
MAPS AND ANALYSIS

Note that this might be an unfair comparison considering that the project’s forest cover maps were done at the PA scale whereas the NLCM 
was of the national scale.  Nevertheless, the central message here is to make it necessary to further validate existing information on the 

ground or with supplementary knowledge.

As part of its mandate to manage protected areas, BMB commissioned a project called the "Forest Formations
and Change Detection Maps, and Analysis", which was implemented through its NGO partner called the Center
for Conservation Innovation Ph or CCIP. CCIP is a biodiversity conservation NGO that aims to promote the
development of innovative, biodiversity conservation approaches and is helping BMB apply new technologies
for collecting needed information from the ground on the status of our forests in and around 32 PAs.

BACKGROUND

OBJECTIVE
The project aimed to develop a map of forest formations in two selected protected areas (PAs) and do analysis

of forest cover change inside 30 PAs and their buffer zones (two kms outward from the PA boundary). To

accomplish these, field survey and geospatial techniques developed at BMB shall be improved on and applied

by CCIP to the specific areas.

When mapping the forests based from satellite imagery, the project
adhered to DENR’s forest definition as embodied in its published
DMC2005-02. According to the forest change-detection results, five

cases of PAs where forest cover status were apparent: 1); project’s

forest canopies are mostly closed, while that from the national land

cover map (NLCM) showed open canopy 2) project’s forest cover

extent share similarity with the NLCM, but differ in the spatial

distribution of closed and open canopies; 3) both the project’s forest

and that of the NLCM are a good match, but the former showing

more fragmented open forests 4) project’s forest cover differs

slightly to that of the NLMC and they both vary in the existence of

open and closed canopies; and 5) project’s forest cover maps show

existing forest not found in NLCM.

Basic Findings on Forest Cover Change

Examples of occurrences of the cases in chosen protected areas are 
shown here.  The NLCM is on the left-hand side, while the project’s 
forest cover map is on the upper right-hand side and forest cover 
change Is on the lower right-hand side of each panel.
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FOREST FORMATIONS

Warning! Not all valuable forest formation types nearby have been included for protection.

As part of the project by BMB, forest formations of
two protected areas where mapped using satellite
imagery. The development of these types of forest
formations map reinforces the current forest cover
maps along the lines of the importance of their
corresponding ecosystems. It also caters to the
language of the biodiversity specialists and
conservationists. The forest formations map also
bridges the data gap by providing intuitive
information of the unique characteristics of the
forests, as to their: elevation range; flora and fauna
species highly associated with them; the soil and
rock substrates present; and the moisture regime,
etc.; as well as, the ecosystems services integral to
those forest formations to name a few.

Mapping of Forest Formation Types

For example, forests over limestone denote their
water-carrying capacity and cave systems
harboring other habitats. Upper montane
rainforests have high moisture content as well
besides its diverse associated species. Forests over
ultramafic rocks exhibit their characteristic red soils
or rock substrates high in mineral content
influencing the stunted growth of trees
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Northwest Panay Peninsula Natural Park

Key to Abbreviations: Lowland 
evergreen rainforest (LERF); 
Lower montane rainforest 
(LMRF); Upper montane 

rainforest (UMRF); Forest over 
ultramafic rocks (FOUR); and 
Forest over limestone (FOL).



ARE WE EFFECTIVELY PROTECTING OUR FORESTS?

A study done on forest loss showed that the average deforestation rate inside protected areas was lower
than the average rate outside their 2-km buffer zone (Apan et al 2017). Our forest formations and
change detection results at the BMB corroborate with this finding. Other studies, done by Gaveau et al
(2009), Phua et al (2007) and Oliviera et al (2007), attest to the PA's effectiveness in adequately
protecting the forest from clear-cutting.
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Statistically, the average forest loss inside PAs is significantly lower than the 
average forest loss outside PAs.

Above are illustrated four of the 30 protected areas studied for the change detection analysis.
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