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ABSTRACT 
 

This paper examines the environmental governance obligations of local government units (LGUs) in the 
Philippines through a doctrinal analysis of the 1987 Constitution, the Local Government Code of 1991, major 
environmental statutes, Supreme Court jurisprudence, and local implementation tools. It argues that LGUs are 
not merely administrative extensions of national environmental agencies, but frontline institutions of ecological 
governance. The constitutional right to a balanced and healthful ecology supplies the normative foundation, 
while Article X of the Constitution provides the institutional basis for localizing that mandate through local 
autonomy, decentralization, fiscal authority, inter-LGU cooperation, and accountable local governance. The 
Local Government Code operationalizes these principles through the general welfare clause, devolved basic 
services, local legislation, consultation, intergovernmental collaboration, and environmental administration. 
Sectoral statutes further define LGU responsibilities in solid waste management, water and air quality, fisheries, 
environmental impact assessment, protected areas, climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction, and 
governance accountability. Supreme Court decisions, including Oposa v. Factoran, Laguna Lake Development 
Authority v. Court of Appeals, Tano v. Socrates, Metropolitan Manila Development Authority v. Concerned 
Residents of Manila Bay, and Boracay Foundation, Inc. v. Province of Aklan, clarify that environmental duties 
are legally meaningful and, in proper cases, enforceable. The paper further identifies local planning, permitting, 
fiscal, monitoring, and enforcement tools through which LGUs give operational effect to environmental 
mandates. It concludes that LGU environmental governance is best understood as a system of devolved 
ecological responsibility: constitutionally grounded, statutorily particularized, judicially enforceable, and 
operationally implemented at the local level. 
 
Keywords: LGUs, Environmental Governance, Ecological Responsibility, Climate and Disaster Risk 
Governance, Solid Waste Management 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Environmental governance in the Philippines is 
commonly associated with national statutes and 
national agencies, particularly the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), the 
Environmental Management Bureau (EMB), the 
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR), 
and other specialized regulatory bodies. This 
national-agency-centered view is doctrinally valid, 
but incomplete. A substantial portion of 
environmental governance occurs at the local level. 
Solid waste management, sanitation, drainage, land-
use control, zoning, fisheries regulation, business 

permitting, nuisance abatement, coastal management, 
public consultation, tourism regulation, and 
enforcement of environmental ordinances are 
functions that directly implicate local government 
units (LGUs). 

The legal position of LGUs in environmental 
governance must therefore be examined not merely as 
a matter of administrative convenience, but as a 
matter of constitutional and statutory duty. The 1987 
Constitution recognizes the people’s right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology and commands the 
State to protect and advance that right (CONST., art. 
II, sec. 16). It also protects the right to health, 
establishes State stewardship over natural resources, 
recognizes the social function of property, protects 
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public participation and access to information, and 
declares public office as a public trust (CONST., art. 
II, secs. 15, 16, 28; art. III, sec. 7; art. XI, sec. 1; art. 
XII, secs. 2, 6; art. XIII, sec. 16). These provisions 
situate environmental protection within a broader 
constitutional framework of public welfare, 
accountability, transparency, and ecological 
stewardship. 

Article X of the Constitution is especially important 
because it supplies the institutional basis for 
localizing the environmental mandate. It establishes 
local autonomy, requires Congress to enact a Local 
Government Code, recognizes the fiscal authority of 
LGUs, and authorizes inter-LGU cooperation for 
purposes commonly beneficial to them (CONST., art. 
X, secs. 2, 3, 5–7, 13). Thus, while Article II, Section 
16 provides the substantive environmental mandate, 
Article X provides the constitutional structure 
through which that mandate is implemented at the 
local level. Local autonomy is not merely a protection 
against national interference; it is also a constitutional 
basis for responsive, accountable, and place-specific 
environmental governance. 

The Local Government Code of 1991 operationalizes 
these constitutional principles. It expressly provides 
that LGUs shall share with the national government 
the responsibility for the management and 
maintenance of ecological balance within their 
territorial jurisdictions (R.A. No. 7160, sec. 3[i]). It 
also authorizes LGUs, through the General Welfare 
Clause, to promote health and safety and enhance the 
people’s right to a balanced ecology (R.A. No. 7160, 
sec. 16). It devolves basic services and facilities 
related to sanitation, solid waste, water supply, 
drainage, sewerage, flood control, environmental 
management, fisheries, mangrove protection, 
community forestry, parks, and greenbelts (R.A. No. 
7160, sec. 17). It further empowers local legislative 
bodies to enact ordinances for environmental 
protection and to penalize acts that endanger the 
environment (R.A. No. 7160, secs. 447, 458, 468). 

Environmental statutes further particularize these 
local responsibilities. The Ecological Solid Waste 
Management Act assigns primary responsibility for 
solid waste management to LGUs (R.A. No. 9003, 
sec. 10). The Philippine Clean Water Act recognizes 
LGU participation in maintaining and improving 
water quality within their territorial jurisdictions 
(R.A. No. 9275, sec. 20). The Philippine Clean Air 
Act recognizes local roles in air quality management 
(R.A. No. 8749). The Philippine Fisheries Code gives 
municipalities and cities significant authority over 

municipal waters and fisheries regulation (R.A. No. 
8550, as amended by R.A. No. 10654). Other statutes, 
including the Environmental Impact Statement 
System, the NIPAS and ENIPAS laws, the Climate 
Change Act, the Disaster Risk Reduction and 
Management Act, and the Seal of Good Local 
Governance Act, further embed environmental 
governance in local planning, regulation, 
performance assessment, and accountability. 

This paper argues that LGUs are frontline 
environmental governance institutions. Their role is 
not limited to assisting national agencies. They 
possess direct legal authority and bear direct legal 
responsibility in areas such as solid waste 
management, water quality management, air quality 
management, municipal fisheries, land-use 
regulation, local environmental planning, climate and 
disaster risk governance, and enforcement of 
environmental ordinances. Their environmental 
functions are grounded in the Constitution, 
particularized by statute, interpreted by 
jurisprudence, and operationalized through local 
plans, ordinances, permits, budgets, monitoring 
systems, and enforcement mechanisms. 

This doctrinal position is reinforced by Philippine 
jurisprudence. In Oposa v. Factoran, the Supreme 
Court recognized the constitutional right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology as a legally 
cognizable right and articulated the doctrine of 
intergenerational responsibility (Oposa v. Factoran, 
G.R. No. 101083, July 30, 1993). In Laguna Lake 
Development Authority v. Court of Appeals, the 
Court held that local autonomy does not authorize 
LGUs to disregard special environmental regulation 
or national environmental standards (Laguna Lake 
Development Authority v. Court of Appeals, G.R. 
No. 110120, March 16, 1994). In Tano v. Socrates, 
the Court sustained LGU authority to enact 
environmental and fisheries ordinances under local 
police power (Tano v. Socrates, G.R. No. 110249, 
August 21, 1997). In Metropolitan Manila 
Development Authority v. Concerned Residents of 
Manila Bay, the Court treated statutory 
environmental duties as enforceable obligations that 
may be compelled by mandamus (MMDA v. 
Concerned Residents of Manila Bay, G.R. Nos. 
171947–48, December 18, 2008). In Boracay 
Foundation, Inc. v. Province of Aklan, the Court 
emphasized environmental impact assessment, 
consultation, and compliance in relation to local 
development projects (Boracay Foundation, Inc. v. 
Province of Aklan, G.R. No. 196870, June 26, 2012). 
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Taken together, these constitutional provisions, 
statutes, and cases establish the central thesis of this 
paper: LGU environmental governance is a system of 
devolved ecological responsibility. Under this 
doctrine, LGUs are constitutionally grounded, 
statutorily empowered, judicially accountable, and 
operationally equipped to protect ecological balance 
within their jurisdictions. Local autonomy expands 
LGU authority, but it also grounds LGU 
accountability. Environmental protection is therefore 
not an optional local program; it is a constitutional 
and statutory obligation that must be implemented 
through local planning, regulation, permitting, 
budgeting, monitoring, coordination, and 
enforcement. 

This paper proceeds in seven parts. First, it identifies 
the constitutional foundations of LGU environmental 
governance. Second, it examines the statutory 
framework, particularly the Local Government Code 
and major environmental laws. Third, it discusses 
Supreme Court doctrines that clarify the 
enforceability and limits of LGU environmental 
obligations. Fourth, it identifies the implementation 
tools available to LGUs, including land-use plans, 
zoning ordinances, solid waste management plans, 
climate and disaster risk assessments, local permits, 
ECC monitoring, local environmental codes, fiscal 
tools, and enforcement mechanisms. Fifth, it 
synthesizes these materials into the doctrine of 
devolved ecological responsibility. Sixth, it discusses 
the implications of this doctrine for local 
environmental governance. Finally, it concludes that 
the effective protection of the constitutional right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology depends not only on 
national environmental agencies, but also on the 
capacity, willingness, and legal accountability of 
LGUs to perform their environmental mandates. 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
This paper adopts a doctrinal legal research method. 
It examines constitutional provisions, statutes, 
administrative issuances, Supreme Court decisions, 
and local implementation instruments to determine 
the legal basis, scope, nature, and operational 
implications of the environmental governance 
obligations of local government units (LGUs) in the 
Philippines. The inquiry is primarily normative and 
interpretive. It asks what the law requires of LGUs, 
how those obligations are structured, how the 
Supreme Court has interpreted them, and how LGUs 
may operationalize them through local governance 
tools. 

The analysis proceeds from the hierarchy and 
interaction of legal sources. First, it examines the 
1987 Constitution, particularly the provisions on the 
right to a balanced and healthful ecology, the right to 
health, natural-resource stewardship, the social 
function of property, public participation, access to 
information, local autonomy, decentralization, fiscal 
authority, inter-LGU cooperation, and accountability 
of public officers. Article II, Section 16 provides the 
substantive environmental mandate, while Article X 
supplies the constitutional institutional basis for 
localizing that mandate through autonomous and 
accountable local governments. 

Second, the paper analyzes the Local Government 
Code of 1991, particularly the provisions on 
ecological balance, the General Welfare Clause, 
devolved basic services and facilities, land-use 
regulation, consultation, inter-LGU cooperation, 
local legislation, barangay-level enforcement, and the 
functions of the Local Environment and Natural 
Resources Officer. The Code is treated as the 
principal statutory bridge between the Constitution’s 
environmental mandate and the operational powers of 
LGUs. 

Third, the paper examines major environmental 
statutes that particularize LGU responsibilities. These 
include the Philippine Environmental Policy, the 
Philippine Environment Code, the Environmental 
Impact Statement System, the Ecological Solid Waste 
Management Act, the Philippine Clean Water Act, 
the Philippine Clean Air Act, the Philippine Fisheries 
Code, the National Integrated Protected Areas 
System and Expanded NIPAS laws, the Climate 
Change Act, the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction 
and Management Act, and the Seal of Good Local 
Governance Act. These laws are analyzed in relation 
to the Local Government Code to show how national 
environmental mandates are translated into local 
planning, regulation, service delivery, monitoring, 
and enforcement. 

Fourth, the paper discusses relevant Supreme Court 
decisions that clarify the enforceability, scope, and 
limits of LGU environmental obligations. Particular 
attention is given to Oposa v. Factoran, Laguna Lake 
Development Authority v. Court of Appeals, Tano v. 
Socrates, Metropolitan Manila Development 
Authority v. Concerned Residents of Manila Bay, and 
Boracay Foundation, Inc. v. Province of Aklan. These 
cases are used not as isolated case digests, but as 
doctrinal authorities that explain the enforceability of 
environmental rights, the limits of local autonomy, 
the validity of local environmental regulation, the 
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availability of mandamus to compel environmental 
duties, and the need to integrate environmental 
compliance into local development. 

Fifth, the paper identifies LGU implementation tools 
that give operational effect to constitutional and 
statutory environmental mandates. These include the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, zoning ordinance, 
Comprehensive Development Plan, Local 
Development Investment Program, Annual 
Investment Program, Solid Waste Management Plan, 
Climate and Disaster Risk Assessment, Local 
Climate Change Action Plan, Local Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Plan, coastal resource 
management plans, fisheries ordinances, sanitation 
and septage programs, Environmental Compliance 
Certificate monitoring, local permits, local 
environmental codes, environmental fees, local 
boards, and enforcement mechanisms. 

The scope of the paper is doctrinal rather than 
empirical. It does not measure the actual 
environmental performance of particular LGUs, nor 
does it conduct field assessment, compliance 
auditing, or case-study evaluation. Its purpose is to 
establish the legal framework governing LGU 
environmental obligations and to synthesize that 
framework into a coherent doctrine of devolved 
ecological responsibility. 

The paper treats administrative issuances and 
planning guidelines as supplementary 
implementation instruments. DENR, EMB, DHSUD, 
former HLURB, and DILG issuances are relevant 
insofar as they operationalize constitutional, 
statutory, and jurisprudential mandates. However, the 
primary legal basis of LGU environmental 
governance remains the Constitution, the Local 
Government Code, environmental statutes, and 
Supreme Court jurisprudence. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Doctrinal Synthesis: LGUs as Frontline Institutions 
of Devolved Ecological Responsibility 

The constitutional, statutory, jurisprudential, and 
operational materials examined in the preceding 
sections converge on a single doctrinal proposition: 
LGUs are frontline institutions of devolved 
ecological responsibility. Their environmental role is 
not incidental to local governance. It is embedded in 
the constitutional structure, particularized by statute, 
interpreted by jurisprudence, and operationalized 

through local planning, regulatory, fiscal, monitoring, 
and enforcement instruments. 

This doctrine may be stated as follows: 

LGU environmental governance is a system of 
devolved ecological responsibility. The Constitution 
establishes the right to a balanced and healthful 
ecology and imposes upon the State the duty to 
protect and advance that right. Article X supplies the 
institutional basis for localizing this duty through 
local autonomy, decentralization, fiscal authority, 
inter-LGU cooperation, and accountable local 
governance. The Local Government Code 
operationalizes this constitutional structure by 
granting LGUs police power, devolved service 
functions, ordinance-making authority, consultation 
powers, intergovernmental cooperation mechanisms, 
and local environmental administration. Sectoral 
environmental laws particularize LGU obligations in 
solid waste management, water quality, air quality, 
fisheries, protected areas, climate change, disaster 
risk reduction, and environmental impact assessment. 
Supreme Court decisions interpret these mandates as 
legally enforceable obligations. LGU implementation 
tools then translate these mandates into plans, 
ordinances, permits, budgets, monitoring systems, 
and enforcement actions. 

A. LGUs as Constitutional Duty-Bearers 

The starting point is Article II, Section 16 of the 1987 
Constitution, which provides that the State shall 
protect and advance the right of the people to a 
balanced and healthful ecology. This constitutional 
duty extends to LGUs because they are political 
subdivisions of the State. When the Local 
Government Code and environmental statutes assign 
environmental functions to LGUs, those functions 
must be understood as local expressions of the State’s 
constitutional environmental obligation. 

Article X strengthens the constitutional basis of LGU 
environmental governance. It supplies the 
institutional mechanism through which the 
environmental mandate of Article II, Section 16 is 
localized. Through local autonomy, decentralization, 
fiscal authority, inter-LGU cooperation, and 
accountable local governance, Article X enables 
LGUs to translate national environmental obligations 
into local plans, ordinances, permits, budgets, 
monitoring systems, and enforcement actions. 

This means that LGU environmental governance is 
not merely a matter of policy preference. It is a 
constitutional responsibility carried out at the local 
level. An LGU that regulates land use, controls waste, 
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protects municipal waters, manages drainage, 
enforces sanitation rules, or monitors development 
projects performs part of the State’s duty to protect 
ecological balance. 

The constitutional right to health, the social function 
of property, the State’s stewardship of natural 
resources, the protection of subsistence fisherfolk, the 
right to information, public participation, and the 
accountability of public officers all reinforce this 
conclusion. Environmental governance by LGUs is 
therefore not based on a single constitutional clause 
alone; it arises from a wider constitutional framework 
of ecological protection, public welfare, participation, 
decentralization, and accountability. 

B. LGUs as Statutory Implementers 

The Local Government Code provides the principal 
statutory bridge between constitutional 
environmental policy and local implementation. 
Section 3(i) expressly provides that LGUs shall share 
with the national government responsibility for the 
management and maintenance of ecological balance 
within their territorial jurisdiction. Section 16, the 
General Welfare Clause, empowers LGUs to promote 
health and safety and enhance the people’s right to a 
balanced ecology. Section 17 devolves basic 
environmental services, including sanitation, solid 
waste, water supply, drainage, sewerage, flood 
control, environmental management systems, fishery 
services, mangrove-related functions, and 
community forestry. 

These provisions show that LGUs are not merely 
administrative adjuncts of national agencies. They are 
statutory implementers with direct responsibility over 
environmental conditions within their territorial 
jurisdiction. Their role is particularly visible in solid 
waste management under R.A. No. 9003, water 
quality management under R.A. No. 9275, air quality 
management under R.A. No. 8749, municipal 
fisheries under R.A. No. 8550 as amended, climate 
adaptation under R.A. No. 9729 as amended, and 
disaster risk reduction under R.A. No. 10121. 

However, LGU authority is not absolute. The same 
statutory framework that empowers LGUs also 
subjects them to national environmental laws, 
standards, and regulatory agencies. Thus, LGUs 
implement environmental mandates within a system 
of shared governance: national agencies define 
standards and regulatory frameworks, while LGUs 
localize implementation through planning, 
ordinances, permits, services, monitoring, 
enforcement, budgeting, and coordination. 

C. LGUs as Local Environmental Regulators 

LGUs exercise environmental governance through 
their police power, particularly under the General 
Welfare Clause. This authority permits them to 
regulate private conduct in the interest of health, 
safety, public welfare, and ecological balance. It 
supports zoning ordinances, environmental codes, 
fisheries ordinances, nuisance abatement, sanitation 
rules, solid waste ordinances, business permit 
conditions, coastal regulations, and local restrictions 
against environmentally harmful activities. 

The Supreme Court’s ruling in Tano v. Socrates 
affirms this affirmative regulatory authority. The 
Court sustained local ordinances protecting fishery 
and aquatic resources, thereby recognizing that LGUs 
may validly restrict private activity when necessary 
to protect ecological resources and public welfare 
(Tano v. Socrates, G.R. No. 110249, August 21, 
1997). 

This regulatory function is crucial because many 
environmental harms arise from local activities: 
illegal dumping, untreated wastewater discharge, 
incompatible land uses, destructive fishing, 
mangrove cutting, foreshore encroachment, open 
burning, quarrying, tourism overdevelopment, and 
nuisance establishments. LGUs are often the first 
governmental institutions capable of detecting and 
regulating these activities. The legal doctrine 
therefore supports active, not passive, local 
environmental governance. 

D. LGUs as Environmental Service Providers 

LGUs are not only regulators; they are also service 
providers. Section 17 of the Local Government Code 
devolves basic services and facilities that directly 
affect environmental quality. These include solid 
waste collection and disposal, sanitation, drainage, 
sewerage, flood control, water supply, seawalls, 
environmental management systems, parks, and local 
infrastructure. 

This service-delivery function distinguishes LGU 
environmental governance from purely regulatory 
environmental law. In many cases, environmental 
degradation results not only from private violations 
but also from weak public service systems. Poor solid 
waste collection, absence of septage management, 
clogged drainage, lack of wastewater facilities, 
inadequate flood control, and poorly planned 
settlements may all produce environmental harm. 

The implication is that LGU environmental 
accountability may arise from both regulatory failure 
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and service-delivery failure. Regulatory failure 
occurs when an LGU does not enforce ordinances, 
permits, zoning rules, sanitation standards, or fishery 
regulations. Service-delivery failure occurs when an 
LGU fails to provide or maintain legally required 
environmental services, such as solid waste 
management, drainage, sewerage, sanitation, or local 
environmental management systems. 

This distinction is important because it clarifies that 
LGU environmental responsibility is not limited to 
enforcement against private actors. It also includes 
the LGU’s own duty to deliver environmental 
services. 

E. LGUs as Environmental Planners 

Environmental governance is also a planning 
function. The CLUP, zoning ordinance, CDP, LDIP, 
AIP, SWMP, CDRA, LCCAP, LDRRMP, coastal 
resource management plan, fisheries plan, sanitation 
and septage plan, and sustainable tourism plan are not 
merely administrative documents. They are legal-
operational instruments through which the LGU gives 
life to constitutional and statutory mandates. 

The planning function is preventive. It allows LGUs 
to avoid environmental harm before it occurs. 
Through the CLUP and zoning ordinance, an LGU 
may restrict development in hazard-prone or 
ecologically sensitive areas. Through the CDRA, it 
may identify climate and disaster risks. Through the 
SWMP, it may establish a system for waste 
segregation, collection, recovery, and disposal. 
Through the LCCAP and LDRRMP, it may integrate 
resilience into local development. Through coastal 
and fisheries plans, it may protect municipal waters, 
mangroves, coral reefs, seagrass beds, fish 
sanctuaries, and fisherfolk livelihoods. 

This preventive dimension is central to environmental 
law. It is insufficient for an LGU to act only after 
pollution, flooding, coastal degradation, or resource 
depletion has already occurred. The mandate to 
protect ecological balance requires anticipation, 
planning, regulation, and prevention. 

F. LGUs as Enforcement Partners 

LGUs are also enforcement partners in the national 
environmental governance system. They enforce 
local ordinances, inspect establishments, monitor 
waste and wastewater conditions, regulate permits, 
support ECC compliance monitoring, participate in 
local boards, coordinate with national agencies, and 
refer violations to competent authorities. 

This enforcement function is reinforced by 
Metropolitan Manila Development Authority v. 
Concerned Residents of Manila Bay, where the 
Supreme Court treated statutory environmental duties 
as enforceable obligations that may be compelled by 
mandamus (Metropolitan Manila Development 
Authority v. Concerned Residents of Manila Bay, 
G.R. Nos. 171947–48, December 18, 2008). The case 
is important because it rejects the view that 
environmental duties are merely discretionary or 
aspirational. Where the law imposes a clear duty, the 
responsible public institution may be compelled to 
perform it. 

For LGUs, this means that the failure to enforce solid 
waste, sanitation, drainage, water quality, business 
permit, zoning, fisheries, or environmental ordinance 
requirements may become legally significant. The 
LGU need not be the sole cause of environmental 
harm before accountability may arise. It is enough 
that the law assigned a function to the LGU and the 
LGU failed, refused, or unreasonably delayed 
performance. 

G. Local Autonomy as Power and Accountability 

Local autonomy is often understood as protection 
against excessive national interference. In 
environmental governance, however, local autonomy 
has a dual character. It is both a source of authority 
and a basis of accountability. 

As a source of authority, local autonomy allows 
LGUs to adopt place-specific environmental 
responses. A coastal municipality may regulate 
municipal waters, tourism density, mangrove 
protection, and fishery activity. An upland 
municipality may regulate slope development, forest 
use, quarrying, and watershed protection. A highly 
urbanized city may regulate drainage, air pollution, 
waste facilities, traffic emissions, and nuisance 
establishments. 

As a basis of accountability, local autonomy prevents 
LGUs from claiming that environmental protection is 
solely the responsibility of national agencies. Where 
the law devolves functions to LGUs, local officials 
cannot evade responsibility by pointing only to the 
DENR, BFAR, DILG, DOH, DHSUD, EMB, or other 
national agencies. 

At the same time, Laguna Lake Development 
Authority v. Court of Appeals clarifies that local 
autonomy does not authorize LGUs to disregard 
national environmental law or special environmental 
regulation (Laguna Lake Development Authority v. 
Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 110120, March 16, 1994). 
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Local autonomy empowers LGUs to protect the 
environment, but it does not give them authority to 
pollute, approve unlawful land uses, operate non-
compliant waste facilities, or ignore national 
environmental standards. 

Thus, the proper doctrine is not local autonomy 
versus environmental regulation. Rather, it is local 
autonomy in service of environmental regulation. 

H. The Legal Character of LGU Environmental 
Accountability 

LGU environmental accountability should be 
carefully defined. It does not mean that an LGU is 
automatically liable for every environmental harm 
occurring within its territorial jurisdiction. 
Environmental degradation may be caused by private 
actors, national agencies, regional bodies, 
neighboring LGUs, historical land-use patterns, or 
transboundary ecological processes. 

However, an LGU may be held accountable where 
four elements are present. 

First, there must be a clear legal duty imposed by the 
Constitution, the Local Government Code, an 
environmental statute, an ordinance, a permit 
condition, or a court order. 

Second, the LGU must have authority or capacity to 
act, whether through planning, regulation, permitting, 
service delivery, inspection, enforcement, budgeting, 
coordination, or referral. 

Third, there must be failure, refusal, neglect, or 
unreasonable delay in performing the duty. 

Fourth, there must be environmental harm, 
continuing degradation, or legally cognizable 
environmental risk connected to the non-performance 
of the duty. 

This framework avoids overextension of LGU 
liability while preserving legal accountability. LGUs 
are not insurers of ecological perfection. But they are 
duty-bearing public institutions whose inaction may 
become legally actionable when the law imposes 
specific environmental responsibilities. 

I. Devolved Ecological Responsibility as the 
Governing Doctrine 

The doctrine of devolved ecological responsibility 
captures the legal position of LGUs in Philippine 
environmental governance. 

It has four dimensions. 

First, it is constitutional because it arises from the 
State’s duty to protect and advance the right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology, and from Article X’s 
institutional structure of local autonomy, 
decentralization, fiscal authority, inter-LGU 
cooperation, and accountable local governance. 

Second, it is statutory because the Local Government 
Code and environmental laws assign concrete powers 
and duties to LGUs. 

Third, it is jurisprudential because Supreme Court 
decisions interpret environmental rights and duties as 
legally meaningful and, in proper cases, enforceable. 

Fourth, it is operational because LGUs possess 
implementation tools—plans, ordinances, permits, 
budgets, boards, monitoring systems, and 
enforcement units—through which environmental 
mandates may be carried out. 

This doctrine best explains the relationship between 
LGUs and environmental law. LGUs are not merely 
local political units with incidental environmental 
functions. They are mandated local institutions of 
ecological governance. 

VIII. Implications for Local Environmental 
Governance 

The doctrine of devolved ecological responsibility 
has concrete implications for how LGUs should 
exercise their powers. If LGUs are constitutional 
duty-bearers, statutory implementers, local 
regulators, service providers, planners, enforcement 
partners, and accountability-bearing institutions, then 
environmental governance cannot be treated as an 
optional program. It must be embedded in local 
planning, budgeting, permitting, monitoring, and 
enforcement. 

A. LGUs Must Treat Environmental Governance 
as a Core Mandate 

The first implication is that environmental 
governance should be treated as a core local 
government mandate, not as a peripheral function. 
The Local Government Code expressly links LGU 
powers to the promotion of health and safety and the 
enhancement of the people’s right to a balanced 
ecology (R.A. No. 7160, sec. 16). It also devolves 
basic services and facilities directly related to 
sanitation, waste management, drainage, sewerage, 
water supply, environmental management, fisheries, 
and community-based resource protection (R.A. No. 
7160, sec. 17). 
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This means that an LGU cannot treat environmental 
protection as merely dependent on the availability of 
special projects, external grants, or national 
government intervention. While national agencies 
retain important regulatory and supervisory 
functions, the LGU has its own legal mandate. 
Environmental governance must therefore be 
integrated into the regular functions of the mayor or 
governor, sanggunian, planning office, ENRO where 
applicable, health office, engineering office, 
agriculture office, tourism office, disaster risk 
reduction office, treasurer’s office, assessor’s office, 
and barangays. 

The implication is organizational. Environmental 
governance should not be confined to isolated clean-
up drives or occasional compliance reports. It should 
be mainstreamed across the local bureaucracy. 

B. LGUs Must Harmonize Their Planning 
Instruments 

The second implication is that LGUs must harmonize 
their planning instruments. The CLUP, zoning 
ordinance, CDP, LDIP, AIP, SWMP, CDRA, 
LCCAP, LDRRMP, coastal resource management 
plan, fisheries plan, sanitation or septage plan, and 
tourism development plan should not be prepared or 
implemented in isolation. 

The CLUP determines spatial allocation. The zoning 
ordinance gives the CLUP regulatory force. The CDP 
identifies sectoral development priorities. The LDIP 
and AIP translate those priorities into funded 
programs and projects. The CDRA identifies hazards 
and climate risks. The LCCAP and LDRRMP provide 
adaptation, mitigation, prevention, preparedness, 
response, and recovery measures. The SWMP 
operationalizes solid waste management. Coastal, 
fisheries, sanitation, septage, and tourism plans 
address sector-specific environmental concerns. 

If these instruments are inconsistent, the LGU’s 
environmental governance system becomes 
fragmented. For example, a CLUP may designate a 
coastal area as environmentally constrained, while a 
tourism plan may promote intensive resort 
development in the same area. A CDRA may identify 
a flood-prone zone, while the zoning ordinance may 
still allow dense residential or commercial 
development. An SWMP may require materials 
recovery facilities, while the AIP may not allocate 
funding for them. Such inconsistencies weaken legal 
compliance and expose the LGU to governance 
failure. 

The practical implication is that environmental 
planning must be integrated. The CLUP should be the 
spatial anchor; the zoning ordinance should be the 
regulatory instrument; the CDP, LDIP, and AIP 
should be the programming and budgeting 
instruments; and the sectoral environmental plans 
should be harmonized with all of them. 

C. LGUs Must Integrate Environmental 
Compliance Into Local Permitting 

The third implication concerns permitting. Local 
permits are among the strongest environmental 
governance tools available to LGUs. Locational 
clearances, zoning clearances, development permits, 
building permits, occupancy permits, business 
permits, sanitary permits, fishery licenses, tourism-
related permits, and other local authorizations should 
not be treated as purely administrative documents. 
They are legal instruments for ensuring compliance 
with land-use, sanitation, safety, environmental, and 
public welfare standards. 

This is particularly important in relation to the 
Environmental Compliance Certificate. The ECC is 
issued by DENR-EMB under the EIS System, not by 
the LGU. However, the LGU should use the ECC in 
local permitting and monitoring where applicable. A 
project proponent should not be allowed to use local 
permits to bypass or dilute ECC requirements. Where 
a project is covered by the EIS System, the LGU 
should require proof of ECC or Certificate of Non-
Coverage before issuing local permits, subject to 
applicable rules. 

The LGU should also ensure that local permits are 
consistent with the CLUP, zoning ordinance, sanitary 
requirements, building regulations, drainage 
standards, solid waste rules, water quality 
requirements, and applicable ECC conditions. Where 
an ECC condition requires wastewater treatment, 
drainage control, environmental monitoring, buffer 
zones, solid waste systems, or community safeguards, 
the LGU should consider these requirements in local 
permit review and monitoring, within the scope of its 
legal authority. 

The doctrinal implication is that local permitting is 
not merely a revenue-generating function. It is a legal 
mechanism for implementing environmental 
governance. 

D. LGUs Must Treat Environmental Duties as 
Continuing Obligations 

The fourth implication is that LGU environmental 
duties are continuing obligations. Solid waste 
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management, water quality protection, sanitation, 
drainage, sewerage, air quality management, fisheries 
regulation, coastal resource management, disaster 
risk reduction, and climate adaptation cannot be 
discharged through one-time acts. 

R.A. No. 9003 requires continuing systems for 
segregation, collection, recovery, recycling, 
composting, disposal, public education, and 
enforcement. R.A. No. 9275 requires continuing 
measures for water quality management, pollution 
control, sewerage, septage, and coordination. The 
Fisheries Code requires continuing regulation and 
conservation of municipal waters. The Climate 
Change Act and DRRM Act require continuing 
planning, updating, preparedness, and risk reduction. 

This point is reinforced by MMDA v. Concerned 
Residents of Manila Bay, where the Supreme Court 
treated environmental rehabilitation as a continuing 
obligation enforceable through mandamus. The case 
demonstrates that statutory environmental duties are 
not exhausted by isolated compliance efforts. Where 
degradation persists, the duty to act also persists. 

Thus, an LGU cannot rely solely on episodic 
activities such as clean-up drives, tree planting 
events, coastal clean-ups, or information campaigns. 
These may support environmental governance, but 
they do not substitute for legally required systems, 
facilities, ordinances, inspections, monitoring, 
budgets, and enforcement. 

E. LGUs Must Use Local Autonomy Affirmatively 

The fifth implication concerns local autonomy. Local 
autonomy is not merely a shield against national 
interference. It is also a legal basis for affirmative 
environmental action. 

Through local autonomy and the General Welfare 
Clause, LGUs may adopt ordinances and programs 
suited to local ecological conditions. A coastal 
municipality may regulate municipal waters, marine 
protected areas, mangroves, beach easements, 
tourism density, and fishery activities. An upland 
municipality may regulate watershed protection, 
slope development, forest use, and quarrying. An 
urban city may regulate drainage, waste facilities, air 
pollution, terminals, nuisance establishments, and 
land-use compatibility. 

The doctrine in Tano v. Socrates supports this 
affirmative use of local police power. LGUs may 
validly regulate private economic activity when 
necessary to protect fisheries, aquatic resources, 
ecological balance, and public welfare. 

However, local autonomy must be exercised within 
the limits of national law. Laguna Lake Development 
Authority v. Court of Appeals makes clear that local 
autonomy does not authorize LGUs to disregard 
special environmental regulation or national 
environmental standards. Therefore, LGUs should 
use local autonomy to strengthen environmental 
protection, not to justify non-compliance. 

The proper view is this: local autonomy is authority 
in service of ecological protection. 

F. LGUs Must Coordinate With National 
Agencies, Other LGUs, and Local Stakeholders 

The sixth implication is coordination. Environmental 
systems do not follow political boundaries. 
Watersheds, rivers, coastal waters, airsheds, drainage 
systems, solid waste disposal systems, tourism 
corridors, protected areas, and fisheries ecosystems 
often cross municipal, city, provincial, or regional 
lines. 

The Local Government Code recognizes this by 
authorizing inter-LGU cooperation and collaboration 
with NGOs and people’s organizations (R.A. No. 
7160, secs. 33, 35–36). Sections 26 and 27 also 
require consultation with LGUs and affected sectors 
for environmentally significant projects. 

Coordination is necessary in at least five settings. 

First, watershed and river-basin management often 
requires cooperation among upland and downstream 
LGUs. 

Second, coastal and fisheries governance requires 
coordination among municipalities sharing bays, 
gulfs, straits, or contiguous municipal waters. 

Third, solid waste management may require common 
sanitary landfills, clustered disposal systems, shared 
materials recovery facilities, or inter-LGU waste 
processing arrangements. 

Fourth, tourism development often affects 
neighboring LGUs through transport, water demand, 
wastewater flows, solid waste generation, and coastal 
impacts. 

Fifth, protected areas and environmentally critical 
areas require coordination among LGUs, DENR, 
PAMBs, local communities, indigenous peoples 
where applicable, and affected sectors. 

The implication is that LGUs should not rely solely 
on territorial regulation. They should use inter-LGU 
agreements, joint ordinances, shared facilities, 
watershed councils, bay-wide management bodies, 
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FARMCs, PAMBs, multipartite monitoring teams, 
and local development councils to address cross-
boundary environmental problems. 

G. LGUs Must Institutionalize Monitoring and 
Evidence-Based Enforcement 

The seventh implication is that environmental 
governance requires monitoring. Plans and 
ordinances are insufficient without evidence, 
inspection, and enforcement. 

An LGU should maintain data on waste generation, 
waste diversion, MRF performance, collection 
efficiency, illegal dumping, water quality, septic tank 
desludging, drainage conditions, flood-prone areas, 
coastal erosion, mangrove cover, fishery activity, 
tourism pressure, ECC-covered projects, business 
permit compliance, sanitary violations, and 
environmental complaints. 

This data should inform local decision-making. For 
example, waste generation data should guide the 
SWMP and budget allocation. Water quality data 
should guide septage programs and enforcement 
against illegal discharge. Hazard data should guide 
zoning restrictions and relocation planning. Tourism 
pressure data should guide carrying capacity 
measures. Fisheries data should guide municipal 
water regulation. 

Monitoring should also be linked with enforcement. 
Where violations are detected, the LGU should issue 
notices, conduct inspections, impose penalties where 
authorized, suspend or revoke permits where legally 
justified, refer matters to DENR-EMB or BFAR 
where appropriate, and document compliance action. 

The implication is that environmental governance 
must become evidence-based. Without monitoring, 
an LGU cannot credibly claim compliance with its 
environmental mandate. 

H. LGUs Must Provide Budgetary Support for 
Environmental Mandates 

The eighth implication concerns finance. 
Environmental governance cannot be effective 
without budgetary support. Solid waste systems, 
septage programs, drainage improvement, coastal 
enforcement, water quality monitoring, urban 
greening, mangrove rehabilitation, disaster risk 
reduction, climate adaptation, and environmental 
inspections require recurring funds. 

The LDIP, AIP, annual budget, development funds 
where lawfully applicable, LDRRM Fund, 
environmental fees, garbage fees, septage fees, 

tourism environmental fees, conservation fees, 
fishery license fees, and penalties may all support 
environmental governance, subject to legal 
limitations. 

This budgetary implication is important because 
unfunded mandates often result in symbolic 
compliance. An LGU may have an SWMP but no 
funded MRF. It may have a CDRA but no risk-
sensitive infrastructure program. It may have a 
coastal resource management plan but no Bantay 
Dagat support. It may have a septage ordinance but 
no treatment facility or desludging system. It may 
have a zoning ordinance but no enforcement 
personnel. 

A doctrinally sound view of LGU environmental 
governance must therefore connect legal duty with 
fiscal implementation. Local environmental 
obligations should be reflected in investment 
programming and annual appropriations. 

I. LGUs Must Respect Participation, 
Transparency, and Due Process 

The ninth implication concerns participatory 
governance. The Constitution protects the people’s 
right to information on matters of public concern and 
recognizes public participation in decision-making. 
The Local Government Code requires consultation 
for projects with significant ecological consequences. 
Environmental laws also include participatory 
mechanisms, such as FARMCs, PAMBs, local solid 
waste boards, local development councils, and 
multipartite monitoring arrangements. 

LGUs should therefore ensure that environmental 
decisions are transparent and consultative. This 
applies to CLUP preparation, zoning amendments, 
establishment of waste facilities, coastal 
development, tourism projects, fishery regulation, 
resettlement from danger areas, protected-area 
management, and projects requiring ECCs. 

Participation must also be meaningful. Public 
hearings should not be reduced to formal compliance. 
Affected communities, fisherfolk, indigenous 
peoples where applicable, farmers, women, youth, 
local businesses, tourism stakeholders, 
environmental groups, and barangays should have 
access to relevant information and a reasonable 
opportunity to be heard. 

At the same time, enforcement must observe due 
process. Permit suspension, business closure, 
demolition, relocation, penalties, and nuisance 
abatement should follow applicable legal procedures. 
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Environmental governance should be firm, but it must 
also be lawful. 

J. LGUs Must Balance Development With 
Ecological Limits 

The tenth implication is especially important for 
rapidly urbanizing and tourism-oriented LGUs. Local 
economic development, including tourism, 
infrastructure, commerce, fisheries, agriculture, and 
investment promotion, must be pursued within 
ecological limits. 

The Constitution does not prohibit development. The 
Local Government Code encourages local 
development. However, development must be 
compatible with ecological balance, public health, 
disaster risk reduction, natural-resource conservation, 
and intergenerational responsibility. 

This means that LGUs should consider carrying 
capacity, water supply, wastewater capacity, solid 
waste capacity, drainage capacity, coastal stability, 
protected areas, fisherfolk access, agricultural land 
protection, disaster risk, and climate vulnerability 
before approving major development. 

In tourism areas, this implication is particularly 
important. Tourism may generate local income, 
employment, infrastructure, and investment. 
However, unregulated tourism can also produce land 
conversion, water scarcity, sewage discharge, solid 
waste growth, beach congestion, coral reef damage, 
displacement of fisherfolk, mangrove loss, and 
increased disaster exposure. Therefore, tourism 
planning should be integrated with environmental 
governance. 

An LGU that promotes tourism without 
corresponding controls over land use, wastewater, 
solid waste, carrying capacity, coastal setbacks, and 
ecological monitoring risks failing its environmental 
mandate. 

K. LGU Inaction May Create Legal 
Accountability 

The final implication is accountability. The paper’s 
doctrinal framework shows that LGU environmental 
duties are not purely moral or political. They may 
carry legal consequences. 

Accountability may arise in several ways. 

First, judicial accountability may arise where a clear 
legal duty is enforceable through mandamus, 
continuing mandamus, injunction, writ of kalikasan, 
or other environmental remedies. 

Second, administrative accountability may arise 
where local officials fail to perform duties imposed 
by law, ordinance, regulation, or lawful directive. 

Third, statutory accountability may arise under 
specific environmental laws, such as R.A. No. 9003, 
R.A. No. 9275, or related statutes, where sanctions 
are provided. 

Fourth, political accountability may arise through 
elections, public hearings, local legislative oversight, 
public disclosure, and community pressure. 

Fifth, fiscal accountability may arise through audit 
findings where environmental funds, development 
funds, or disaster risk reduction funds are misused, 
underused, or not aligned with legally authorized 
purposes. 

This does not mean that LGUs are automatically 
liable for every environmental problem within their 
jurisdiction. The more precise rule is that 
accountability may arise where there is a clear duty, 
capacity to act, failure or neglect, and resulting 
environmental harm or legally cognizable risk. 

L. Summary of Governance Implications 

The doctrine of devolved ecological responsibility 
requires LGUs to perform environmental governance 
as an integrated legal mandate. In practical terms, 
LGUs must mainstream environmental protection 
across local offices and functions, harmonize 
planning instruments, integrate ECC conditions and 
environmental laws into local permitting, treat 
environmental duties as continuing obligations, use 
local autonomy affirmatively for ecological 
protection, coordinate with national agencies and 
other stakeholders, institutionalize monitoring and 
evidence-based enforcement, provide budgetary 
support for environmental programs, respect 
participation and due process, balance development 
with ecological limits, and recognize that inaction 
may produce legal accountability. 

These implications show that LGU environmental 
governance is not merely a legal theory. It is a 
practical framework for how local governments 
should plan, regulate, finance, monitor, and enforce 
environmental protection within their territorial 
jurisdictions. 

Based on the foregoing doctrinal analysis, this paper 
reaches the central conclusion that environmental 
governance by local government units is not merely a 
matter of administrative discretion, local policy 
preference, or political convenience. It is a 
constitutional and statutory obligation. LGUs are 
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legally situated at the operational front line of the 
State’s duty to protect and advance the people’s right 
to a balanced and healthful ecology. Their authority 
to act arises from the Constitution, is particularized 
by the Local Government Code and environmental 
statutes, is interpreted and enforced through Supreme 
Court jurisprudence, and is operationalized through 
local planning, regulatory, fiscal, monitoring, and 
enforcement tools. 

A. LGU Environmental Governance Is 
Constitutionally Grounded 

The first conclusion is that LGU environmental 
governance has a constitutional foundation. Article II, 
Section 16 of the 1987 Constitution imposes upon the 
State the duty to protect and advance the right of the 
people to a balanced and healthful ecology. This duty 
is reinforced by the constitutional right to health, the 
State’s stewardship over natural resources, the social 
function of property, the protection of public 
participation and access to information, the 
constitutional preference for subsistence fisherfolk in 
communal marine and fishing resources, and the 
principle that public office is a public trust (CONST., 
art. II, secs. 15, 16, 28; art. III, sec. 7; art. XI, sec. 1; 
art. XII, secs. 2, 6; art. XIII, secs. 7, 16). 

Article X is especially significant because it supplies 
the institutional mechanism for localizing the 
environmental mandate. Through local autonomy, 
decentralization, fiscal authority, inter-LGU 
cooperation, and accountable local governance, 
Article X enables LGUs to translate national 
environmental obligations into local plans, 
ordinances, permits, budgets, monitoring systems, 
and enforcement actions (CONST., art. X, secs. 2, 3, 
5–7, 13). Thus, the Constitution does not merely 
articulate an abstract environmental policy. It also 
creates the local governmental structure through 
which ecological protection may be implemented 
territorially and practically. 

B. The Local Government Code Converts the 
Constitutional Mandate Into Local Powers and 
Duties 

The second conclusion is that the Local Government 
Code of 1991 operationalizes the Constitution’s 
environmental mandate. Section 3(i) expressly 
provides that LGUs share with the national 
government responsibility for the management and 
maintenance of ecological balance within their 
territorial jurisdiction. Section 16, the General 
Welfare Clause, authorizes LGUs to promote health 
and safety and enhance the people’s right to a 

balanced ecology. Section 17 devolves basic services 
and facilities directly related to environmental 
governance, including sanitation, solid waste, water 
supply, drainage, sewerage, flood control, 
environmental management, fisheries, mangrove-
related functions, community forestry, parks, and 
greenbelts. The Code further authorizes local 
legislative bodies to enact ordinances protecting the 
environment and penalizing acts that endanger 
ecological balance (R.A. No. 7160, secs. 3[i], 16, 17, 
447, 458, 468). 

These provisions demonstrate that LGUs are not 
merely passive consultees or administrative 
auxiliaries of national agencies. They are legal actors 
with their own environmental powers and 
responsibilities. They regulate land use, deliver 
environmental services, legislate local environmental 
rules, participate in consultations, cooperate with 
other LGUs and civil society, and maintain local 
environmental administration. The Local 
Government Code therefore serves as the statutory 
bridge between constitutional environmental rights 
and local environmental governance. 

C. Sectoral Environmental Laws Particularize 
LGU Responsibilities 

The third conclusion is that major environmental 
statutes particularize the general environmental 
powers of LGUs into specific sectoral duties. R.A. 
No. 9003 makes solid waste management a direct and 
continuing LGU responsibility. R.A. No. 9275 
recognizes the role of LGUs in water quality 
management, sanitation, sewerage, septage, and 
pollution control. R.A. No. 8749 recognizes local 
participation in air quality management. R.A. No. 
8550, as amended, places municipalities and cities at 
the center of municipal-water and fisheries 
governance. The EIS System, NIPAS and ENIPAS 
laws, the Climate Change Act, the DRRM Act, and 
the Seal of Good Local Governance Act further 
embed environmental protection in local planning, 
project approval, protected-area coordination, 
disaster-risk reduction, climate adaptation, and 
governance performance assessment. 

The legal consequence is that LGU environmental 
governance is not a single undifferentiated duty. It is 
composed of multiple statutory functions: planning, 
regulation, service delivery, consultation, 
monitoring, enforcement, fiscal programming, 
coordination, and accountability. Each sectoral law 
gives content to what the constitutional right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology requires at the local 
level. 
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D. Supreme Court Jurisprudence Confirms That 
Environmental Duties Are Enforceable 

The fourth conclusion is that Philippine jurisprudence 
confirms the legal enforceability of environmental 
duties. Oposa v. Factoran recognized the right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology as a legally 
cognizable right and established the doctrine of 
intergenerational responsibility. Tano v. Socrates 
affirmed the authority of LGUs to enact ordinances 
protecting fisheries and aquatic resources. Laguna 
Lake Development Authority v. Court of Appeals 
clarified that local autonomy cannot be invoked to 
defeat special environmental regulation or national 
environmental standards. Metropolitan Manila 
Development Authority v. Concerned Residents of 
Manila Bay demonstrated that statutory 
environmental duties may be compelled by 
mandamus. Boracay Foundation, Inc. v. Province of 
Aklan reinforced the importance of environmental 
impact assessment, consultation, and compliance in 
local development. 

Taken together, these cases establish that 
environmental governance is not merely aspirational. 
It is legally meaningful. The Constitution and statutes 
create rights, duties, standards, and institutional 
responsibilities that courts may recognize and, in 
proper cases, enforce. The jurisprudence also clarifies 
the dual character of LGU autonomy: it empowers 
LGUs to protect the environment, but it does not 
authorize them to disregard national environmental 
law. 

E. Local Autonomy Is a Source of Environmental 
Authority and Accountability 

The fifth conclusion is that local autonomy must be 
understood as both power and accountability. It gives 
LGUs authority to adopt place-specific 
environmental measures suited to local ecological 
conditions. A coastal municipality may regulate 
municipal waters, mangroves, marine protected areas, 
tourism pressure, and fishery activities. An upland 
municipality may regulate watersheds, forest use, 
quarrying, and slope development. An urban city may 
regulate drainage, waste facilities, transport-related 
emissions, nuisance establishments, and land-use 
compatibility. 

However, local autonomy does not create 
environmental immunity. LGUs remain subject to the 
Constitution, national statutes, environmental 
standards, and lawful administrative supervision. 
Local autonomy cannot be used to justify non-
compliant dumpsites, unlawful land uses, disregard of 

ECC requirements, failure to enforce sanitation 
standards, or tolerance of pollution. The proper 
doctrine is not local autonomy against environmental 
regulation, but local autonomy in service of 
environmental regulation. 

F. LGUs Are Both Regulators and Service 
Providers 

The sixth conclusion is that LGUs perform 
environmental governance in two major capacities: as 
regulators and as service providers. As regulators, 
they enact ordinances, issue permits, enforce zoning 
rules, regulate businesses, protect municipal waters, 
impose sanitation requirements, abate nuisances, and 
penalize environmentally harmful conduct. As 
service providers, they deliver or facilitate solid waste 
management, drainage, sewerage, sanitation, water 
supply, flood control, environmental management 
systems, parks, coastal protection, and related local 
infrastructure. 

This distinction is important for accountability. LGU 
environmental failure may occur not only through 
non-enforcement against private actors, but also 
through failure to provide legally required 
environmental services. Weak solid waste systems, 
absent septage management, clogged drainage, non-
functional materials recovery facilities, unregulated 
public markets, and poor sanitation infrastructure are 
not merely operational deficiencies. In proper cases, 
they may reflect failure to perform statutory 
environmental duties. 

G. LGU Environmental Governance Is 
Preventive, Continuing, and Integrated 

The seventh conclusion is that LGU environmental 
governance must be preventive, continuing, and 
integrated. It is preventive because LGUs must use 
planning, zoning, CDRA, LCCAP, LDRRMP, 
CLUPs, and sectoral plans to avoid foreseeable 
environmental harm before it occurs. It is continuing 
because statutory duties in solid waste, water quality, 
sanitation, drainage, fisheries, disaster risk reduction, 
and climate adaptation cannot be discharged through 
one-time activities. It is integrated because 
environmental governance cannot be fragmented 
among isolated offices, plans, permits, and projects. 

This means that clean-up drives, tree planting events, 
coastal clean-ups, and information campaigns, while 
useful, are not substitutes for legally required 
systems. The LGU must maintain functioning plans, 
ordinances, budgets, facilities, monitoring systems, 
enforcement protocols, and intergovernmental 
coordination mechanisms. Environmental 
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governance is not an episodic activity; it is a 
continuing structure of local public administration. 

H. LGU Implementation Tools Give Operational 
Effect to Environmental Mandates 

The eighth conclusion is that LGUs possess concrete 
tools to give life to environmental law. The CLUP 
and zoning ordinance convert ecological protection 
into spatial regulation. The CDP, LDIP, and AIP 
translate environmental priorities into funded 
programs. The SWMP operationalizes solid waste 
management. The CDRA, LCCAP, and LDRRMP 
integrate climate and disaster risk into local planning. 
Fisheries ordinances, coastal resource management 
plans, MPA plans, sanitation and septage plans, 
watershed plans, and sustainable tourism plans 
address sector-specific environmental concerns. 

The ECC, although issued by DENR-EMB, becomes 
relevant to local permitting and monitoring where a 
project is located within the LGU’s territory. 
Business permits, sanitary permits, development 
permits, building permits, locational clearances, 
zoning clearances, and fishery licenses allow LGUs 
to condition and monitor environmentally significant 
activities. Environmental fees, local boards, ENRO 
inspections, barangay enforcement, Bantay Dagat, 
Bantay Gubat, complaint mechanisms, and local 
environmental codes further support implementation. 

The existence of these tools strengthens the 
accountability analysis. Where LGUs possess legal 
authority and operational instruments but fail to use 
them, environmental inaction becomes harder to 
justify. 

I. LGU Accountability Must Be Carefully but 
Firmly Framed 

The ninth conclusion is that LGU environmental 
accountability should be carefully framed. An LGU 
should not be treated as automatically liable for every 
environmental harm within its territory. 
Environmental degradation may arise from private 
conduct, national agency decisions, neighboring 
jurisdictions, historical land-use patterns, 
transboundary ecological processes, or broader socio-
economic pressures. 

However, LGU accountability may arise where four 
elements are present: first, a clear legal duty exists; 
second, the LGU has authority or capacity to act; 
third, the LGU fails, refuses, neglects, or 
unreasonably delays performance; and fourth, 
environmental harm, continuing degradation, or 
legally cognizable environmental risk results or 

continues. This framework avoids both extremes: it 
rejects automatic territorial liability, but it also rejects 
institutional evasion where the law clearly assigns 
environmental functions to LGUs. 

J. Environmental Governance Requires Fiscal 
and Institutional Capacity 

The tenth conclusion is that environmental mandates 
must be supported by fiscal and institutional capacity. 
Environmental governance cannot be performed 
through legal declarations alone. Solid waste 
facilities, septage systems, drainage improvements, 
water quality monitoring, coastal enforcement, 
climate adaptation, disaster-risk reduction, urban 
greening, mangrove rehabilitation, and local 
inspections require personnel, equipment, data 
systems, facilities, and recurring funds. 

Article X of the Constitution recognizes the fiscal 
dimension of local autonomy through local revenue 
authority, a just share in national taxes, and equitable 
shares in national wealth. The Local Government 
Code and environmental statutes must therefore be 
read together with local budgeting and investment 
programming. The LDIP, AIP, annual budget, local 
environmental fees, LDRRM Fund, and lawful 
development funds are not peripheral to 
environmental governance. They are instruments 
through which legal duties become implementable. 

K. Development Must Be Governed by Ecological 
Limits 

The eleventh conclusion is that local development 
must be pursued within ecological limits. The 
Constitution and the Local Government Code do not 
prohibit local development. However, development 
must be consistent with ecological balance, public 
health, disaster-risk reduction, natural-resource 
conservation, social equity, and intergenerational 
responsibility. 

This point is especially important for tourism-
oriented, coastal, and rapidly urbanizing LGUs. 
Tourism and investment may generate income, 
employment, and infrastructure, but they may also 
intensify land conversion, water demand, wastewater 
discharge, solid waste generation, coastal congestion, 
reef damage, fisherfolk displacement, mangrove loss, 
and disaster exposure. LGUs must therefore evaluate 
carrying capacity, water supply, wastewater capacity, 
drainage capacity, solid waste capacity, coastal 
stability, protected-area restrictions, fisherfolk 
access, and climate vulnerability before approving or 
promoting major development. 
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In this sense, sustainable development is not merely a 
policy slogan. It is a legal requirement implicit in the 
constitutional, statutory, and jurisprudential structure 
of environmental governance. 

L. The Governing Doctrine Is Devolved Ecological 
Responsibility 

The final and overarching conclusion is that LGU 
environmental governance is best understood through 
the doctrine of devolved ecological responsibility. 
This doctrine has four dimensions. 

First, it is constitutional because it arises from the 
State’s duty to protect and advance the right to a 
balanced and healthful ecology and from Article X’s 
system of local autonomy, decentralization, fiscal 
authority, and inter-LGU cooperation. 

Second, it is statutory because the Local Government 
Code and environmental statutes assign concrete 
powers and duties to LGUs. 

Third, it is jurisprudential because Supreme Court 
decisions recognize environmental rights, validate 
local environmental regulation, limit misuse of local 
autonomy, and permit judicial compulsion of 
statutory environmental duties. 

Fourth, it is operational because LGUs possess 
implementation tools through which environmental 
mandates may be translated into plans, ordinances, 
permits, budgets, monitoring systems, enforcement 
units, and local institutions. 

Accordingly, LGUs are not merely local political 
units with incidental environmental functions. They 
are mandated institutions of ecological governance. 
Their proximity to land use, waste generation, water 
pollution, drainage, sanitation, municipal waters, 
coastal settlements, tourism activities, local 
businesses, and community-level enforcement makes 
their role indispensable. The protection of the 
constitutional right to a balanced and healthful 
ecology depends not only on national environmental 
agencies, but also on the capacity, willingness, and 
legal accountability of LGUs to perform their 
environmental mandates. 

In the final analysis, environmental governance by 
LGUs is not discretionary local programming. It is a 
constitutional, statutory, jurisprudential, and 
operational duty. Local autonomy is therefore not a 
basis for environmental inaction. It is the legal 
foundation for affirmative, accountable, and 
sustained local action in the protection of ecological 
balance. 

Working Authorities 

A. Constitutional Provisions 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Preamble. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article II, Section 15 
— right to health. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article II, Section 16 
— right to a balanced and healthful ecology. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article II, Section 22 
— rights of indigenous cultural communities. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article II, Section 28 
— policy of full public disclosure. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article III, Section 7 — 
right to information on matters of public concern. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article X—local 
government, local autonomy, decentralization, fiscal 
authority, and inter-LGU cooperation. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XI, Section 1 — 
public office as a public trust. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XII, Section 2 
—State ownership and control of natural resources. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XII, Section 3 
—classification of lands of the public domain; 
conservation, ecology, and development. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XII, Section 4 
—forest lands and national parks. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XII, Section 5 
—ancestral lands of indigenous cultural 
communities. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XII, Section 6 
—social function of property. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XIII, Sections 
4, 6, and 7—agrarian reform, stewardship of natural 
resources, and preferential use of communal marine 
and fishing resources by subsistence fishermen. 

1987 Philippine Constitution, Article XIII, Sections 
15 and 16—people’s organizations and public 
participation. 

B. Statutes and Decrees 

Presidential Decree No. 1151, Philippine 
Environmental Policy. 

Presidential Decree No. 1152, Philippine 
Environment Code. 

Presidential Decree No. 1586, Establishing an 
Environmental Impact Statement System, Including 
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Other Environmental Management Related Measures 
and for Other Purposes. 

Presidential Decree No. 705, Revised Forestry Code 
of the Philippines, as amended. 

Republic Act No. 7160, Local Government Code of 
1991. 

Republic Act No. 7586, National Integrated Protected 
Areas System Act of 1992, as amended by Republic 
Act No. 11038. 

Republic Act No. 8550, Philippine Fisheries Code of 
1998, as amended by Republic Act No. 10654. 

Republic Act No. 8749, Philippine Clean Air Act of 
1999. 

Republic Act No. 9003, Ecological Solid Waste 
Management Act of 2000. 

Republic Act No. 9275, Philippine Clean Water Act 
of 2004. 

Republic Act No. 9729, Climate Change Act of 2009, 
as amended by Republic Act No. 10174. 

Republic Act No. 10121, Philippine Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Act of 2010. 

Republic Act No. 11292, Seal of Good Local 
Governance Act of 2019. 

C. Supreme Court Decisions 

Oposa v. Factoran, G.R. No. 101083, July 30, 1993. 

Laguna Lake Development Authority v. Court of 
Appeals, G.R. No. 110120, March 16, 1994. 

Tano v. Socrates, G.R. No. 110249, August 21, 1997. 

Metropolitan Manila Development Authority v. 
Concerned Residents of Manila Bay, G.R. Nos. 
171947–48, December 18, 2008. 

Boracay Foundation, Inc. v. Province of Aklan, G.R. 
No. 196870, June 26, 2012. 

D. Procedural Environmental Remedy 

A.M. No. 09-6-8-SC, Rules of Procedure for 
Environmental Cases. 

E. Administrative Issuance 

DENR Administrative Order No. 2003-30, 
Implementing Rules and Regulations of Presidential 
Decree No. 1586, Establishing the Philippine 
Environmental Impact Statement System. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 

The study concludes that local government units play 
a central and legally significant role in environmental 
governance in the Philippines. Their responsibility is 
not limited to assisting national government agencies, 
since the Constitution, the Local Government Code, 
environmental statutes, and Supreme Court decisions 
clearly recognize their authority and obligation to 
protect ecological balance within their respective 
jurisdictions. As frontline institutions, LGUs are 
expected to perform environmental duties through 
local planning, legislation, permitting, budgeting, 
monitoring, service delivery, and enforcement. 

The paper further concludes that local autonomy 
should be understood not only as a source of power, 
but also as a basis of accountability. LGUs have the 
authority to create local environmental policies and 
programs that respond to the specific needs of their 
communities, but this authority must always be 
exercised in accordance with national environmental 
laws and standards. Therefore, environmental 
governance at the local level is a continuing legal duty 
that requires active, coordinated, and sustained 
action. 

Overall, the research establishes the doctrine of 
devolved ecological responsibility, which means that 
LGUs are constitutionally grounded, statutorily 
empowered, judicially accountable, and operationally 
equipped to protect the environment. The effective 
protection of the people’s right to a balanced and 
healthful ecology depends not only on national 
agencies, but also on the willingness, capacity, and 
accountability of LGUs to fulfill their environmental 
mandates. 
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