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INTROdUcTION

Today’s unprecedented growth of data and its ubiquity in our lives are signs that the data revolution is transforming the 
world. And yet much of the value of data remains untapped. The use of data in policy making has reached a relatively 
high degree of appreciation both in principle and in practice. In recent years, the Philippines has embarked on liberating 
data access inside and outside the government. Some of the country’s significant endeavors are the open data and 
freedom of information initiatives which allow for the proactive disclosure or open sharing of data by government 
agencies. Integral to these data-driven public sector initiatives is the presence of Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT). ICT facilitates a broader interaction between the citizens and the government being the key enabler 
of improved governance and the widespread dissemination of data. Currently, there are thousands of accessible and 
machine-readable data in different government platforms. But data per se does not have inherent meaning. They have 
to be processed to make them relevant and useful for decision making. When raw data are turned to information and 
insights, they can be valuable for policy change. 

Data is not just an academic exercise anymore. The current COVID-19 pandemic experience highlights the importance of 
data-driven policy making and service delivery especially by local government units (LGUs). Since the COVID-19 outbreak, 
the LGUs particularly took on a more active role in introducing ingenious policies and real-time interventions both to limit 
the rate of infections among the people and to attend to the needs of the vulnerable population. Some LGUs responded 
well to the challenges posed by the crisis with the relevant use of technology and data. Consider, for example, Tacurong 
City which utilized the data generated from the Community-based Monitoring System (CBMS) to determine the rightful 
beneficiaries of their COVID-19 Social Protection Programs (DILG, 2020). Using data, the LGU was able to respond 
faster and in a targeted manner. Yet, faced with the same challenge of identifying target beneficiaries of social welfare 
programs, many LGUs encountered delays. Some even ended up with unreliable lists that resulted in large leakages in the 
distribution of government funds.

There are many factors why LGUs fail to respond effectively to the needs of their constituents. Lessons from the 
pandemic tell us that these are, among others, the shortage of skilled bureaucracy, poor data management, lack of 
evidence-based decision making, weak partnerships with stakeholders, and inadequate participatory mechanisms. The 
Coalescing Organizations Towards Locally Led Actions to Boost Development (COLLABDev) project aims to respond 
to these gaps by helping partner sites develop capacity in (1) managing and analyzing data, monitoring and evaluating 
programs, and producing an evidence base for policy, (2) evidence-based policy development and implementation, and (3) 
strengthening of local partners and enhancing understanding of data-driven policy. Simply put, the COLLABDev project 
aims to champion human-centered data-driven development in the Philippines through data-informed and technology-
enabled participatory decision making. However, there is little or no data to understand the “state of data” in the 
Philippines.

Due to the lack of information about the LGUs’ existing state of data readiness, culture, and practices, the baseline 
survey, focus group discussions (FGD) and key informant interviews (KII) were conducted to help fill in the knowledge 
gap. This report provides both quantitative and qualitative evidence on the ten partner sites’ status quo on data-driven 
development.
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PARTNER SITES

The COLLABDev project partnered with ten LGUs all over the Philippines: three in Luzon (Donsol, Irosin, Pilar), five in 
the Visayas (Inopacan, Tanauan, Tolosan, Borongan, Salcedo), and two in Mindanao (Cagayan De Oro, Palimbang).

Figure 1. The 10 Partner Sites
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Luzon

The Luzon sites consist of three out of the fifteen LGUs from the Province of Sorsogon. First is Donsol, a third class 
municipality1 with a poverty rate of 52%2. The municipality is made up of 51 barangays and has a population of 50,281 as at 
2020.3 It is the 7th most populated municipality in Sorsogon, and is the least populated among the 3 Luzon sites. 

next is Irosin, a land-locked, second class municipality. By May 2020, the municipality registered a population of 59,267 
from its 28 barangays. It ranks 6th in the entire Sorsogon in terms of population and has a poverty rate of 39% which is 
the lowest among the 3 sites.

The last partner site located in Luzon is the first class municipality of Pilar. It is the 3rd most populous town in the 
province with a population of 75,793. It is composed of 49 barangays and has a poverty rate of 50%. 

1 All information on income levels presented in this section are from the Bureau of Local Government Finance, Department of Finance (2016)
2 All poverty rates presented in this section are computed based on the 2017 Listahanan of the Department of Social Welfare and Development 

(DSWD)
3 All population counts presented in this section are based on the 2020 Census of Population and Housing by the Philippine Statistics Authority (PSA)

Visayas

There are five sites located in the Visayas. These are Borongan City and the municipalities of Inopacan, Tanauan, Tolosa, 
and Salcedo. All the sites are part of the eastern Visayas region. Inopacan is the only fourth class municipality among the 
10 sites. It is made up of 20 barangays. Its 2020 population is around 21,389 which covers 1.05% of Leyte province’s total 
population. The municipality’s poverty rate is around 48%. 

Tanauan is another second class municipality in the province of Leyte. Its poverty rate is estimated at 51%. It has a 
population of 57,455 from its 54 barangays. It is the 9th most populated (2.83%) among the 43 towns in Leyte.
Its neighbor, Tolosa, is a fifth class municipality with a population of 20,708 or equivalent to 1.02% of Leyte’s total 
population in 2020. It comprises 15 barangays and has a poverty rate close to 48%.

Borongan City is another partner LGU in the Visayas. It is a first class component city and eastern Samar’s provincial 
capital. Its population of 71,961 as of the latest 2020 census, is equivalent to 15.08% of eastern Samar’s total population 
count and the largest among the 23 towns in the province. It has 61 barangays and a poverty rate of 55%.

Figure 2. Luzon Sites
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The fifth partner municipality in this area is Salcedo - a fifth class municipality and the 5th most populous (4.64%) in the 
entire eastern Samar. Its 2020 population is estimated at 22,136. It is subdivided into 41 barangays and has a poverty rate 
of 53%. 

Figure 3. Visayas Sites

Mindanao

Two other sites are situated in Mindanao - the City of Cagayan de Oro (CDO) and the municipality of Palimbang in 
Sultan Kudarat. Cagayan de Oro City is a first class highly urbanized city and the capital of the province of Misamis 
Oriental. It comprises 80 barangays and registered a total population of 728,402 in 2020 or equivalent to 43.22% of the 
entire provincial official population count. CDO is the most populous among the ten partner sites. Yet, its poverty rate is 
the lowest, estimated only to be around 39%. 

Finally, the municipality of Palimbang - a second class municipality in Sultan Kudarat has a population of 92,828 in 2020. It is 
the 3rd most populous in the province (10.87%). It is subdivided into 40 barangays and has a poverty rate of 83% which 
is the highest among the 10 partner sites.

Figure 4. Mindanao Sites
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mEThOdS

To achieve the objectives of  the baseline survey, both quantitative and qualitative data collection techniques were em-
ployed. Quantitative measures were obtained using two sets of  questionnaires: one for data and another for policy and 
partnerships. The questions were structured into the following components: (i) data availability and collection practices, (ii) 
data capacity and management, (iii) data policies and data-driven policy making, and (iv) partnerships. 

due to the current challenging environment, the questions were created and administered through a free open-source tool 
for mobile data collection called KoBo Toolbox. The respondents were able to access the questionnaires on mobile devices 
(such as mobile phones or tablets) or any browser. The data collected was sent directly to a KoBo cloud-based server, ac-
cessible through a web-based platform which enhances the efficiency of  data collection. The average time for answering the 
questionnaires is 15 minutes. 

Figure 5. Baseline Survey in KoBo
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A total of 107 individuals from the ten partner sites participated in the baseline survey. The various offices in the LGUs 
are well-represented such as the Mayor’s Office (12 out of 107), Planning and Development (12), Budget (7), etc. There 
were also representatives from the key offices of the LGUs like Agriculture (13), Tourism (7), and Social Welfare and 
Development (6). A majority of the respondents (62 or 57.94%) are heads of the different LGU offices, while 45 or 
42.06% hold various staff positions.

Table 1. Number of Respondents per Partner Site

LGU Partner Sites Number of Respondents

donsol, Sorsogon 10

Irosin, Sorsogon 14

Pilar, Sorsogon 8

Inopacan, Leyte 12

Tanauan, Leyte 11

Tolosa, Leyte 8

Borongan city, Eastern Samar 13

Salcedo, Eastern Samar 10

cagayan de Oro city, misamis Oriental 12

Palimbang, Sultan Kudarat 9

TOTAL 107

In addition, COLLABDev also partnered with Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and State Universities and Colleges 
(SUCs) present in the 10 sites. Thirty-eight individuals from 29 CSOs and 27 individuals from 7 SUCs participated in 
the baseline mapping exercise. Overall, a total of 172 responses were gathered regarding the partner sites’ state of data, 
policies, and partnerships.

Table 2. Number of Institutions and Respondents

LGU Partner Sites Number of Institutions Number of Respondents

Local Government Unit (LGU) 10 107

civil Society Organization (cSO) 29 38

State Universities and colleges (SUc) 7 10

TOTAL �� 17�
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Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Participatory methods such as focus group discussions (FGDs) were used as a qualitative component of the baseline 
mapping exercise. The objective is to explore the experiences of the respondents in terms of (i) data collection, (ii) 
data management, (iii) data analytics, (iv) data-driven policy making, and (v) partnerships. This exercise was also done to 
determine the opportunities for and constraints in data-driven development as well as the means to best address the 
issues. 

The FGD was conducted separately for each partner LGU. At least 9 and a maximum of 16 LGU members participated 
in every discussion. Just like in the baseline survey exercise, the participants were department heads and staff representing 
the various key offices in the LGU - Mayor’s Office, Disaster risk reduction and Management, Planning and Development, 
Health, Social Welfare and Development, and environment and natural resources Offices, Business Permit and Licensing, 
engineering, Agriculture, Tourism, Budget, Treasurer’s, and Accounting Offices, among others. 

In the FGD conducted, the facilitators provided a brief overview of the COLLABDev Project, the framework, 
components, and tools to be used. The facilitator started the discussions by asking the relevant questions on data and 
every effort was undertaken to ensure that all participants contributed to the discussion. Probing was done and the 
participants were requested to give examples in order to provide more clarity on the issues that emerged during the 
discussion. A reasonable time of at least 1 ½ hours was spent in the conduct of each FGD. The discussions provided a 
comprehensive picture of practice of the LGU in terms of data-driven approaches as seen from the perspective of staff 
or heads.  

The data collection started on April 8, 2021 and ended on May 31, 2021. 

Data Processing and Analysis

Data processing and analysis was done centrally by the COLLABDev Project’s Data Team. The data processing and 
analysis entailed the following steps: downloading of the baseline survey data from KoBo Toolbox application, performing 
exploratory data cleaning to check for accuracy and completeness, and finally processing and analyzing the data.
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BASELINE SURVEY KEY RESULTS

Following are the key findings of the Baseline Survey:

1. The partner sites have high perceived capacity in data collection. While different datasets are available, they are 
mainly paper-based and infrequently collected.

2. The partner sites have high perceived capacity in data management. However, they suffer from decentralized data 
silos or kanya-kanyang data (KKD) and limited accessibility of data both internally and externally.

3. The partner sites have high perceived capacity in data analytics and data for policy, but data is used primarily for 
records and compliance.

4. The partner sites lack data-related policies (e.g., policies on data quality, data sharing), which implies the lack of 
data-driven policies.

5. There is an untapped opportunity to involve SUCs, CSOs and other players in data-driven policy making.

Perceptions of Capacity

The LGUs were asked to evaluate their own capacity in terms of four areas: data collection, data management, data 
analytics, and data storage. Figure 6 shows that the respondents appear to be confident of the LGUs having sufficient 
capacity mostly on data collection (77% agree and strongly agree), then management (73%) and analytics (61%). 

Are these perceptions consistent with the prevailing practices in the LGUs? Is there a gap between practice and 
perception? Is there opportunity to realign and improve on current practices? The report attempts to answer these 
questions in the following sections where the results of the baseline mapping exercise are presented. 

Figure 6. Perceptions of Capacities in Handling Data
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Result 1: Different datasets are available, but mainly paper-based and infrequently collected

The LGUs hold several datasets as shown in Figure 7. Most members of the LGUs are well-aware of the availability of 
internally collected data such as Treasury, Agriculture, Business, Disaster risk reduction & Management (DrrM), and 
Social Welfare Lists (52-55%). Surprisingly, only a few confirmed having data on education (33%) and employment (27%) 
as well as data generated from the nationally mandated or initiated data collection activities of the Philippine Statistics 
Authority (PSA) and Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) or Listahanan.

Treasury, budget and procurement data seem to be more ubiquitous as they are collected from regular business activities. 
Agriculture data are most commonly available in highly agricultural sites particularly, Borongan, Inopacan, Palimbang and 
Tanauan. Some of the agriculture-related data they collect are the profile of farmers and fisherfolks, harvest, livestock 
report, pest and diseases, and fisheries sector data. Also, these LGUs usually keep DrrM data since they are prone 
to natural hazards. Data are gathered before, during, and after disaster events to help in their disaster-preparedness, 
mitigation and prevention, response, rehabilitation and recovery strategies.

LGUs have varying periods of data collection and for each of them, data are gathered separately by office or collecting 
unit. Looking at individual sites, the frequency of data collection is mostly unknown to the respondents. A significant 
percentage of them cannot ascertain the period of data collection in their respective LGU. The collective outcome is 
presented in Figure 8 which shows the varying responses on how frequent the mentioned datasets are being collected. 
Many are unaware or unsure, and even for those who are aware, there seems to be no consensus. For example, the 
respondents claim that Business data are gathered daily (9%), weekly (8%), monthly (22%), quarterly (8%), annually (28%), 
and 24% of them do not know exactly when these are collected.

Figure 7. Knowledge of Available Data
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It should be noted that for most LGUs, the frequency of data collection largely depends on the type of data that is 
needed to be collected. For certain types, like health and the registry System for Basic Sectors in Agriculture (rSBSA) 
data, they are collected daily, weekly, monthly, or quarterly. While for others, data is collected upon request or as the 
need arises. Generally, LGUs collect data at least every year.

LGUs’ data gathering efforts are predominantly through paper-based surveys and collection methods. Before the 
pandemic, data collectors such as barangay officials, volunteers, designated LGU staff, or hired enumerators used forms 
or followed a template as mandated by national agencies or ordered by the mayor. They collect data through house-to-
house visits or face-to-face interviews. Data are also collected using forms that local constituents fill out when they avail of 
services or engage in business and non-business transactions with government offices. Therefore, the datasets are mostly 
in paper-based format (see Figure 9). In some LGUs, they are converted to both scanned/document files or spreadsheets 
by the collecting unit. Both paper forms and electronic copies are stored by the LGU per department or collecting unit.

Figure 8. Frequency of Data Collection

It is important to note that during the pandemic or in any disaster situations, timely collection of quality data is essential 
to the provision of services and policy decisions. During emergency situations that affect people’s livelihood or labor 
outcomes, it is vital to, at least, have an updated list of constituents who are in need of social services such as the 
unemployed, informally employed, or members of disadvantaged groups. In the context of infectious disease outbreaks, 

Figure 9. Data Format Per Sector
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it is evident that real-time collection, consolidation and utilization of data is key to inform decision makers on the most 
effective mitigation strategies or efficient allocation of resources. Data collected or reported infrequently oftentimes 
cannot capture the actual “state of the people’’ and are unlikely to be responsive to policies. nevertheless, it is a good 
practice that LGUs tend to require the barangays to collect data on households and individuals. The more granular the 
collected data are, the more citizen-centric the policies can be.

The method of data collection also matters. Currently, the prevalent method in gathering data still depends a lot on 
traditional manual recording on paper forms. But it is encouraging that the different datasets in the LGUs are available 
in electronic format (either scanned/document file or in spreadsheets). Apparently, not all data can be completely and 
accurately captured when encoded and data would take longer to be available for use. Imagine the tedious process of 
manually encoding the lengthy responses to survey questionnaires like in the CBMS which contains about 200 questions 
per respondent. Yet, storing data electronically is a better practice than keeping them on paper. 

However, to fully exploit the potential of data for policy use, all LGU data should be accurate, rapidly and timely collected 
and also available in the right format. Datasets should be machine-readable and not just digitally accessible; that is, data are 
ready for extraction, transformation, and processing. The LGUs are leaning towards achieving this goal as evidenced by 
reforms in how data are collected in their locality. Some LGUs have already adopted ICT-based data collection methods. 
recently, Cagayan De Oro (CDO) has transitioned from paper-based forms to using tablets for collection of CBMS data. 
The collected CBMS data are then stored directly to an internet-based portal making it downloadable in real-time even 
if the data collection is still ongoing. The extensive use of ICT tools enables faster, more frequent, efficient, and accurate 
data collection ready for immediate utilization. Initiatives to ensure frequent collection of quality data and its immediate 
utilization will help LGUs respond appropriately to situations that call for swift solutions.

Result 2: LGUs have decentralized data silos and practice “kanya-kanyang data” 

Data from different offices of the LGU are not centralized into one system. This is confirmed by 96% of the respondents 
who said that data are kept separately per department or collecting unit as shown in Figure 10. Similarly, 75% of 
them claim that their LGU does not have a data center or computer library for storing and accessing data. The lack 
of centralized data storage systems may have implications on who can access data. In fact, only a little over half (52%) 
responded positively on being able to easily get hold of data from offices apart from their own. The results imply that 

Figure 10. Data Storage and Management
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even within the LGU, there are barriers to data access. This may be driven by the fact that the majority of the LGUs 
(54%) do not have a designated data manager for the entire LGU. Perhaps, this is also largely because data needs to be 
requested either verbally or through a formal letter. In some LGUs, the mayor would need to issue a mandate or an 
executive order for departments to openly share data among them. 

All the datasets mentioned are available for public use and reuse (see Figure 11). However, for the most part, data are 
not shared proactively. 

During the FGDs, the participants admit that data is accessible to external stakeholders upon request only (80% of the 
respondents). From the survey responses, around 88% of the respondents say that LGUs require a formal letter of 
request on paper or sent via email before access is granted as shown in Figure 12. In some instances, students would 
need that the letter be signed by their instructor. In addition, requesters are asked to indicate the purpose of their data 
request, and depending on the type of data, requests may involve fees. These are additional barriers to accessing data. 

One of the primary hindrances to propel data initiatives in the LGU is the absence of a centralized data system. Data 
are largely accessible only within the collecting unit. The internal barriers remain unaddressed and spill over to external 

Figure 11. Data Accessibility

Figure 12. How Data is Requested
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partners. Data are only available upon request, instead of being proactively shared; at times, it would involve fees. It shows 
that access to data by internal and external stakeholders is challenged by LGU practices that pose barriers to the free 
flow of data within and across communities. Barriers to data access are detrimental to policy- and decision-making. 

Based on previous results, maintaining a decentralized data system (“data silos”) or “kanya-kanyang data” discourages 
collaborations among internal and external stakeholders. As a result, the LGU may be keeping incomplete, inaccurate, 
obsolete and redundant data and information of their constituents. For instance, some data collected from the CBMS 
are duplicated by the rSBSA, Listahanan and other data efforts by the Municipal Health Office, Municipal Agriculture 
Office, and other offices. In the drafting of reports or policies, the whole inventory of data available in the LGU should be 
considered. Plans, decisions, and policies based on “partial” and outdated data are unlikely to be efficient and effective. 
The LGUs acknowledge these gaps and challenges and desire to prioritize the adoption of a fully functional data 
management system for centralized storage of data, proper safekeeping, monitoring and managing of data requests. They 
believe that this data-related innovation will drive interdepartmental and inter-agency data exchange and encourage the 
intensive and extensive use of data for advocating reforms. Therefore, building a more citizen-centric local government.  

Result 3: Data is used primarily for records and compliance

The LGUs use data for various purposes. It turns out that collected data are, in general, used for budget preparation and 
compliance or submission of reports required by the government agencies such as Department of the Interior and Local 
Government (DILG), Department of Finance (DOF), Department of Health (DOH), Department of environment and 
natural resources (Denr), Commission of Audit (COA), Department of Agriculture (DA), Department of Tourism 
(DOT), Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD), and regional and provincial offices. Around 8 in every 
10 respondents confirmed using data for submission of reports and proposals to national government agencies  (see 
Figure 13). About the same number of respondents say that data are used for record-keeping and archiving (83%). 
Some respondents (42%) claim they always use data for decision and policy making. For instance, data was used to inform 
the Master Transportation Plan where the LGU was able to make decisions on where to put bike lanes and elevated 
walkways, and how to regulate the public utility vehicles based on data they collected. Data is used also in allocating 
resources during calamities and in determining the needs of the evacuees. 

Figure 13. Use of Data
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However, probing further on how LGUs make use of collected data reveals no strong indication for their extensive use 
in government planning, decision and policy formulations. First, not all departments and offices use data for investment 
planning and prioritization. Second, whenever data is used to justify LGU plans, projects, and programs, they are 
sometimes outdated. Third, LGUs follow a rather top-down approach. national government agencies (nGAs) largely 
influence the data collection initiatives of the LGUs. Data collection is usually programmatic or LGUs follow certain forms 
and templates. Mayors would then align plans, programs, and projects based on national government initiatives rather than 
what their constituents need and prioritize as of the moment. In this case, data collection only follows after consultation 
with concerned offices on data requirements. Data are just safekept and not processed after submission. Perhaps because 
some LGUs do not appreciate the value of data they collect or lack the capacity to make valuable use of them.
For target programs and policies the LGUs usually collect data prior to implementation according to 82% of the 
respondents (see Figure 14). This is a common practice of the LGUs to justify plans and programs. Fewer claim collecting 
data during (33%) or after (32%). This shows that LGU projects lack monitoring and evaluation (M&e) components. 
When data collection stops after project or policy approval, it would be impossible to attribute changes and evaluate the 
impact of these interventions to the society. It will also be difficult to ascertain which initiatives should be discontinued, 
supported, or funded. This is where feedback mechanisms may prove to be critical. M&e is vital to identify what went 
wrong, what more needs to be done to achieve better results for continual improvement and what best practices can be 
replicated. Good results from policies and programs made do not always constitute efficiency and effectiveness. 
The general idea derived from the previous results is that data remain to be used largely for record-keeping and 
compliance to national government agencies. Analyzing data is not institutionalized in every partner site. Although there is 
a high perceived capacity in data analytics, all LGUs are not accustomed to process and analyze data for use in policy and 
decision-making processes. Data analytics is a tool to fully capture the needs of the people. However, all LGUs admit that 
their personnel are not very capable of processing and analyzing the data they collect. Hence, the need to hire experts 
which entails additional costs. A more sustainable approach is for members of the LGUs to develop capacity in data 
processing and analysis through training and other capacity building activities. 

Figure 14. Timing of Data Collection

Result �: Lack of data-related policies implies lack of data-driven policies 

There are a few data-related policies and laws adopted nationally and locally such as the Data Privacy Act (DPA), 
Freedom of Information Policy (FOI), and Citizen’s Charter. As of this writing, all 10 LGUs already have a Citizen’s Charter 
while only 3 of the 10 partner sites, namely, Borongan, Salcedo and Pilar, have a local ordinance on FOI. respondents are 
very much aware of the existence of their LGU’s Citizen’s Charter (90%) and most of them (66%) are familiar with the 
FOI policy. About 8 in every 10 also know the DPA. 
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The common understanding of the FOI is that everyone has access to any public document. But people seem to have 
differing knowledge of DPA. In one of the FGDs conducted, someone mentioned that DPA is about how to ensure that 
the data collected by the LGU are protected. These interpretations of FOI and DPA are somehow contradicting and 
may give a wrong notion that the DPA can be used by LGUs to deny public access to information. The lack of a good 
understanding of these policies can be attributed to lack of appropriate training. It was mentioned in the FGD that not 
all LGU personnel are given the opportunity to attend a training on FOI; and from the baseline survey, only 15% of the 
respondents have received training on the DPA (see Figure 15). Unfortunately, the LGUs fall short in equipping members 
with the right knowledge and orientation on these policies due to lack of training. 

The baseline survey responses also show no strong indication that LGUs have existing policies on data quality, security, 
storage, collection, and sharing, as shown in Figure 16. As an alternative, LGUs follow the guidelines as mandated by 
the national government or ordered by the mayor. As mentioned, three of the LGUs have local FOI policy so there are 
standards for sharing of data, at least, with external stakeholders.

Figure 15. Awareness of Data-Related Laws

Figure 16. Awareness of Data Policies
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The general idea derived from the previous results is that LGUs face difficulties in collecting data, securing data storage 
and ensuring data quality mainly because they do not have data-related policies to support these activities. It should be 
noted that the ability of the LGU to implement data initiatives will largely depend on robust policy mechanisms. Data 
policies outline the mechanisms for any data-related activity and will act as frame of reference for all data initiatives in the 
LGU. The policies will guide LGU personnel on how to manage data and ensure data is used appropriately and to its full 
potential for generating insights. Finally, these will support data flows and strengthen the linkages between different sectors 
in the LGU. Adopting data policies is the first step towards data governance, empowerment, protection, collaboration, 
innovation, and therefore data-driven development. 

Result 5: There is an untapped opportunity to involve SUCs, CSOs and other players in data-driven 
policy making  

Aside from data and policies, it was also investigated whether LGUs have existing partnerships with external stakeholders. 
In particular, the majority of respondents claimed that there are existing partnerships with State Universities & Colleges or 
SUCs (79%) and Civil Society Organizations or CSOs (69%).

Figure 17. Awareness of Existing Partnerships

However, perceptions may vary. When asked about the frequency of involvement in policy making, interestingly, CSOs and 
SUCs said that they are not as involved as LGUs claim them to be. This is shown by the disparity in their responses. Around 
82% (60%) of the respondents from 10 partner sites claim that CSOs (SUCs) are often involved in the policy making 
process, but only 65% (45%) from the CSOs (SUCs) agreed to this (see Figure 18).

In what way do CSOs and SUCs engage in the LGU policy making process? The FGDs reveal that in some LGUs, CSOs also 
get to be part of the Local Special Bodies or Special Committees where they can officially participate in the LGU decision 
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making. They are always invited in the planning, budgeting, and monitoring and evaluation stages of different programs 
and projects. They attend regular meetings, and their inputs are gathered. even if they were not invited in some of the 
meetings with regard to local development, they are recognized and free to raise their concerns.

It is evident that the LGUs do well in partnering with and engaging CSOs for data-driven policy making. Yet, there are 
still untapped opportunities to involve all key players including the SUCs and the private sector in decision and policy 
formulation. There was no mention of extensive engagements with or involvement of stakeholders in consultations or 
program development in all the 10 LGUs. Most respondents say that stakeholders are invited to contribute but apparently, 
they are not actively involved. 

One aspect that would encourage stakeholders’ participation is through proactive sharing of data. All LGUs frequently 
get data requests from local stakeholders. Interestingly, in one of the FGDs conducted, it was mentioned that external 
stakeholders may easily access data if they have already established a good partnership with the LGU. In this case, a verbal 
request would be enough to facilitate data exchange. This tradition may not necessarily be a bad thing, but may suggest 
that close collaborations and good partnerships with external stakeholders can potentially dissolve the barriers to data 
access. As a result, the public may freely use and reuse data for advocating reforms and innovations.

Another solution is to let people appreciate and understand the value of their participation in LGU data initiatives. For 
instance, knowledge on the purpose of surveys will increase uptake of LGU’s data collection efforts or reduce data 
privacy concerns that hinder their cooperation. Providing constituents an avenue for effective handling of complaints 
and grievances will also help LGUs develop citizen-centric policies and decisions. It will also promote inclusivity, enhance 
accountability, create a culture of innovation and improvement and communicate the LGU’s strong commitment to 
improved governance and service delivery. These efforts can strengthen the collaboration between stakeholders and the 
LGU which is integral in building an efficient, effective, citizen-centric, and customer-responsive government. 

Figure 18. Involvement in the Policy Making Process
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cONcLUSION: INVESTmENT IN dATA  
IS ImPORTANT, BUT BUdGET  
APPROPRIATION fOR dATA IS LAcKING
In general, data is valuable in government decision and policy making. As shown in Figure 19, all the respondents agree 
or strongly agree to this. All the LGUs are very eager to embrace a culture of data in their organizations, adopt new 
technologies and implement innovations to improve public service delivery and strengthen governance through data. 
The LGUs are also devoted to equipping their members with sufficient knowledge and skills needed for the digital 
transformation. However, it appears that LGUs do not deliberately allocate budget to support the data initiatives. Only 
1 in 5 confirmed that there is a budget solely dedicated for data resources, for example, in hiring of data experts or 
acquiring technology infrastructure.

Understanding the value of intelligent use of data is necessary but not sufficient to spur development. There must be a 
conscious effort to devote adequate resources to data-related endeavors and support adoption of emerging technologies. 
Appropriate infrastructure and capital investments are required to fully empower LGUs through data. The lack of budget 
appropriations prevents the full realization of the benefits of data in solving key development challenges. At present, 
most LGU staff do not have sufficient capabilities in collecting quality data, securing and managing the data collected, and 
performing data processing and analytics. Perhaps because of this, the LGUs realize the need to invest in data personnel 
and technology infrastructure to achieve its development goals. All LGUs agree that external assistance is important to 
help them to build their capacity to accomplish their plans for data-driven development.

Figure 19. Perceptions on Importance of Data
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GENERAL REcOmmENdATIONS

Here are some general recommendations drafted from the baseline survey results. 

1. Digitalize & Regularize: Less Paper, More Frequent Collection. reducing paper saves effort having to encode, 
so time is freed up doing more important tasks such as data analysis, and speeds up the time to use data for policy. 
Frequent collection means LGUs get the most updated data when they need it, and can tailor policies based on 
the most accurate and recent data–not outdated data from years ago.

2. Centralize: All-in-One. encourage collaboration between and among LGU departments to make sure they use 
as much information as possible when they make decisions. This in turn can identify redundancies and consolidate 
data from different sources. Thus, centralizing their data systems will be a huge step for the LGUs’ goal in 
becoming a data-driven organization.

3. Sharing is Caring: Internally and Externally. Whether internally within the LGU or externally to 
stakeholders, LGUs should be more open to sharing data. The LGU is one unit and it helps to share the same 
data and look at the same bigger picture of things. CSOs and SUCs can help LGUs identify gaps and opportunities 
through this shared information.

4. Bottom-Up: Citizen-Centered Data (vs. Report-Driven Data). LGUs should realign their priorities; 
from a top-down approach of data collection where the national government imposes what type of data is 
important, to one that is bottom-up which is more citizen-centered and puts the constituents first. real data 
collection means consulting the people about what their needs and priorities are. In this way, the reports that are 
submitted and forwarded to the central government will be based on true reflections of issues on the ground and 
grassroot sentiments. 

5. Build, Build, Build: Capacity in Data. It was also brought up in many FGDs that capacity is lacking and that 
there is a need to build proper capacity for LGUs, SUCs, and CSOs in order to take advantage of the data and tech 
revolution.

6. Institutionalize: Rules and Policies for Data. LGUs should create rules, norms, and culture for data 
appreciation that is more sustainable, through data-related policies for collection, sharing, and others. The only way 
to build a culture of data-readiness and maturity is through sustained efforts and the implementation of policies. 

7. Maximize Partnerships: SUCs & CSOs. engage with SUCs and CSOs and take advantage of untapped 
opportunities for partnerships.

This novel initiative aims to provide data and present initial findings on the ten LGU partners. Given the gaps identified 
resulting from the baseline survey, the COLLABDev project proves to be ideally suited to address these challenges. 
The different project components, starting from the Development Data Lab, the Policy Development Lab, and the 
Partnerships arm all aim to provide needed solutions to empower the LGU partners in harnessing the power of data. 
Together with the partner LGUs, SUCs and CSOs, this project recognizes and reflects global sentiments towards data: 
“now is the time to invest in data, not for data’s sake, but for better lives.” (World Bank, 2021)
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APPENdIcES

Appendix 1: Perceptions of Capacity of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

SUCs are the most confident of having sufficient capacity in collecting, managing, and analyzing data (87%, 80%, 89%), 
followed by LGUs (77%, 73%, 61%), and then CSOs (53%, 56%, 61%).

Figure A1.1. Perceptions of Capacity in Collecting, Managing, and Analyzing Data

In terms of data storage, 46% of the respondents from all partner LGUs agree to having sufficient capacity in keeping 
data. Perceptions on data storage capacity of CSOs and SUCs are lower with only 38% and 29% of them agreeing. 

Figure A1.2. Perceptions of Capacity in Storing Data

BASeLIne SUrVeY rePOrT – COLLABDev



2�

Appendix �: Data Storage and Management of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

LGUs, CSOs and SUCs usually store data, whether paper-based or electronic, in every department, office or collecting 
unit. Data are not centralized into one system, said 96% of the LGU-respondents, 55% of the CSOs’ and 70% of the 
SUCs’ (see Fig A2). In addition, access to data from different offices or collecting units is limited. Very few respondents 
from SUCs (32%) believe they are able to access data apart from their own. For LGUs and CSOs, only 52% and 69% 
claim similarly. CSOs happen to have better access to data within the organization. This may be driven by the fact that the 
majority of the CSOs (56%) have a designated data manager for the entire CSO. Only 24% of the LGUs and 36% of the 
SUCs say they have one for their entire institution.

Figure A2. Data Storage and Management

Appendix 3: Use of Data for Policy by LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

A majority of the respondents from each organization - LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs - claim extensive use of data to inform 
policies and decisions. For example, around 67% of the respondents say LGUs’ policies and decisions are always/frequently 
data-driven. 

Figure A3. Use of Data for Policy
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Appendix �: Awareness of Data-Related Laws of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

respondents claim to have high familiarity with FOI and DPA but lack the necessary training. SUC respondents seem to 
be better-informed or trained on these date-related laws. 

 Figure A4. Awareness of Data-Related Laws

Appendix 5: Awareness of Data Policies of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

Majority do not have/are not aware of locally adopted data-related policies in their organization such as policies on data 
storage, security, quality and sharing. respondents from all three organizations are not very familiar with policies for 
securing and ensuring quality data as compared to data storage and sharing policies. 

Figure A5. Awareness of Data Policies
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Appendix �: Data Sources by Data Users (LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs)

In general, LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs are dependent on LGU-collected data (79%, 85%, 79% respectively). Also, data from 
national and regional government agencies (nGA) and PSA are sometimes utilized by stakeholders for various purposes 
(61%, 38%, 81%). An interesting observation is the gap between the use of LGU data, nGA data and PSA data. All of 
these official data can also be freely used for policy making but nGA and PSA data are underutilized.

Figure A6. Data Sources

Appendix 7: Perceptions on Importance of Data of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

Like the LGUs, CSOs and SUCs agree or strongly agree that data is valuable in government decision and policy making. 
Unfortunately, they also lack the budget appropriation for data resources. They also share the same sentiment with the 
LGUs that investing in data personnel and technology infrastructure, and external assistance is needed to achieve data-
driven development.

Figure A7. Perceptions on Importance of Data
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Appendix �: Digital Data Storage of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

respondents claim that paper-based data are converted to digital formats but stored only in physical servers and not in 
cloud storage services. 

Figure A8. Digital Data Storage

Appendix 9: Data Processing Personnel of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

In all three groups, data processing is done by assigned staff. Very few claim to have experts in the organization who can 
process and analyze data like data scientists, analysts or experts, statisticians and economists. 

Figure A9. Data Processing Personnel
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Appendix 10: Software for Data Analysis of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

Microsoft Office (Word, excel, Powerpoint, etc.) continues to be the main software used by LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs to 
analyze their datasets. Although, there are few respondents who mentioned using statistical and visualization softwares in 
their analysis.

 Figure A10. Software for Data Analysis

Appendix 11: Internet Speed of LGUs, CSOs, and SUCs

A majority have internet speeds of at least 256 kbps. SUCs, in particular, have better connectivity with a total of 93% of 
the respondents claiming having DSL, Fiber, or with speeds greater than 2 Mbps.

Figure A11. Internet Speed
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Appendix 1�: Partners’ Contribution

About seven in 10 respondents from the partner LGUs say that external stakeholders are invited to contribute to the 
formulation of policies and programs of the government, as shown in Figure 12. CSOs’ responses somehow do not vary 
significantly (65%) but SUCs believe they are not often engaged to contribute to these endeavors (52%). 
In addition, only 54% of the LGU respondents say they often receive requests for data from local stakeholders which 
shows no strong evidence of local stakeholders’ engagement for data-driven policies and programs formulation. 

Figure A12. Partners’ Contribution

Appendix 13: Partnerships Management

All three groups have varying resources for managing external stakeholders. SUCs seem to be better equipped with 90% 
of respondents claiming to have a designated office or staff. Unfortunately, LGUs lack these necessary resources. Only 
about 45% of the respondents say an office or staff is designated to perform the task. Mostly, it is the administrative staff 
that manages partnerships with external stakeholders and maintains a list of all active partners. 

Figure A13. Partnerships Management
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Appendix 1�: LGUs’ Social Media Presence and Usage

All LGUs have an official website and/or social media accounts like Facebook and Messenger. Most of them claim to have 
a website manager and a designated personnel handling these social media platforms. 

Figure A14.1. Online Presence

The LGUs utilize social media as an avenue to share announcements and news to the public. In some instances, they use 
these platforms for consultations, public engagement, and publishing data and public documents. Unfortunately, LGUs do 
not seem to have a policy on social media use according to 43% of the respondents.

Figure A14.2.  Social Media Usage
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Appendix 15: Perceptions of Capacity Per LGU

Figure A15.1 shows each of the 10 LGUs’ evaluation of their own capacity in terms of four areas: data collection, data 
management, data analytics, and data storage. While most LGUs are confident of having sufficient capacity particularly in 
collecting data, all of them seem to be less capable of performing data analytics.

Figure A15.1. Perceptions of Capacities in Handling Data
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In terms of data storage, Figure A15.2 shows each of the LGUs’ responses. Among all LGUs, perception of storage 
capacity (75%) is highest in Pilar.

Figure A15.2. Perceptions of Capacity in Storing Data
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Appendix 1�: Knowledge of Available Data Per LGU

As shown in Figure A16, the 10 LGUs hold several datasets but with varying knowledge of availability for each. The top two 
most known data are Treasury, Budget, and Procurement and Agriculture data. There are, however, some datasets which 
the respondents are not very familiar with. For example, responses from Donsol and Palimabang suggest that employment 
data are not available in their municipality. Similarly, no Tanauan respondent has confirmed accessing education and PSA 
data. Lastly, based on the survey responses, Donsol is the only municipality that does not have CBMS data.

Figure A16. Knowledge of Available Data
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Appendix 17: Data Accessibility and Sharing Per LGU

Looking at the responses per site, the level of certainty on the availability of the datasets varies. In some LGUs, data 
generated from the nationally mandated Listahanan and CBMS are not accessible. All Donsol respondents agree that 
the mentioned datasets they have are open to the public except for DSWD’s Listahanan. While both CBMS data and 
Listahanan appear to be exclusive for LGU use in Palimbang.

Figure A17.1. Data Accessibility Per Sector
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All LGUs require a formal letter of request on paper or sent via email before request for access to the different data is 
granted.

Figure A17.2. How Data is Requested
 

BASeLIne SUrVeY rePOrT – COLLABDev



��BASeLIne SUrVeY rePOrT – COLLABDev



3�

Appendix 1�: Use of Data Per LGU

Seven out of 10 LGUs mainly use data for record-keeping and archiving. Five of them use data for submission of reports 
and proposals to national government agencies. There are a few LGUs that use data to create statistics/graphs/charts—
CDO (92%) and Irosin (86%).

Figure A18. Use of Data
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Appendix 19: Awareness of Data-Related Laws Per LGU

The results in the LGU-level tell the same story as the results overall. All are very much aware of their Citizen’s Charter, 
most of them are familiar with DPL and FOI policy, and only a few have local ordinance on FOI and have received DPA 
training.

Figure A19 Awareness of Data-Related Laws
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Appendix �0: Awareness of Data Policies Per LGU

In some LGUs, the majority of the respondents reveal that they do not have data policies in place like Donsol and 
Palimbang, while some do not confirm existence or absence of the policies because of the differences in the responses 
like what we see with  Pilar and Tanauan.

Figure A20. Awareness of Data Policies
 

BASeLIne SUrVeY rePOrT – COLLABDev



�0

Appendix �1: Awareness of Partnerships with External Stakeholders Per LGU

Based on survey responses, the LGUs tend to partner more with CSOs than SUCs, except in Salcedo. As shown in Figure 
A21.1, all Salcedo respondents mention that CSOs and SUCs are never left untapped in policy formulation and decision 
making while the local governments of Donsol, Irosin, Palimbang, Pilar, and Tanauan have better engagements with CSOs 
than SUCs.
.
Figure A21.1. Awareness of Existing Partnerships
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However, having a partnership does not always imply involvement in the LGU’s policy making process. Figure A21.2 shows 
that even though LGUs have existing partnerships with these groups, they are not that frequently involved in policy 
making like in Borongan and Inopacan. There is also a huge disparity in SUC involvement in policy formulation in CDO 
and Donsol relative to the CSOs’.

Figure A21.2. Involvement in the Policy Making Process

 
Appendix ��: Knowledge of LGU Budget Appropriation for Data

The responses show weak support to LGUs allocating budget for data resources. As shown in Figure A22, no one from 
Irosin, Tanauan and Donsol responded positively to confirm that a portion of the LGUs budget is spent for data initiatives. 
In addition, very few respondents mentioned that their LGU appropriates budget specifically to support data-related 
infrastructure and activities like hiring data experts and acquiring technology infrastructure.

Figure A22 Budget Appropriation for Data
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