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Introduction
Background
Amongst the primary measures of the Manila Bay Sustainable Development Master Plan
(MBSDMP) is Promoting Responsible and Sustainable Tourism. By 2040, besides improving
the water quality and the overall ecosystem of the bay (through reduced pollution load,
improved solid waste management, restored natural habitat, boosted fish biomass, and
reduced exposure of people and properties to flooding), it is envisioned that the Manila Bay
will continue to provide its various services that will ultimately contribute to economic
development and inclusive growth within the Manila Bay Area.
Amongst the vital contribution of the Manila Bay to economic development in the region is
tourism. According to the Philippine Statistics Authority, for the years 2000-2010, the
average share of tourism direct gross value added (TDGVA) to the country’s GDP is about
5.8 percent. TDGVA’s share to total GDP provides measure of the economic contribution of
tourism to the economy. TDGVA in 2010 reached PhP 518.5 billion, 13.0 percent higher
than previous year’s PhP 459.0 billion. Specifically for Manila Bay Region, data shows that
the economic value of the tourism is about 23% which is attributed to its beaches and
resorts, natural parks, heritage sites and other recreational areas found particularly in the
provinces of Cavite and Laguna and the cities around Metro Manila (Bayate, Cambia, &
Montojo, 2016). Moreover, as the main gateway to the Philippines, the Manila Bay area
contributed in the development and growth of tourism in many Philippine destinations
To measure the tourism potential of the Manila Bay area, an amenity value index was
developed.

Objective of the Study
The objective of this study is to provide an indicative amenity value of the established and
proposed tourism sites in the Manila Bay area and predict the possible improvements of
these amenity values throughout the implementation of the MBSDMP programs, activities,
projects ( PAPs). The determination of these values will provide a scientific basis in
identifying the appropriate tourism development strategy for the identified sites. Specifically,
the study aims to:
1.) Develop the approach/methodology for computing the amenity value of each
municipalities/cities in the MBA based on related studies;
2.) Determine corresponding amenity values of all municipalities/cities using the
developed methodology and the primary data generated from tourists survey;
3.) Identify gaps in the tourism components that needs further resolution to improve the
area’s amenity value; and
4.) Determine the relationship of the amenity value to the implementation of the MBSDMP
PAPs.
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Amenity Value Index for the Manila Bay Area
Manila Bay Area (MBA) hosts several important tourism
sites that showcase the country’s natural and cultural
heritage. In crafting a sustainable development
masterplan of the area for the next decades, it is crucial
to identify the development and management strategies
needed for these tourism sites to thrive. It is expected
that tourism will add value to the environment and
historical sites present in the area as more tourist, both
international and domestic, will appreciate the
importance of these sites and the Manila Bay Area as a
whole. A thriving tourism in the Bay area will also help in
generating employment for the residents, hence
contributing to achieving the masterplan’s goal of
inclusive growth and poverty alleviation in the area.
The success of a tourism destination and its approach to
destination management can be influenced by a wide
variety of factors. As a dynamic and complex industry,
destination managers need to be continually monitoring, reviewing, and evaluating tourism
performance and management strategies to ensure the long-term sustainability of tourism in
the destination. The strategic planning and ongoing management for a destination will
contribute to the continuous improvement and success of a tourism destination. The success
of tourism promotion programs is heavily reliant on the existing environmental conditions,
management strategies and economic frameworks of the destinations. The sustainable
development of tourism in the MBA needs a multi-factorial strategy to respond to the
interconnectedness of the different components of the area’s ecosystem. Given the
connection of tourism to the overall landscape components of the MBA, planning of tourism
development in the area needs proper documentation and characterization of the existing
and proposed tourism facilities and promotion strategies in the cities and municipalities.
The baseline tourism conditions of the MBA cities and municipalities will be the basis of the
improvements and enhancement of the area’s tourism in relation to the incorporated PAPs in
the MBSDMP.
To quantify the current tourism appeal of the MBA regions, amenity value will be determined.
Amenity Values are the characteristics that influence and enhance people’s appreciation of a
tourism area. In this study, these values will be determined using the gathered perception of
the tourist who has visited the municipality/city. These values will be derived from their
assessment of the area based on identified destination attractiveness components and the
degree of importance of these components to their overall appreciation of the site.
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Methodology
The study used a combination of primary and secondary data collection in identifying the
amenity values of each municipalities and cities. Clustered sampling was used in selecting
the cities and municipalities assessed. Two phases in determining the amenity value of the
sites were conducted. The first phase focused on secondary data review in structuring the
index used in defining the amenity value of the sites. The second phase was the actual
assessment of the municipalities based on the amenity value index developed in Phase 1.
Synthesis of the generated data from the two phases was done to illustrate the current
condition of the municipalities and cities of MBA in terms of their tourism attractiveness and
the possible relation of these values to the other component of the MBA landscape included
in the MBDSMP PAPs. The overall framework of the study is illustrated on Figure 1.

Figure 1: Framework of the Amenity Value Study

The primary data were gathered from 18 respondents per municipality/city who rated a
municipality/city and its tourist attractions based on the criteria provided. Of the 18
respondents, three (3) respondents were on-site raters and the rest (15) were online
respondents. The on-site raters were selected based on (i) their length of stay in the area, (ii)
their familiarity with the tourist sites and facilities, and (iii) their over-all knowledge of the
tourism industry. The online respondents were selected per municipality and who were (i)
not residents of the area being assessed, (ii) have visited the place for tourism purposes,
and (iii) have visited the place last 2019 and early 2020.
The onsite assessment was coordinated with the local tourism offices. In several
municipalities with strict quarantine protocols, the onsite rating was done remotely using the
mobile application used in the survey. All perceptions of both online and onsite raters were
tabulated real time in the data repository of the mobile application used. Unique respondent
codes for each rater was assigned to keep the anonymity of the respondents. All have the
same set of questionnaires.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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Amenity Value Index
An index in assessing the tourism plans was
developed based on identified tourism
amenities, namely: (i) destination
attractiveness, (ii) infrastructures and facilities,
(iii) financial requisites, and (iv) tourism
management and schemes. Each of the
amenity value index components were further
provided with criteria and measurement
parameters and discussed in the succeeding
paragraphs. This will facilitate in assessing the
amenity value of the study area. It is worth
noting that these criteria also include the
concerned environmental aspects and
indicators of the MBSDMP, such as solid waste, Figure 2: Amenity Value Components
pollution load, and, if available, status of natural habitat.

Destination Attractiveness
The status of the tourist spots in the area identified is based mainly on their “appeal” to the
tourists. This includes individual rater’s perception on the quality and uniqueness of the
tourism experienced or witnessed and that they have experienced during their visit to the
tourist spot.
Assessment of the status of the tourism attraction covered all the identified types of tourism
(eco-tourism, historical and cultural, farm and urban tourism). Preservation of the natural
environment, heritage sites and cultural practices was assessed, taking into consideration
the idea that tourism practices must also be sustainable. A city/municipality with more
variations on tourism types and activities offered is expected to have a higher grade on this
component. Mechanisms on promulgating the educational value of the tourist sites identified
was also rated.to assess the schemes of the areas in elevating mass appreciation of the
tourism showcases which further added value to the tourism experience that these sites
offer.
Table 1: Component 1: Destination Attractiveness
Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Over-all
attractiveness
of the area

Established tourism
spots (Nature,
Historical, Cultural,
Farm, Urban)

General attractiveness of the municipality/city in terms of aesthetics
and uniqueness of landscape and sceneries, historical significance of
the area, and other factors that attract the tourists

Variety of leisure
activities in the
municipality/city

Variety of activities that can be done in the area. This includes nature
activities such as trekking and swimming, historical site visits,
museum tours and all activities that can bring leisure and
entertainment to tourists.

Preservation of
environment

Assessment of the municipality/city based on the observed
preservation of natural environment including forests, coasts and
seas. This includes undisturbed plants and animal species.
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Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Preservation of
heritage sites

Assessment of the municipality/city based on the preserved historical
architectures and artifacts. This includes museum entries, studios and
galleries.

Preservation of
cultural activities

Assessment of the presence of cultural activities such as
celebrations, fiestas and festivals, IP’s where tourist can participate to
experience the local customs

Educational value

This includes information drives present on the area and on
respective tourist sites. These information drives include the
education pamphlets and brochures, discussion from the tour guides
and other educational media informing the tourist of the presence and
importance of natural wonders and attraction, and historical and
cultural significance of the area.

Tourism-related Infrastructures and Facilities
The readiness of the municipality/city in accommodating the visitors covers the availability and
status of tourism-supporting infrastructure and facilities which includes transportation,
accommodations, communications, water supply and waste management.
Assessment of the area in terms of the infrastructures and facilities were based on the crude
observation of the visitors during their stay in the municipalities/cities. Transportation were
assessed relative to the distance and availability of transportation going to and within the
municipalities/cities. Amenities such as food stalls and water supply were graded separately
from the availability and quality of accommodation.
Policies and materials in waste segregation were included to see the effectiveness of the
existing environmental policy schemes and its implementation by the community, as perceived
by a tourist. Both perception on solid waste management facilities in the city/municipality and
the actual tourist site level were assessed.
Table 2: Component 2: Infrastructure and Facilities
Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Accessibility

Availability of public
transport

Relative ease of travelling to the area. This can be assessed in terms of
quality and availability of public transport.

Road network

Road quality within the municipality/city to be assessed going to any tourist
site in the area

Availability of lodging
areas

Ease of securing a lodging in the area.

Quality of lodging
areas

Over-all assessment of the lodging services experienced during the stay in
the area.

Telecommunications
signal

Availability and strength of cellphone signals.

Internet access

Availability and strength of internet connection

Adequate drinking
water supply during
the stay

Availability of potable water in the area

Adequate tap water
supply during the stay

Availability of utility water in the area

Waste management
schemes

Waste management strategies in place in the area such as waste
segregation, plastic bans and waste collection services

Adequate waste bins
in the tourist sites

Proper waste disposal facilities in the site.

Cleanliness of bodies
of water in the area

Over-all assessment of the water bodies in terms of cleanliness. This
includes absence of solid wastes and stinky smells.

Land use zoning and
planning for settlement
areas

Assessment of the observed urban planning on settlements. This includes
orderly arrangement of commercial spaces, residential areas, and other
public spaces.

Accommodation

Communications

Water Supply

Waste
Management

Urban Planning
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Financial Requirements
This component covers the appropriateness of the tourism cost a visitor spend in relation to
the quality of their tourism experience during their stay in the city/municipality. The cost of
travel, food and accommodation and tourism services they incurred were assessed based on
the quality of these goods and services rendered.
Table 3: Component 3: Financial Requirement
Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Travel Cost

Cost of transportation
to the tourism sites

Assessment of the rates of transport from the town proper to the tourist sites.
This also includes the fares and gasoline cost.

Percentage of
transportation
expense to over-all
tourism budget

Transportation cost going to the destination

Cost of lodging

Assessment of the cost of lodging based on the accommodation services
provided

Quality of
accommodation
services

Quality of accommodation services in relation to the cost

Cost of food

Assessment of the cost of food in the tourist area.

Quality of food and
restaurant services

Quality of accommodation services in relation to the cost

Cost of souvenirs and
tourism paraphernalia

Assessment of the cost of souvenirs in relation to the quality of the materials
being sold

Cost of entrance fees

Value for money of the entrance fees

Cost of tour guide
services

Value for money of the tour guide services

Accommodation
Cost

Food expenses

Site specific
costs

Tourism Management and Schemes
The tourism management and schemes component are based on the tourism programs that
are being implemented by the municipality/city. This includes promotional activities, tourist
relations, safety and security protocols and economic involvement of local community.
Perception of the visitors about the effectiveness of the local tourism management schemes
were gathered to see if these policies were known by the tourist before their visit (promotion),
observed by the tourist during their visit and after their visit (feedbacks).
Table 4: Component 2: Infrastructure and Facilities
Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Marketing and
promotional
activities

Marketing strategies of
the municipality/city

How the municipality/city markets the destination. This includes written and
visual promotional activities in different media platforms.

Promotional materials
of the tourism sites
within the
municipality/city

These includes flyers, pamphlets, signages and other promotional materials
of the tourist sites received or seen when inside the town.

Tourist relations

Ease of access/
communication to the
local tourism offices

Presence and accessibility of tourism offices, helpdesks and contact signages
when inside the town.

Tourist's feedback
forms

Availability of suggestion boxes and assessment materials for the
improvement of the tourism activities

Safety materials and
guidelines

Presence of entrance gates, tracks, directions, safety protocols and
equipment and other materials for security of the tourists

Available security
guards and tourist
guides

Presence of security personnel, lifeguards, and other staffs for safety of the
tourists.

Public health protocols
communications

Efforts of authorities for disseminating awareness to public health guidelines
during the time of visit

Actual implementation
of public health
protocols

Observed implementation of public health guidelines during the time of visit

Peace and
Order

Health and
safety
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Component

Criteria

Assessment Guide

Benefits to local
communities

Hiring of locals in the
tourism industry

Community-based approaches in managing the tourist sites present in the
town, including hiring of locals as guides, maintenance staff, security
personnel and managing officers.

Promotion of local
products

Local products of the town including handicrafts and art materials, farm
produce, food products and other locally made paraphernalia

Computation of the amenity index
The Amenity Value of the municipality is computed using the formula,
V = ∑ (𝐶𝐺)(𝐴𝑣𝑒𝐶𝑟𝐺)
where,

V is the Amenity Value of the municipality/city,
CG is the component grade or the degree of importance of the component to the
overall tourism experience, and

AveCrG is the Average Criteria Grade or the summation of criteria grade per
component divided by the total number of criteria per component.

All the criteria under each component of the matrix that is assessed with a numerical value
of 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest appreciation. As provided in the formula, the rating of the
component will give a weight on how these criteria affected their tourism stay. The average
rate of the criteria is multiplied to the rate of the component to derive the values of each
component. Summative values of the component values are considered as the amenity
value of the site.
Table 5: Computation of the amenity values
Degree Of Importance
To The Tourist

Average Grade Of The
Criteria

Raw Value

CG

AveCrG

(CG)(AveCrG)

Component 1: Destination
Attractiveness
Component 2: Infrastructure
And Facilities
Component 3: Financial
Requirement
Component 4: Tourism
Management And Schemes
Amenity Value:
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∑ (𝐶𝐺)(𝐴𝑣𝑒𝐶𝑟𝐺)

Site Identification
Stratification of the Manila Bay Region was done for proper representation of the 213
municipalities in 14 provinces covered by the Manila Bay Area. The sample city/municipality
was chosen based on the following:
1.)
2.)
3.)
4.)

Representation of all provinces
Proximity to the Manila Bay coast
Representation of areas with popular and unpopular sites
Type of main tourism attraction (nature-based, culture and heritage, agri-tourism,
urban tourism)
5.) Strategic geographic location for cluster samples and population movement.

Figure 3: Designated amenity value clustered
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The selected municipalities/cities are shown in Table 6.
Table 6. List of selected municipalities/cities
Region

Province

Cities/Towns

Region 1

Pangasinan

Umingan
Moncada

Tarlac

Tarlac City

Zambales

Olongapo City
Morong

Bataan
Region 3

Balanga City
Angeles City

Pampanga

Lubao
Baliuag

Bulacan

Malolos City

Aurora

Dingalan
Carranglan

Nueva Ecija
Region 2

General Tinio

Nueva Vizcaya

Alfonso Castañeda
Makati
Las Piñas

NCR

Parañaque

Metro Manila

Navotas
Pasay
Manila

Batangas

Talisay

Quezon

Lucban
Calamba City

Laguna

Pagsanjan

Region 4A

Tagaytay City

Cavite

Kawit
Antipolo City

Rizal

Tanay
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Performance Survey
Respondents’ Profile
A total of 504 respondents participated in the online perception survey conducted from 10
August to 09 September 2020 where 261 (51.79%) were male, 235 (46.63%) were female
and the remaining 8 (1.59%) did not indicate their sex group. Respondents are limited also
to domestic tourists.
In terms of age group, 259 (51.39%) belonged to the age group 21-30 years old while 111
(22.02%) were within the age group 11-20. Other participants were ages 31-40 (74,
14.68%), 41-59 (50, 9.92%) and 10 (1.98%) were senior citizens ages 60 and above.
A larger proportion of the survey participants worked in the Government and Public
Administration sector (109, 21.63%) and Science or Technical Services sector (62, 12.30%)
while 62 (12.30%) were still students. In total, the survey participants belonged to 22 work
classifications/sectors with 60 (11.90%) who identified themselves into others wherein most
of them did not have work during the survey period.
In terms of duration of stay in the surveyed area, 44.44% (224) of the participants stayed for
a day, 21.43% (108) stayed for more than five days, 19.05% (96) stayed for two days, and
the rest (15.08%) stayed between 3 to 5 days.

Summary of Results
The amenity value of the representative cities/towns in the MBA varied, with San Jose del
Monte, Bulacan having the highest amenity value of 79.48 and Navotas, Metro Manila
having the lowest amenity value of 42.67. Other well-known tourist destinations including
Lucban, Quezon (72.10), Tagaytay City, Cavite (70.89), Nasugbu, Batangas (70.18) and
Pagsanjan, Laguna (69.96) were among the areas with the highest amenity value. On the
other hand, Metro Manila cities particularly Manila (55.49), Makati (53.46) and Las Piñas
(45.84), as well as the municipalities of Kawit, Cavite (54.19) and Umingan, Pangasinan
(46.68) were among the lowest.
According to Whangarei District Council (n.d.), natural and physical characteristics of the
area and the distinctness of these contribute to the variation in amenity values. At a general
point of view, people prefer and approach environments that they evaluate favorably and
avoid environments they evaluate negatively. Although evaluating areas as favorable or
unfavorable is a complex process, characteristics such as destination attractiveness,
infrastructure and facilities, financial requirements, and management schemes are useful
parameters to determine people’s preferences.

Destination Attractiveness – Results
Tanay, Rizal had the highest score (19.31) in terms of destination attractiveness followed by
Lucban, Quezon (19.19) and San Jose del Monte, Bulacan (19.02). Interestingly, the three
areas which gathered the lowest scores for this criterion are Makati (11.99), Las Piñas
(11.47) and Navotas (9.81), all of which are in Metro Manila.
Travel motivations are critical aspects in understanding tourist behavior. One deciding factor
motivating tourist activity is the attractiveness of the destination, which is the primary
component of the tourism systems. It is generally believed that the more attribute the
destination has, the more attractive it is for visitors and tourists. Conversely, the absence of
destination attractiveness could lead to little or no need for tourism facilities and services and
therefore decreases tourism potential (Kim & Lee, 2002, as cited in Vengesayi et al., 2009).
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Given that cities in Metro Manila - Makati, Las Piñas, Pasay, Parañaque and Navotas are
highly industrialized, these areas had lower scores in terms of environmental and cultural
considerations as compared to less urbanized areas such as Lucban, Quezon, Tanay, Rizal
and Carranglan and General Tinio in Nueva Ecija which had higher scores for the said
aspects. Moreover, in terms of the number of recreational areas and activities that the
municipalities/cities offer, Tagaytay, Cavite and Nasugbu, Batangas had the highest score
while Balanga, Bataan, Kawit, Cavite, and Navotas, Metro Manila were the lowest. Lastly, it
can also be noted that although areas in the metro are hubs of parks, museums and other
recreational facilities such as malls and other tourist designated spots, respondents
perceived that these areas still need to improve on information dissemination.
Results showed that perception of the tourists in terms of preservation of the environment,
culture and heritage are significant considerations in assessing the attractiveness of an area.
Generally, it could be seen from the data that the respondents perceive areas with better
preserved environment and culture as more attractive. Also, while cities in Metro Manila
have tourist areas for cultural and heritage appreciation, other factors affecting the
pleasantness and aesthetic coherence of these areas such as noise, dust, and traffic
(Whangarei District Council, n.d.) may contribute why they scored lower among others in
terms of this criterion.

DESTINATION ATTRACTIVENESS
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Figure 4. Summary of values in Destination Attractiveness

Tourism Related Infrastructure and Facilities – Results
For this criterion, San Jose del Monte Bulacan had the highest score (19.94) followed by
Pagsanjan, Laguna (18.14) and Tagaytay City, Cavite (17.42). On the other hand, Lubao,
Pampanga (13.01), Umingan, Pangasinan (11.15) and Navotas, Metro Manila (10.44) had
the lowest scores given by the respondents.
Solid waste and wastewater management is a crucial issue in the tourism industry as tourist
influx would also mean an increase in waste generation. Waste from the tourism sector in
the Philippines, particularly from hotels and related establishments, causes pollution to land,
water, and air. Groundwater and other bodies of water are being contaminated due to lack
of proper waste management facilities and unregulated solid waste dumping and discharge
permits which leads to public health risks (UN Environment, 2017). Perceived cleanliness of
surrounding water bodies varied across the areas surveyed. The cities of Navotas, Makati
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and Tarlac had the lowest accumulated scores while Dingalan, Aurora, Tanay, Rizal and
Pagsanjan, Laguna were perceived by the tourists as having cleaner water bodies in their
respective area. Areas in Metro Manila, except Parañaque, had the lowest scores for this
aspect. For solid waste management, Alfonso Castañeda, Nueva Vizcaya and Metro Manila
cities – Makati, Manila and Las Piñas had the lowest scores while San Jose del Monte and
Baliuag in Bulacan and Tanay, Rizal rated the highest.
The presence of public transport and the quality of road networks, accommodations and
other tourism infrastructures are important elements of the tourist product in a region.
According to Panasiuk (2007), the higher the interest of a tourist in the region, the higher is
the income from tourism in regional economy. This tourists’ interest is heavily affected by the
structure of touristic movement, the length of stay and motives for visiting the area, among
other considerations. In the perception survey, respondents perceived favorably San Jose
del Monte, Bulacan, Angeles City, Pampanga and Calamba City, Laguna in terms of
availability of public transportation. However, respondents perceived the need for San Jose
del Monte and Calamba City to improve on their road networks. Angeles City, on the other
hand, was also rated consistently high in both availability of transport and the quality of road
network.
For the presence of accommodations, Calamba, Olongapo and San Jose del Monte had
higher ratings. However, in terms of the quality of these accommodations, Calamba and
most of the areas had lower ratings in terms of the quality of accommodations. Moreover, it
is also noteworthy that cities in Metro Manila particularly Pasay, Parañaque, Makati and
Manila managed to be rated almost equally in both the presence of accommodations and the
quality of these. Lastly, in terms of communication-related facilities, most of the areas had
higher rating for internet connection as compared to cellphone signal. The municipalities of
Carranglan, Umingan, General Tinio and Dingalan scored low in both aspects, all of which
are relatively far from the metro.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES
25.00
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Figure 5. Summary of values in Infrastructure and Facilities
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Financial Requirements – Results
The financial requirement of an area reflects not just the price of an amenity in that area, but
the general value for money of the amenity in question. Among the 28 selected areas, San
Jose del Monte, Bulacan (19.41), Lucban, Quezon (19.25) and Nasugbu, Batangas (18.76)
had the highest rating while Kawit, Cavite (12.29), Umingan, Pangasinan (12.29) and
Navotas, Metro Manila (8.43) were the lowest.
San Jose Del Monte (SJDM) stayed consistently high in terms of financial requirements.
Travel is worth much in San Jose del Monte and reflects a high percentage in the over-all
tourism budget of the respondents. Accommodations were also highly rated for both cost
and quality, as well as entrance fees to attractions and tour guide services. SJDM is home to
attractions such as Mount Balagbag, Kaytitinga Falls and numerous churches including the
San Lorenzo Ruiz de Manila Parish and the Our Lady of Lourdes Grotto Shrine. Most of
these noteworthy attractions offer free to minimal entrance fees. The only category SJDM
lagged in was in food and souvenirs. Food was deemed good in cost and quality in
Tagaytay while Pagsanjan was deemed good in cost and quality for souvenirs. Aside from
SJDM, Lucban, Quezon and Tagaytay City are both good performing in terms of financial
requirement. On the other hand, Las Pinas, Metro Manila stayed consistently low in value for
money in terms of transportation, accommodation cost and quality, entrance fees for
attractions, souvenirs, and tour guide services. Despite the consistent low rating to Las
Pinas given by the respondents, it was Navotas City, Metro Manila that garnered the lowest
overall performance in financial requirement.

FINANCIAL REQUIREMENT
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Figure 6. Summary of values in Financial Requirement
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Tourism Management and Schemes – Results
For the last criterion, San Jose del Monte, Bulacan (21.10), Pagsanjan, Laguna (18.01), and
Tagaytay City, Cavite (17.23) had the highest perception while Navotas, Metro Manila (9.25),
Umingan, Pangasinan (10.90), and Las Piñas, Metro Manila (12.24) had the lowest
perception for tourism management and schemes.
Specifically, in terms of Marketing and Promotional Activities, San Jose del Monte, Tagaytay,
and Pagsanjan were rated consistently higher than other areas in promoting tourism through
different media platforms and using promotional materials. The areas with low perception
rating in tourism marketing and promotion can improve their marketing strategies to increase
tourism in their city/municipality. Respondents also perceived greater ease of accessibility
and communication with local tourism offices in San Jose del Monte and in Nasugbu, where
the presence of feedback forms were noted to be present as well. A direct line of
communication and feedback mechanism can help the areas in identifying their strong points
and weaknesses. Safety and security are also paramount to tourism since it can alleviate the
anxiety of travelling to an unknown place. San Jose del Monte and Pasay were deemed to
be sufficiently equipped with signages, safety equipment, tourist guides, and security guards.
A common trend that can be observed in the cities and municipalities was that certain places
were often keen in providing fully to a certain component. An example is in Marketing and
Promotional Activities, where San Jose del Monte, Tagaytay, and Pagsanjan not only utilized
a single media platform, but also delved into promotional materials such as brochures,
posted signages and other media platforms. In tourist relations, San Jose del Monte and
Nasugbu both had a high rated communication with tourism offices, as well as the presence
of feedback forms. This observation illustrates that tourism management and schemes need
to be fully and effectively implemented. On the other hand, Navotas was consistently rated
low in terms of marketing and promotional activities, tourist relations, and in safety and
order.
Public health guidelines were noted to be made aware in San Jose del Monte, Tanay, and
Pagsanjan where the enforcement of these guidelines was deemed to be consistent. Las
Piñas, on the other hand, was noted to be lacking in both promoting awareness in health
guidelines, and in the enforcement of the guidelines. In the advent of disease outbreak,
tourists run the chance of getting infected by locals, or spreading the disease they get from
other places, locally. Awareness brought on by previous outbreaks of disease have caused a
heightened consideration for areas with well-established health protocols. Existing health
protocols not only protect tourists, but locals as well. These protocols hamper the spread of
disease, making an area safer for locals, and more attractive to tourists (Jovanović et al.
2015).
In the hiring of locals and promotion of products, San Jose del Monte was noted to be an
excellent example. Hiring locals not only provides a more “native” experience for tourists
who interact with people form the tourism industry, but it also alleviates the unemployment
rate by providing jobs for the locale. Local product promotion provides some income for the
locals by allowing them to market products that are present locally, increasing the chances
of sale through tourism. Other areas which were rated high in hiring locals and promoting
local products were Tagaytay, Nasugbu, and Pagsanjan. On the other hand, Las Pinas and
Navotas got a low rating in this aspect.
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Figure 7. Summary of values in Tourism Management and Schemes
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In one snapshot, the radar chart shows the overall performance of the sample
municipalities/cities in terms of the four (4) Amenity Value components.
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Cluster Performance
The total amenity value of each representative municipality/city were interpolated to their
assigned clusters based on the map derived from Phase 1 (Site Identification). Figure _
shows the values of the 213 municipalities.

Figure 8. Interpolated Amenity Values per cluster
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Clustering of the towns based on the values of the representative cities/municipalities shows
that lower amenity values were recorded on the areas in NCR and neighboring Cavite towns.
Other lower areas were recorded on the Manila Bay coastal areas like Bataan and
Pampanga, and other areas without a relatively popular destination such as Umingan,
Pangasinan and Tarlac. Higher values were observed in the representatives of Laguna,
Quezon, Batangas, and upland towns of Cavite. In Laguna where two clusters were
assigned, the east side near Metro Manila where all cities of the province were located have
lower amenity values compared to the cluster in the west where areas were all
municipalities. Interestingly, the western portion of Bulacan, represented by San Jose del
Monte had the highest amenity value, despite its proximity to the capital. Based on the
results of the study, the SJDM fared well in all aspects of the survey, but it is must be noted
that its consistent values were manifested mainly in financial requirements and tourism
policies.
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Conclusion and Recommendations
The overall amenity values of the selected sites are multi-dimensional. Tourism
attractiveness does not rely solely on specific tourist spot nor activities, but it is heavily
reliant on the over-all environmental, infrastructural, and institutional readiness of the places
to make the stay of the tourist worthy of their allotted finances.
The results of the amenity value survey suggested a varying level of attractiveness in the
entire MBA. Most notable result is the relatively low values of the capital cities and
neighboring towns of Cavite, compared to the rest of MBA. Other areas also proved that
amenity values may improve given the proper tourism management policies and schemes.
This was observed to be true for San Jose Del Monte which obtained a very high score in
the criteria.
Based on the amenity value survey, several points of recommendation are being raised:
1. Enhancement and addition of infrastructure and facilities. The varied results of the
survey support the idea that localized tourism management is needed for the specific site to
have a higher amenity value. This means that crafting of policies in the LGU level must be
backed by thorough assessment of the existing local conditions of tourism industry. Criteria
assessed on the surveys including financial requirements on food, accommodations,
entrance fees, availability of guides, etc are some of the tourism components that must be
monitored well by the authorities.
Given that tourism values are highly affected by the existing facilities and infrastructures, the
local tourism development plan must be anchored on the LGU’s overall planning and
management strategies. This means that tourism must be a factor in considering priority
projects like transportation and communication improvements which are mainly part of LGU’s
Executive and Legislative Agenda (ELA).
2. Stricter implementation of environmental policies. The state of the environment
affects the over-all stay of the tourist. A degraded area of forest or coastal zones are not
attractive to the general public. Clean waterways are prioritized by the public compared to
the polluted ones. In the survey, many areas of NCR and neighboring areas received a very
low grade on environmental management schemes, thus affecting their overall amenity
value.
Both recommendation points can be part of the over-all tourism development plans to be
crafted or updated by the LGUs. To promote sustainable and responsible tourism in the Manila
Bay Area, all plans in terms of tourism must account these two recommendation points in
improving the amenity value of their area.
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