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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background to the Study 
 
A well-functioning local government financing system in the Philippines is vital for 
the fulfilment of service delivery and poverty alleviation objectives, and is critical for 
the overall functioning of the decentralised system of governance as mandated by the 
Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991. 
 
The present system of LGU finance relies heavily on intergovernmental fiscal 
transfers (IGFTs) from the central government to the provinces, cities and 
municipalities.  The fiscal transfers3 from the national government constitute more 
than 70 % of the total LGU revenues in most of the LGUs and up to nearly 100 % of 
the total revenues in some of the financially weaker LGUs.  
 
The way in which these transfers are directed and structured is thus critical in 
determining the efficacy of local service delivery.  From the point of view of the 
national budget, intergovernmental fiscal transfers account for approximately 18 % of 
total expenditure4, the largest item after debt service payments.  As the overall fiscal 
position of government has deteriorated, these expenditures have invited increasing 
scrutiny, either as a potential source of savings to government and/or to ensure that 
delivery efficiencies are maximized. 
 
Understandably, most of the attention from both the government and its development 
partners has dwelt on the Internal Revenue Allotment (the IRA, which accounts for 
the largest component of these flows), and has tended to focus either on the adequacy 
of the aggregate resource flow to the sub-national level, or on the equity and 
efficiency of the horizontal distribution of the grant among LGUs.5 Thus far, 
however, it appears that significant reform of the IRA is not likely in the short or 
medium term. 
 
There is fairly wide agreement on the nature of some of the challenges in the existing 
transfer system in the Philippines. First, in the context of muted accountability 
systems at the local level and the disproportionately large share of overall transfers 
accounted for by the IRA - which functions as an unconditional block grant – the 
IGFT system currently provides few incentives for improving LGU performance. 
Second, the non-IRA components of the system are fractured and non-transparent, 
creating a wide range of difficulties for LGUs that wish to access these grants and 
support. The national government is faced with the burden of managing a plethora of 
grant programmes, which have diverse objectives, not always clearly focused on 
improving delivery of basic services to poor areas.  

                                                
3 The words intergovernmental fiscal  “grants” and “transfers” are used interchangeably in this Report. 
The same goes for the words “central” and “national” government.  
4 141 B Pesos out of 804 B Pesos in 2003, cf. “An Analysis of the President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 
2003”.  
5 For example, Manasan, R, “Local Public Finance in the Philippines: In Search of Autonomy with 
Accountability”, December, 2004; Mullins, D, “Assessment of the IRA” (forthcoming); Guevara, M, 
“The Fiscal Decentralization Process in the Philippines” (2004). 
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Concerns have been raised from many stakeholders about the extent to which the 
existing transfer system provides sufficient possibilities and incentives to improve 
critical areas of LGU performance such as own source revenue mobilisation, 
planning, budgeting, financial management performance, procurement and good 
governance and transparency. 
   
However, while there is generally widespread knowledge about the internal revenue 
allotment (IRA) component of the IGFT system, including the size, the allocation 
criteria – the vertical and horizontal distribution of the funds- and the trends, the other 
sources of transfers, like the transfers from the congressional funds and the off-budget 
funding from the development partners, are less documented and understood. 
 
Furthermore, there are areas, which have been devolved to LGUs according to the 
law6, but where central departments are still performing the tasks due to various 
reasons such as lack of capacity, availability of funds, institutional imperatives, 
traditions/historical reasons and/or economies of scale in production of services.  
 
To the knowledge of the authors, the last study of some of these issues, carried out in 
2001 (data from 1995-99), covered other issues than just the spending on the devolved 
LGU services and did not include congressional allocations and various donor funds.7 
 
In the context of the ongoing development of the IGFT system, and the agreements 
made at the Philippine Development Forum between the development partners and 
the Government of the Philippines on the future agenda for the decentralisation 
reforms8, the Government and other stakeholders have expressed a strong wish to gain 
a better understanding of the non-IRA transfers to the LGUs, and the support from the 
national departments, agencies and corporations and donors to LGUs, within the 
devolved areas. 
 
It is well known that the room for increasing the overall budget envelope for the IGFT 
system is very limited considering the existing financial situation of the Government 
of the Philippines. It is therefore of crucial importance that all the existing funds to 
LGUs and funds for local service delivery are allocated efficiently, in an equitable 
manner, and that they achieve the intended objectives, even if it concerns a relatively 
smaller part of the overall resource envelope available for LGUs. 
 
Finally, the study should also be seen in the context of the ongoing dialogue on the 
linkage between LGU borrowings and grants, the pros and cons for making a clearer 
distinction between the two funding flows, and in the light of planned reforms in 
credit institutions and their operations9.   
 
 

                                                
6 In this Report this is referred to as “devolved functions” pursuant to the LGC of 1991. It should be 
noticed that the Code allows NGAs to continue to perform services within the devolved areas.  
7 See Annex 4 for a review of some of the main findings from this Study by Joseph J. Capuno, Thelma 
C. Manuel and Ma Bella  T. Salvador: “ Estimating the IRA, Centrally-Provided Local Public Services 

and Other Central Transfers to Local Governments”, 2001.  
8 Report of the Working Group on Decentralisation and Local Government, March 7-8, 2005 
9 Especially the establishment of the Municipal Finance Corporation.   



Assessment of Non-IRA Transfers and Other Funds for Devolved Services in the Philippines – Final 

Main Report – October 2005 

 3 

 
 

1.2 Objectives 
 
The specific objectives of this study are first and foremost to provide a better 
overview of the non-IRA components of the existing intergovernmental fiscal transfer 
system and funding of LGU devolved services, including the national government 
expenditure on devolved functions, congressional allocations utilised on LGU 
services and the off budget funding flows to LGUs. 
 
Furthermore, the study should generate some initial concepts and options for the 
future design of a more performance based grant allocation system and/or a system 
focusing more on supporting the poorer LGUs. Separate notes provide an outline of 
the basic concept of performance based grant systems, and of the critical design issues 
to be considered if a more performance based transfer system is pursued.10  
 
 

1.3 Scope of the Study 
 
The Study will provide an overview (data) and analysis of the existing non-IRA 
transfers and funding of devolved services11 in the broad sense, including the 
following components: 
 

i) Government Funded Programmes & Projects (GFPP): This is the 
Government Agencies/Corporations’ funding of LGU devolved functions 
from internally generated revenues as part of the regular agency/ 
corporation budget, excluding the Priority Development Assistance Fund 
(PDAF), see below; 

ii) Congressional Allocations (CA): This refers to the Programme & Projects 
funded by the Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF), allocated to 
devolved functions. While the legislators identify the activities/projects to 
be funded, the money is released to and implemented by a national 
government agency /corporation, subject to DBM guidelines; 

iii) Loans and Grant Funded (LGF): This refers to the ODA loans and grants-
funded transfers from NGAs/GOCCs to LGUs and NGAs/GOCCs 
spending on devolved functions. The amounts included here are 
NGA/COCC expenditures or transfers to LGUs, which were given as 
“grants” to LGUs, including the GOP counterpart fund with budget cover.  
These grants may be stand-alone grants or matching grants given in 
conjunction with loans provided by the NG to LGUs.  In the case of the 
latter, only the grant portion is included, as the Study does not review the 
LGU borrowing; 

iv) Off-Budget Funding (OBF): This refers to programmes & projects for 
devolved functions, funded from ODA in the form of grants or donations 
that are not recorded in the NG budget. In some instances, the donation is 

                                                
10See the Paper: “Overview of Concepts and Directions for Formulation of New Performance Based 

Grant Types, June 2005 and the Paper: “ Key Issues on Performance Based Grant Parameters”, Final 

Report, August 2005.  
11 Devolved according to the Local Government Code.  
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channelled through an NG agency/corporation.  In others, donations are 
given directly to the recipient LGUs and there is no NG record of the 
transaction.  

 
In the Study, these four components are collectively called:  the “non-IRA transfers” 
or the “non-IRA funding”. The study covers both non-IRA transfers (in cash) to 
LGUs for LGU implementation and spending and centrally spent funds (direct 

spending) on devolved LGU mandated functions, i.e. when national agencies/ 
corporations implement the programmes & projects.   
  
The Study does not deal in any detail with the other funds regarding the local share of 
taxes on wealth, barangay officials’ death and disability benefits, accident insurance 
funds and indigent health insurance, (in the amount of P 1-2 Billion), and dedicated 
for special, fixed, legislated and transparent purposes and does not deal with LGU 
own source revenues and borrowing. These sources are not included in the term “non-
IRA funding” applied for this Study.   
 
A second part of the Study has made an initial review of the scope for the reforms of 
the IGFT system within the area of a more performance oriented system, the range of 
key issues to be considered if performance oriented grants were to be developed and 
some initial suggestions for the way forward on some of the key design issues. This 
part also contains a summary of some of the international experiences in the use of 
performance based grant allocation systems.12 
  
 

1.4 Study Approach  
 
The work has been conducted through consultations with primary and secondary 
documentary sources and detailed discussions with government agencies and 
corporations as well as donor representatives13. To support the collection of primary 
data, a set of detailed structured tables and questionnaires have been elaborated, 
including explanatory/guiding notes. The team conducted several rounds of 
consultations and dialogues with each national government agency as well as the 
GOCCs.  In some cases, the primary data required by the study had to be collected by 
the central office from the regional offices.  
 
The study covers twelve departments/agencies and three GOCCs with actual figures 
for Fiscal Year 2003.  These departments/agencies are DA (including NIA), DepEd, 
DENR, DOF through the MDFO, DOH, DILG, DLR, DPWH, DSWD, DOT, DOTC 
and the PRRC.  The GOCCs are PCSO, PAGCOR, and PTA. 
 

                                                
12 See the following papers: 1) “Overview, Concepts and Directions for Formulation of New 

Performance Based-Grant Types”, June 2005 and 2) “Key Issues on Performance Based Grant Design 

Parameters”, Final Report, August 2005.   
13 The Study was undertaken by a team of national consultants, Dr. Ma. Cecilia G. Soriano, Ms. 
Elizabeth P. Makayan and Ms. Josefina B. Nísperos and an international consultant Mr. Jesper 
Steffensen from the Nordic Consulting Group A/S Denmark. The team has been guided by Mr. Roland 
White, Senior Public Sector Specialist, EASPR, the World Bank, Washington D.C. 
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As mentioned, funding was classified into four fund sources, namely: 1) GFPP; 2)CA; 
3) LGF; and 4) OBF. Each of these groups was broken down into three major sub-
divisions14:  
 

1) Direct NGA/GOCC spending on devolved services, i.e. programmes and 
projects implemented by the NGAs/GOCCs, versus transfers of funds to 
LGUs for LGU implementation and spending; 

2) Types of LGUs: (i) provinces, ii) municipalities, and iii) cities; and 
3) Types of expenditures: (i) Capital Outlays (CO); ii) Maintenance and Other 

Operating Expenditures (MOOE); and iii) Personal Services (PS).  
 
In cases where a disaggregation was not possible by type of LGU or expenditure 
components, the amount was recorded under the “unallocated” account.  
 
Questionnaires were also given to the representatives of the main development 
partners to capture the off-budget funding to LGUs (transfers and funding support in 
areas where the data was available) and information was collected through interviews 
with involved key stakeholders.15    
 

The bulk of the data was collected from March - July 2005. Based on initial 
consultations with concerned government agencies, it was decided early on that data 
would be collected only for the year 2003 to indicate the size of non-IRA funding in a 
particular year.  Attempting to establish data trends over several years would pose a 
tremendous task and would complicate the study unnecessarily16. Initially, both actual 
and budget figures were to be gathered.  But since budget figures were either very 
different from the actual figures and/or missing for various NGAs, it was decided to 
apply only account or actual figures. All figures in this report are therefore actual 
2003 figures17.   
 
 

2. Overview of the Funding for Devolved Functions  
 

2.1 Overview of Total Public Sector 
 
The total public sector revenues in the Philippines are comprised of revenues 
collected by the national government agencies (NGAs), government owned and 
controlled corporations (GOCCs) and local government units (LGUs).  
 

                                                
14 In some cases, a fourth sub-division has been applied - the nature of the government development 
programmes/functions: i) economic, social and general services, ii) infrastructure and iii) agriculture 
and natural resources. 
15 Although the main focus has been on capital transfers from the donors to the LGUs, some of the 
main donors were asked to quantify the amount of “in-kind” /technical assistance they are providing to 
the LGUs to get a better overview of the entire non-IRA support from the center.   
16 It is important to mention that data on non-IRA support is not readily available in the central offices.  
17 Some figures under DA have been estimated (extrapolated) using information received from three of 
the regional offices.  
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In 2003, this amounted to P976.7 Billion (US$ 18.0 Billion) 18 with NGAs accounting 
for P626.6 Billion (US$ 11.6 Billion) or around 64.1%, GOCCs at P183.3 Billion 
(US$ 3.4 Billion) or 18.8%, and LGUs at P167.0 Billion (US$ 3.1 Billion) or 17.1%.  
 
Of the P626.6 Billion (US$ 11.6 Billion) collected by the NGAs in 2003, P 537.7 
Billion (US$ 9.9 Billion) or 85.8% was tax revenues of which, P 431.2   Billion  
(US$8 Billion) or 68.8% were national revenues, see Diagram 2.1 below.  
 

Diagram 2.1: Composition of Public Sector Resources, 2003 

 
 
 
 

2.2 LGU Revenues and Funds for Devolved Functions 
 
Table 2.1 overleaf shows the LGU revenues19 and funds spent on LGU devolved 
services, broken down into main sources. Group I – LGU Revenues - are the figures 
typically provided in various statistics, whereas the Group II reflects the results from 
the present study and is the non-IRA funding (additional funds utilised on devolved 
service delivery functions).  
 
 

                                                
18Actual un-adjusted figures for 2003, as presented in the Budget of Expenditures and Sources of 
Financing for Fiscal Year 2005, pages 3 and 322, prepared by the Department of Budget and 
Management. 
19 Also referred to as “income”.  

 

LGUs 

17% 
COCCs 

19% 

NGAs 

64% 

P626.6bn  

($11.6bn) 

P183.3bn 

 ($3.4bn) 
P167.0bn  

($3.1bn) 
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Table 2.1: Composition of LGU Revenues and Funds for Devolved 
Functions (2003) 
Type of Revenue Size Billion 

Pesos 
Size Million 

US$ 
Share in 

Percentage 
 I) LGU REVENUES    

1.1. IRA 141.0 2,601.5 69.2 

1.2. LGU shares in other taxes20  1.8 33.4 0.9 

1.3. LGU Tax revenues 42.1 775.9 20.6 

1.4. LGU Non-Tax revenues 13.1 241.2 6.4 

1.5. Extraordinary receipts 21  1.8 33.2 0.9 

1.6. Inter-local transfers 0.8 15.5 0.4 

1.7. Borrowing 3.3 60.2 1.6 

I) Total LGU Revenues  
(1.1 – 1.7) 22 

203.9 3,761.1 100 

II. NON-IRA FUNDING    

2.1. Government Funded 
Programmes & Projects (GFPP) 

 
4.1 

 
75.7 

 
16.2 

2.2. Congressional Allocations to 
devolved functions (CA) 

15.6 288.6 61.7 

2.3. ODA Loans and Grants 
Funded transfers and spending on 
devolved functions (LGF) 

5.4 100.0 21.3 

2.4. Off Budget Funding of 
devolved functions (OBF) 

0.2 3.7 0.8 

II) Total Non-IRA funding of 
devolved functions                
(2.1-2.4) 23 

25.4 468.0 100% 

III) Total funds used on 
devolved functions (I + II) 

229.3 4,229.1 100% 

Part 1:Share of LGU revenues 
of total funds 

  89%  

Part 2: Share of Non-IRA 
Funding for devolved functions 
of total funds 

  11 % 

 It should be noted that the total of rounded sub-components does not tally with rounding of total. 

 

 

                                                
20 Including LGU share in the national wealth tax.  
21 Operating and miscellaneous revenue, capital revenues, smaller grants, calamity funds etc 
22Data on LGU revenues vary from source to source.  The most updated figures from the Bureau of 
Local Government Finance (BLGF) of the DOF, based on reports submitted by the LGUs to BLGF, 
were used. The IRA includes the transfers to municipalities, provinces, cities and barangays. Data from 
other sources usually include only figures for provinces, municipalities and cities. In addition to these 
reported figures, there are smaller revenues collected by the barangays, which are not reflected in the 
official statistics.  Borrowing is included as revenue, as it is contributing to the funding of LGU 
services. However, it is more rightly seen as a financing instrument. 
23 Data collected from Government agencies and corporations and donor agencies.  
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As it appears from Table 2.1, the transfers through the IRA are by far the most 
important LGU revenue source. However, there are significant funds spent on 
devolved services, not captured in the existing statistics on LGU revenues and 
expenditures. 
 
The additional (non-IRA) funding for LGU functions is rather significant and 
constitutes approximately 11% of the total funds used for LGU functions. The 
diagram below shows a comparison of LGU revenues and the additional funding on 
LGU functions outside of the IRA transfer scheme.  
 
 
 
 

Diagram 2.2: Size of the Total Funding of Devolved Functions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Total LGU  

revenues  

89% 

Non-IRA  

Funding  

11 % 

P203.9bn 

 ($203.9 M) 

P25.4bn  

($468.0M) 
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3. Detailed Composition of LGU Revenues 

 
3.1 Overview of the LGU Revenues 
 
Diagram 3.1 below provides an overview of the LGU revenue sources as reflected in 
the LGU budgets and accounts. Brief descriptions of each of the main sources are 
presented in the following sections. 
 
 

Diagram 3.1: Composition of LGU Revenue Sources 

 
 
 
3.2 IRA Transfers 

 
The major funding source for the LGUs is the IRA transfers. The Internal Revenue 
Allotment accounted for P 141.0 Billion/US$ 2,601.5 Million in 2003.  Data from the 
Bureau of Local Government Finance show that LGUs (provinces, cities and 
municipalities) are dependent on the IRA for an average 69% of their total revenues 
and 73% of their expenditures in 200324.  For provinces, IRA accounts for around 
83% of revenues and over 90% of their expenditures.  For municipalities, IRA 
accounts for around 77% of revenues and 85% of expenditures.  For cities, IRA 
dependence is much less at around 45% for revenues and just over 50% for 

                                                
24 It should be noticed that the total LGU revenues are higher than the total expenditures due to 
underutilisation of funds. 
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expenditures. The reliance on the IRA has increased over the years, and the IRA now 
constitutes more than 95% of the total grants. 
 
About 40% of the national internal revenues collected by the NG are given to LGUs 
in form of the IRA grant (with a 3 years time-lag in data applied in the calculation).  
The IRA collections are derived from income taxes, value added tax (VAT), excise 
taxes, capital gains taxes and other taxes specified under Section 362 of the National 
Internal Revenue Code.   
 
Computation of IRA share per LGUs follows a definite formula.  The current IRA 
allocation is computed on the basis of internal revenue collections in the third fiscal 
year preceding the current year. The allocation is distributed among the different 
levels of LGUs as follows: Provinces (23%), Cities (23%), Municipalities  (34%), 
Barangays   (20%).  The resulting amount is further divided among the LGUs in each 
level with the use of the following formula:  population (50%), land area (25%), and 
equal sharing (25%).  

 
For 2005, total IRA is budgeted at P151.6 Billion (US$ 2,707 Million) or seven 
percent higher than in 2004, which had the 2003 budget re-enacted.  In the meantime, 
the demand for basic services continues to increase with the growing population and 
higher level of expectations of the local constituencies.  LGUs are also being 
mandated by various laws and national government agencies to focus on programs 
and projects to reduce poverty, respond to gender issues, protect the environment, 
modernize agriculture, and widen access to health insurance, among others. 
 
In addition to the growing strain, the IRA has also become a less certain source of 
revenues for LGUs in terms of the timeliness of its release and even its absolute level.  
While the LGC provides for automatic release of the IRA and the Supreme Court has 
disapproved of various steps that the national government had taken in the past to 
reduce or delay IRA releases, there is still a provision in the LGC that in the event of 
an unmanageable public sector deficit, the President, following certain procedures, 
may adjust the IRA downwards, hence a risk if LGUs remain too reliant on the IRA. 
 
Clearly, LGUs need to explore ways and means to increase and diversify their own 
source revenues to cover more of their growing expenditures, ensure better ownership 
and efficiency and improve their future sustainability.    

 
 

3.3 Other Mandated Non-IRA Transfers 
  
According to BLGF, Table 2.1, the total revenues from shared taxes amounted to P 
1.8 billion (US$ 33.4 Million) in 200325. Some of the major sources were the tobacco, 
tax share of national wealth and share of VAT.  
 
Aside from the IRA in which all LGUs have a share of internal tax revenues, some 
LGUs have a share in taxes collected from enterprises or utilities operating in their 
locality, pursuant to laws other than the LGC.  These include the Tobacco Excise Tax 

                                                
25 It should be noted that these amounts are registered in the official tables as part of the shares from 
national tax, i.e. under the reporting on the IRA transfers.  
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per R.A. No. 7171, Value Added Tax per R.A. No. 7643, Gross Income Tax paid by 
all enterprises within the Economic Zones per R.A. No. 7227, Franchise Tax per R.A. 
Nos. 8407 and 7963, and Special Privilege Tax for hydroelectric plants per R.A. No. 
7156.  The LGUs are free to use their shares from these taxes in any manner they see 
fit. For fiscal year 2003, only P100 million was released as share in the tobacco excise 
tax.  
 
The Premium Subsidy for Indigents under the National Health Insurance Program 
(NHIP) is another smaller scheme.  Pursuant to R.A. No. 7875, LGUs are encouraged 
to enrol their indigent constituents in the NHIP. It is being administered by the 
Philippine Health Insurance Corporation (PhilHealth).  The National Government 
covers 50 percent of the premium for each indigent enrolled in the NHIP by the LGU 
with the LGU shouldering the remaining 50 percent.  The NG subsidy is released to 
PhilHealth upon its submission of the necessary documents to show how many 
indigents were enrolled or renewed by how many LGUs in each year.  In 2003 the 
NHIP premium subsidy was P 216 Million.26 
 
In addition to the IRA transfers as mandated, the LGC also provides that LGUs shall 
have an equitable share in the proceeds from the development and utilization of 
natural resources within their areas. The NGAs and GOCCs are mandated to give a 
forty percent share from mining taxes, royalties, forestry and fishery charges, earnings 
from joint ventures or production sharing agreements to the provinces, cities or 
municipalities, and barangays where the natural resources are located.  In the case of 
the NGA, shares in collections from the preceding fiscal year are to be remitted 
automatically like the IRA.  In the case of GOCCs, remittances shall be made directly 
to the local treasurers within five days after the end of each quarter.  
 

 
3.4 Local Revenue Sources  
 
Aside from the IRA and non-IRA transfers from the NG that have been mandated 
under various laws, LGUs also earn revenues from local sources.   In 2003, locally 
sourced revenues amounted to P 55.1 billion (US$ 1,017Million) or 27% of total LGU 
revenues, with tax revenues at P 42.1 Billion (US$ 775.9 Million) or 21% of total 
income and non-tax revenues at P 13.1 Billion (US$ 241.2 Million).27 These sources 
were from the property taxes, income from economic enterprises, business taxes, 
other local taxes and non-tax sources from operating and miscellaneous revenues, user 
fees and charges. The most important tax revenues were the real property taxes 
(P22.2Billion/US$409.3Million) and business taxes (P17.5 Billion/US$ 322.7 
Million).  
 
For provinces, local revenue sources accounted for only 13% of total income of which 
8% percent came from tax revenues. For municipalities, local revenues contributed 
19% to total income, with tax revenues contributing 12%.  Cities had a higher own 

                                                
26 For 2004, P1.335 billion was programmed to be released as share in the tobacco excise tax, P98 
million for share in national wealth, P500 million for the NHIP, and a total of P118 million share in the 
value added tax, franchise tax, and economic zone gross income tax, for a grand total of just over P2 
billion.  For 2005, the total amount allocated is P2.657 billion.  
27 Based on data from BLGF. 
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funding share, 52%, of income coming from local sources, with 43% coming from 
local taxes.  
 

 

3.5 Other LGU Revenues and Borrowings  
 
Finally, LGUs have a number of smaller revenue sources from extraordinary receipts 
in the tune of P 1.8 Billion /US$ 33.2 Million, including the revenues from the 
calamity fund, revenues from inter-local transfers: P 0.8 Billion or US$ 15.5 Million 
and from borrowing: P 3.3 Billion or US$ 63 Million, see Table 2.1. 
  
Thirteen LGUs have floated 15 bonds totalling close to P3 Billion with maturity 
ranging from five to seven years.  Bonds are guaranteed by the LGU Guarantee 
Corporation co-owned by the Development Bank of the Philippines, Bankers 
Association of the Philippines and Asian Development Bank.  Projects financed 
include the Caticlan-Boracay Jetty Port and Terminal Building, Tagaytay City 
Convention Center, and various public markets and housing projects 
 
Data from the DOF show that more than 500 LGUs have availed of loans amounting 
to P60 Billion from government financial institutions such as the Land Bank of the 
Philippines and Development Bank of the Philippines and from the Municipal 
Development Fund. 
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4. Composition of the Non-IRA Funding  
 

4.1. Overview of the Non-IRA Funding 
 

4.1.1 General Overview 
 
Based on the reviews and consultations with NG, development partners and other 
agencies, the total non-IRA funding on devolved functions28 amounted to P25.4 
Billion or US$ 468 Million from all sources within and outside the government’s 
national budget29. The summary table 4.1 below, provides an overview of the four 
funding flows reviewed in this study.  
 
Table 4.1: Overview of the Non-IRA Funding (2003) 
Source Size Billion 

Pesos 
Size Million 

US$ 
Percentage 

 
1) Government Funded Programs & 

Projects (GFPP) 

 
4.1 

 
75.7 

 
16.2 

 
2) Congressional Allocations (CA) 

 
15.6 

 
288.6 

 
61.7 

 
3) (ODA) Loans and Grant Funded 

Transfers and Spending on 
Devolved Functions (LGF) 

 
 

5.4 

 
 

100.0 

 
 

21.3 

 
4) Off-Budget Funding (OBF) 

 
0.2 

 
3.7 

 
0.8 

 
Total (1+2+3+4)*  

 
25.4 

 
468.0 

 
100.0 

* Figures are rounded 

 
About 62% (P 15.6 Billion/US$ 288.6 Million) of the total non-IRA funding for 
LGUs devolved functions came from the congressional allocations, which were spent 
on specific programs & projects that were identified by the proponent legislators.  
 
21 % or P 5.4 Billion (US$ 100 Million) of the funds were sourced from foreign loans 
and grants from ODA lending institutions. The national government agencies/ 
institutions’ spending on devolved functions accounted for 16 % or P 4.1 Billion (US$ 
75.7 Million).  
 
A very small share of the non-IRA funding, 0.8% or P0.2 Billion (US$3.7 Million), 
came from off-budget funding which foreign development partners provided directly 
to LGUs or through a government agency for programs/projects of local concern.  

                                                
28 Excluding the smaller statutory transfers and the LGU own revenue sources as defined in sections 
1.3 and 2.  
29 While the figures are from 2003, we expect roughly the same amount today (2005), except for the 
congressional allocations, which have been reduced by 40 % in the 2005 Budget.  
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These expenditures are not recorded in the books of accounts of the national 
government.  Diagram 4.1 below, provides an overview of the distribution.  
 

Diagram 4.1: Distribution of non-IRA Funding Across the Four 
Components 
 

 
 
  
As mentioned under the methodology, the Study reviewed further details of the 
funding on the devolved functions. The sections below provide an overview of the 
main findings.  
 

4.1.2 Direct Spending Versus Transfers of funds for Devolved Functions 
 
Of the total amount, of P25.4 Billion (US$468.0 Million), 86.6% or P22.0 Billion 
(US$ 405.5 Million) were expended directly by NGAs for regular programs/activities 
on devolved functions.  Funds transferred (in cash) to LGUs amounted to P3.4 Billion 
(US$ 62.5 Million) or only 13.4%. 
 
The transferred funds are covered by a memorandum of agreement based on existing 
laws, rules, procedures or other legal basis. Excluding the CAs and OBF components, 
the transferred share increases to 28.8%, see the diagrams 4.2 and 4.3 overleaf, which 
show the distribution, including  (all four components) and excluding the CA/OBFs.   
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Diagram 4.2: Direct Spending Versus Transfers – Including all 
Sources 

 
 
 
 

Diagram 4.3: Direct Spending Versus Transfers – Excluding the CA 
and the OBF Components 

  
 
 
The transfers included e.g. the Ginintuang Masaganang Ani (GMA) of DA; part of the 
school building programs of DepEd; construction of local roads and bridges including 
farm to market roads of DPWH, DLR, and DILG; social welfare services extended by 
DSWD, DOH, PCSO and PAGCOR. 

Direct 
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to LGUs

13%

P22.0bn
 ($405.5M)

P3.4bn
($62.5M)

Direct 
Spending

71%

Transfers 
to LGUs

29%

P6.8B
 ($125.1M)

P2.7bn 
($50.5M)



Assessment of Non-IRA Transfers and Other Funds for Devolved Services in the Philippines – Final 

Main Report – October 2005 

 16 

 
Of the Government Funded Programmes & Projects (GFPP), P 0.6 Billion (US$ 11 
Million) was transferred to LGUs and P3.5 Billion (US$ 64 Million) was spent at the 
NG level directly on devolved services.  
 
Congressional allocations (CA) are regular programs and form part of the authorized 
NGA functions.  However, CA is treated separately from GFPP to distinguish 
mandatory obligations of the government from discretionary programs.  The 61.7% of 
NGAs expenditures, which came from legislators’ initiatives, was divided into P15.1 
Billion (US$ 278 Million) for direct spending and P0.6 Billion (US$ 11 Million) in 
actual cash transfers to LGUs. 
 
Foreign loans and grants, which amounted to P5.4B (US$ 100.0 Million) were used 
fore environmental projects, schoolbuildings, agricultural and agrarian reform 
programmes, infrastructure, and/or financial assistance to LGUs which were 
undertaken by DENR, DepEd, DA, DLR, DOT, DOTC, and MDFO. 60.6% or P3.3 
Billion (US$ 60.6 Million) was used at the NGA level (direct spending) and 39.4% or 
P2.1 Billion (US$39.4Million) was transferred to LGUs.   
 
In the case of off budget funding, which accounted for only P0.2B (US$3.7M) only 
P0.07B (US$ 1.2 Million) was transferred to LGUs 30.  
 

4.1.3 Types of Funds – Economic Categories 
 
Diagram 4.4 below shows the composition of the funds, divided on i) Personal 
Salaries (PS), ii) Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses (MOOE) and iii) Capital 
Outlays (CO). 

 
Diagram 4.4: Composition of the Non-IRA Funding by Object Class 

 

                                                
30 It was generally difficult to track the off- budget funding due to lack of reports from LGUs. 
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The bulk of the expenditures were used for capital expenditures amounting to P22.6 
Billion (US$ 416.5 Million) or 89% of the total funds.  These were used for the 
construction of school buildings, farm to market roads, irrigation, ports and airports, 
potable water supply systems, motor vehicles and other equipment.  
 
MOOE accounted for 6.2% at P1.6 Billion (US$ 29.1 Million). These funds were 
used for supplies, travel, power and utilities and other administrative cost for 
devolved activities including incentives given to LGUs for DA extension workers.  
PS, merely at 0.2% or P0.04 Billion (US$0.7 Million) represents salaries/allowances 
and benefits of personnel under the foreign assisted and locally funded projects.  
Other funds, which could not be broken down were lumped under “unallocated” took 
up 4.6% or P1.2 Billion (US$21.7 Million). The unallocated portion represents VAT 
payments, including mandatory allocations in the budgets of PCSO and PAGCOR.   
 
4.1.4 Types of Funds – the Nature of Development Functions 
 
The funds were further disaggregated as to the nature of government development 
programs/functions.  The sectors identified are: 1) economic, social and general 
services, 2) infrastructure and 3) agriculture and natural resources. The economic, 
social and general services “sector” with DSWD, DOH, DILG, MDFO, PCSO, and 
PAGCOR accounted for P2.3 Billion  (US$ 42.1 Million). Infrastructure was the most 
significant group with P19.9Billion (US$366.8 Million) (DepEd’s schoolbuilding’s 
programs, DPWH, DOT, DOTC, PRRC and PTA); and agriculture and natural 
resources took up P3.0 Billion (US$55.3 Million) for DA including irrigation, DLR, 
and DENR.31 
 

4.1.5 NGAs and GOCCs 
 
NGAs contributed P24.5 Billion (US$ 451.2 Million), which is 96.4 % of the total 
funds, whereas the GOCCs contributed only P0.7B (US$ 13.1 Million) or 2.8% with 
the OBF accounting for the remaining P 0.2 Billion (US$3.7 Million). Please see 
Section 4.3.1 for further details. 
 

4.1.6 Types of LGUs 
 
The distribution of the aggregate amount of P25.4 Billion by LGU type reveals that 
municipal functions received the largest share of the funding, 68.0% or P 17.2 Billion 
(US$ 318 Million). Provincial functions received P1.1 Billion (US$ 20 Million) and 
cities received P5.4 Billion (US$ 100 Million) while P1.6Billion (US$ 29 Million) 
was classified as “unallocated”. Table 4.2 and the diagrams overleaf provide an 
overview of the break down of the figures.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
31 The remaining P 0.2 Billion or 3.7 Million US$ was accounted for by the off-budget funding.  
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Table 4.2: Overview of the non-IRA Funding- Four Components ( 2003) 
(Account figures in Million Pesos) 

 
LGU Level 

 
1) Government 

Funded 
Program/Project 

(GFPP) 

 
2) Congressional 
Allocation (CA) 

 
3) Loans and 

Grants Funded 
(LGF) 

 
4) Off-budget 

Funding (OBF) 

 
5) Total 

(2003) Direct Transfers Direct Transfers Direct Transfers Direct Transfers Direct Transfers 

Provinces 8.0 70.6 78.3 16.0 536.4 375.7 25.0  647.7 462.4 

Cities 423.0 458.2 4,127.0 77.3 73.3 91.9 104.0 67.0 4,727.4 694.5 

Municipalities 2,315.9 72.3 10,710.5 318.2 2,483.5 1,340.6 4.0  15,513.9 1,731.1 

Unallocated 747.8 4.8 146.8 169.9 193.6 325.5   1,088.1 500.2 

Total 3,494.7 605.9 15,062.6 581.4 3,286.8 2,133.7 133.0 67.0 21,977.1 3,388.2 

 
 
Table 4.2 shows that municipal functions dominated the overall funding flow because 
most of the congressional allocations were spent on municipal functions under 
specific congressional districts as specified by the proponent legislators. Also, the 
school-building programs were lumped under municipalities where the schools are 
located.  Finally, the allocations for barangays were included under the municipality 
level of government.  
 
The greatest share of funds for city functions came from congressional allocations, 
shares from PAGCOR and PCSO and from the off budget sources.  
 
Provinces expenditures came from JICA, which is part of the off-budget funding, and 
from the programs of DENR and the MDFO. 
 
The unallocated portion (P1.6 Billion) is attributed to the unallocated data on GMA 
programs under DA and other various lump-sum items in the report of actual 
spending.  Data used for GMA programs were based on actual submissions of 
Regions IV, VI, and XI and the extrapolated figures for the other regions using the 
average actual obligations of the three actual submissions received.  The extrapolated 
data were estimates and thus lumped under the unallocated portion.  Other unallocated 
items include VAT payments under PRRC, unidentified expansion sites for health 
development under DOH, some PDAF projects under DILG, foreign assisted projects 
of DepEd, the Education Facilities Improvement project, and the Forestry Sector 
Project of DENR, among others. 
 
The diagrams 4.5 and 4.6 overleaf show the distribution on types of LGUs for the 
non-IRA funding, including and excluding the CA and off-budget funding 
components. 
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Diagram 4.5: Distribution of Non-IRA Funding Across Types of 
LGUs 

 

 

Diagram 4.6: Distribution of Non-IRA Funding across Types of 
LGUs, excluding funding from CA and OBF 
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4.2 Detailed Overview of Non-IRA Funding 
 

4.2.1 Government Funded Programmes and Projects 
 
The government funded programmes and projects, i.e. functions, which are devolved 
according to the legal framework, but still performed or funded by the central 
agencies/corporations, amounted to P4.1 Billion (US$ 75.7 Million). 85% or P3.5 
Billion (US$ 64.5 Million) was direct spending by NGAs and the actual cash transfers 
to LGUs amounted to P0.6B (US$ 11.2 Million).  
 
Expenditures reported under government spending on devolved functions came from 
programs of the DA, DepEd, DENR, DILG, DOH, DPWH, DOT, DOTC and from 
the GOCCs: PCSO, PAGCOR and PTA. 
 
Examples of these activities were expenditures of DA amounting to P0.8 Billion (US$ 
16 Million), which focused on food security programs implementing the AFMP law 
requiring LGUs direct participation through the extension workers and locally funded 
projects mostly based in Mindanao.  The school-building programs (SBP) amounting 
to P1.7 Billion (US$ 32 Million) was implemented pursuant to the provisions of RA 
No.7880, defining the mechanics for constructing classrooms by DPWH, DepEd, 
LGUs and/or schools. The implementation of the SBP requires coordination with 
representatives of legislative districts and the concerned LGUs. Although there is no 
physical transfer of ownership to the LGUs, the SBP was included in this study, since 
it is part of the activities devolved under the LGC.  The maintenance of the school 
buildings and facilities principally rest with the DepED but LGUs can provide funds 
out of the Special Education Fund.  
 
Other sources were the DOH’s Center for Health Development reported P0.09 Billion 
(US$ 1.7 Million) for the implementation of its hospital health services programs and 
provision of health care assistance to supplement LGUs requirements and DPWH’s 
allocation of P0.8 Billion (US$ 15.4 Million) which was intended to address 
infrastructure deficiencies in LGUs’ requirements for farm to market roads and/or 
local bridges.  DOTC transferred P0.03 Billion (US$ 0.5 Million) to LGUs for ports 
and airports programs/activities.  PTA reported P0.02 Billion (US$ 0.4 Million) for 
the construction of various tourism facilities.  Finally, financial assistances were 
extended to LGUs by DOT (P0.01 Billion/US$ 0.1 Million); PCSO (P0.1 Billion/US$ 
2.1 Million) and PAGCOR (P0.4 Billion/US$ 8 Million).  
 
 
4.2.2 Congressional Allocations 
 
A total of P15.6 Billion (US$ 288.6Million) was given by various legislators for 
specific projects for LGUs functions in 2003, broken down into direct spending, 
P15.0 Billion (US$ 277.9 Million) and P 0.6 Billion (US$ 10.7 Million) as transferred 
cash to LGUs.  
 
About 70.5% of the total CA was channelled to municipalities, 26.9% to cities, 
provinces: 0.6% and unallocated: 2.0% as shown in the Diagram 4.7 overleaf. 
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Diagram 4.7: Distribution of the total CAs across types of LGUs:  

 
 
More than 95% of the CA was used for capital outlays: P14.9 Billion (US$ 
274.6Million), MOOE accounted for 4.0% or P0.6 Billion (US$ 11 Million) and the 
remaining 1% was unallocated.  No amount was allocated for personal services. 
 
DPWH incurred the bulk of the expenditures representing infrastructure projects such 
as local roads, bridges, flood control, water supply systems, multi-purpose building 
and other devolved projects amounting to P14.5 Billion (US$ 266.8 Million).  DILG 
spent P0.7 Billion (US$ 12.6 Million) for the implementation of its Community Based 
Law Enforcement Public Safety programs (CBLEPSP), purchase of various multi-cab 
vehicles, other equipment as well as undertook programs and projects addressing 
terrorism and lawlessness in Mindanao. DA’s allocation amounting to P0.2 Billion 
(US$ 3.9 Million) was for the conduct of post harvest research and extension services 
and for the implementation of GMA programs.  DLR’s share of the CA was used for 
road concreting and constructed farm to market roads, while, PCSO’s share was for 
the implementation of different health programs, medical assistance and services as 
well as undertook various charity projects as identified by the proponents.   
 
 

4.2.3 Loans and Grants Funded Transfers and Spending  
 
Loans and Grants funded transfers and spending on devolved functions, sourced from 
development partners (ODA), accounted for P5.4 Billion or US$ 100.0Million.32 
ODA funding comes either through multilateral institutions or bilateral programs.  It 

                                                
32 The study captured only the portion of the foreign loans and grants to the central government that 
were passed on to LGUs in the form of grants (not loans) and funds spent by the agencies on LGU 
devolved services.    
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can take the form of either concessional loan or grant.  Approved loans/grant proceeds 
are included in the annual appropriations to finance specific activities or projects.   
 
Foreign loans and grants funded programmes & projects accounted for 21.4% of the 
total expenditures of NGAs/GOCCs for devolved projects/activities. More than half 
of it, 60.6% or P3.3 Billion ($60.6 Million) was direct spending of the agencies 
concerned while the difference of 39.4% or P 2.1Billion (US$39.4 Million) represents 
fund transferred to LGUs.  
 
Almost 88.6 percent of these expenditures were capital outlays; the rest was thinly 
distributed to MOOE (8.8%), PS (0.6%), and unallocated funds: (2.0%).  
 
The lion’s share of the expenditures went to the municipal functions (70.6%) followed 
by provinces (16.8%), cities (3.0%) and unallocated: (9.6 %). 
 
More than 50% of the loans/grants funded P&P or P2.7 Billion (US$ 50.7 Million) 
were garnered by two biggest departments, namely DepEd (P1.4 Billion/US$ 26.1 
Million) and DPWH (P1.3 Billion/US$ 24.5 Million).  The other half went to DENR 
and DLR with P0.64 Billion/ US$ 11.9 Million and P0.65Billion / US$ 12.1 Million, 
respectively; followed by MDFO (P 0.46 Billion/US$ 8.5 Million). DA took up P0.48 
Billion /US$ 8.9 Million; DSWD got P0.2 Billion /US$ 4 Million; while DILG and 
PRRC reported P0.14 Billion/US$ 2.5 Million and P0.08 Billion /US$ 1.4 Million, 
respectively.  
 
The loans/grants were extended to finance rural infrastructure such as local access 
roads, farm to market roads, bridges, water supply systems, communal irrigation 
systems, public markets, slaughterhouses, school, multi purpose buildings, parks, 
health centres, solid waste and other equipment or utilization in the form of 
commodities used to support selected priority social services projects.   
 
42.6% or P2.3Billion (US$ 42.6 Million) of the loan/grant proceeds came from the 
WB and IBRD. These were used for the Mindanao Rural Development Project under 
the DA and DENR (Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Conservation Component - 
Region XII); school buildings under the TEEP, of the DepEd;  the Local Government 
Finance and Development Project managed by the MDFO to finance various 
municipal infrastructures; the Agrarian Reform Communities Development Project; 
and the LGU Urban Water Supply Project of the DILG. 
 
A total of P1.5 Billion (US$ 27.6 Million), representing 27.6% of the total 
loans/grants came from ADB and JBIC.  These funds supported agrarian reform 
communities projects and various infrastructure projects, DENR forestry project, 
school building component of the Secondary Education and Development 
Improvement project of the DepEd, the DILG projects for the Mindanao basic urban 
services sector and the rural water supply and sanitation sector, and the Pasig River 
infrastructure on environmental preservation areas. 
 
The Austrian Government supported the Tulay ng Pangulo project being implemented 
by the DPWH. This is a loan contracted by the Office of the President for construction 
of community bridges all over the country.  
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4.2.4 Off-Budget Funding Sourced from Donors 
 
The total funds for devolved services sourced from off budget funding was modest 
P0.2 Billion (US$ 3.7 Million) and was funded by the World Bank, ADB, JICA and 
GTZ. 
 
While there is a lot of donor support for LGUs, much of it is for capacity building and 
most projects are implemented in partnership with a national government agency.  
Thus, very few donor programs meet the criteria for off-budget funding for activities 
devolved to LGUs.  Those that do are primarily capacity building programs that have 
an investment or project component.  One example is the Cebu Socio Economic 
Empowerment and Development Project (CEBU-SEED) of the Japan International 
Cooperation Agency (JICA). The project aims to build local development 
mechanisms with strengthened local government administration in partnership with 
communities and NGOs for sustainable and effective use of development resources.  
It involves the dispatch of Japanese experts, training in Japan, and local activities such 
as the supply of equipment and implementation of small-scale projects.  
Disbursements for local activities in 2003 amounted to P25 million.  Another example 
is the Integrated Water Resources Management Program of the GTZ.  In addition to 
the technical advisory, logistical support and training provided to promote 
partnerships between LGUs and communities and build up capabilities among key 
stakeholders, water supply demonstration systems and a water laboratory were 
constructed in three municipalities in Bantayan Island near Cebu with a total cost of 
P4 million. 
 
Other sources of off budget funding from donors are grants that are made available on 
a competitive basis to countries within certain regions or participating in certain 
programs. An example is the Global Environment Facility administered by the World 
Bank from which Marikina City was able to get funding worth P0.07 Billion to 
construct bikeways. Another example is the Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction (JFPR) 
administered by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) to pilot innovative, 
participatory and direct poverty reduction projects that are linked to existing ADB 
loans.  Four Philippine projects have qualified for funding, two of which directly 
finance devolved activities with about $1.9 Million or P0.10 Billion in form of a 
grant.  These are the On-Site Integrated Urban Upgrading for Vulnerable Slum 
Communities in Payatas, Quezon City and the Off-Site Relocation, Shelter and Urban 
Services for Vulnerable Slum Communities in Muntinlupa City.   
 
 

4.3 Analysis of data by Department/Agency and Corporation 
 
4.3.1 Overview of Funding by Agency and Corporation 
 
Table 4.3 and diagrams 4.8 and 4.9 overleaf provide an overview and distribution of 
the funding by the various agencies – the total amount is P 25.4 Billion (US$ 468.0 
Million)33. NGAs expended 96.4% of the total funds amounting to P24.5 Billion (US$ 

                                                
33 As the CA is significant for the overall figures, the distribution is shown including and excluding the 
CA component.  
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451.2 Million); GOCCs expended 2.8% or P0.7 Billion (US$ 13.1 Million) and the 
balance of 0.8% or P0.2 Billion (US$ 3.7 Million) is from the off budget funding.   
 
The DPWH infrastructure projects accounting for 65.5% of the total expenditures.  
Funding sources for these different programs/projects come from their annual 
appropriations inclusive of the congressional allocations as well as funds received 
from other agencies for specific infrastructure projects.  
 
Although the school building program is also being implemented by DPWH, its 
funding is reported under DepEd. DepEd expenditures accounted for 12.3% of the 
total non-IRA fund transfers both sourced from the general appropriations and foreign 
loans/grants, while the Department of Agriculture accounted for 6.1% from all 
sources. The remaining funds were thinly distributed among the rest of the agencies, 
see Table 4.3 below.  
 
Table 4.3: NON-IRA FUNDING FOR LGU DEVOLVED FUNCTIONS (2003 
Distribution by Department and Corporation)  
 

 

Department/Corporation 

Government  
Funded  

Programs/Projects  
 

 

Congressional  
Allocations 

Loans and  
Grants Funded  
 
 

Off-Budget  
Funding Grand Total 

Department of Agriculture 847,224 211,484 484,616 1,543,324 
Department of Education 1,710,433 1,415,497 3,125,930 
Department of Environment and  
Natural Resources 8,415 644,063 652,478 
Department of Health 94,669 94,669 
Department of Interior and Local  
Government 500 685,602 136,396 822,498 
Department of Land Reform  
(formerly Department of  
Agrarian Reform) 149,000 654,551 803,551 
Department of Public Works and  
Highways 836,637 14,458,011 1,329,860 16,624,508 
Department of Social Welfare  
and Development 218,887 218,887 
Department of Tourism 6,915 6,915 
Department of Transportation  
and Communication 27,961 27,961 
Municipal Development Fund  
Office 460,049 460,049 
Pasig River Rehabilitation  
Commission 76,675 76,675 
Philippine Charity and  
Sweepstakes Office 114,313 139,942 254,254 
Philippine Amusement and  
Gaming Corporation 433,200 433,200 
Philippine Tourism Authority 20,378 20,378 
Off-budget Funding (OBF) 200,000 200,000 

Grand Total 4,100,645 15,644,039 5,420,594 200,000 25,365,278 
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Diagram 4.8 below provides an overview of the non-IRA funding (all four 
components) by department/corporation.  
 

Diagram 4.8: Overview of the Non-IRA Funding by Department  
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Diagram 4.9: Overview of the Non-IRA Funding by Department net 
of Congressional Allocation and Off-Budget Funding  
 

 
Excluding the congressional allocations, the DepEd accounted for the biggest share of 
32.8%, followed by DPWH with 22.8%, DA, 14 % and DENR, 6.9%. 
 
The diagrams show that the congressional allocations for the activities under the 
DPWH took up a large share of the total reported non-IRA funding. However, there 
were other important sectors. 
  
Table 4.4 overleaf shows the contribution of the major departments and some 
examples of the largest 20 Programmes & Projects. 
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Table 4.4: Distribution of the Non-IRA Funding on the Main Departments 
Dept. Aggregate 

(Million Pesos / 
share of total) 

Direct 
Spending 
by the NGA 

Transfers 
to LGUs 

Main Direct Spending 
Program (s) (Million Pesos) 

Main Transfer Program 
(s) (Million Pesos) 

DepED 3126 Million  
(33 %) 

2692 M 434 M � School Building Programme 
(1,710 M) (GFPP) 

� Third Elementary Education 
Comp. (837M) (LGF) 

� Secondary Education 
Development Improvement 
Comp. (143M) (LGF) 

 

� Third Elementary 
Education Comp. 
(433M) (LGF) 

DPWH 2166 Million 
(23%) 

2,166 M     0 M � Tulay Ng Pangulo Project 
(1,330M) (LGF) 

� DA Farm to market roads 
(546M) (GFPP) 
Local infrastructure 
programmes (291M) (GFPP) 

 

DA 1332 Million 
(14%) 

877 M 455 M � GMA incentive allowances to 
extension workers (347M) 
(GFPP) 

� Balikatan Sagip Patubig 
Project (378M) (GFPP) 

� Integrated food security 
project (39M) (GFPP) 

� Fishery resource (28M) 
(LGF) 

� Irrigation project (14M) 
(LGF) 

� GMA programs (12M) 
(GFPP) 

� Mindano Rur. Dev.  
Programme (410M) 
(LGF) 

� Upland Dev. 
Programme (32M) 
(LGF) 

DLR 655 Million 
(7%) 

0 M 655 M  � Agriculture Reform 
Community Project 
(230M) (LGF) 

� Mindanao sust. 
settlement area devt. 
(200M) (LGF) 

� Agriculture Reform 
Com. Devt. Project 
(94M) (LGF) 

DENR 652 Million 
(7 %) 

633 M   19 M � Forestry- infrastructure: (344 
M)(LGF) 

� Community Based Forestry  
(178M)(LGF) 

� Ecogovernance technical 
assistance (83M) (LGF) 

� Malalag Waterwork system 
(13M) (LGF) 

 

� German Community 
Forestry Project – 
(18M) (LGF) 

LGF: (ODA) Loans and Grants Funded, GFPP = Government Funded Programme and Projects 
M= Million, P = Pesos. 

 
 

 
4.3.2 Allocation Principles 
 
National government agencies (NGAs) usually allocate funds to LGUs based on laws, 
loan agreements, memorandum of agreements/understanding and other legal and 
official documents.  Based on the mandate of NGAs, they undertake 
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programs/projects that are beneficial to both NGAs and LGUs. Under the LGC, 
NGAs are authorized to support functions devolved to LGUs. 
 
The usual instrument used to effect the transfer is a memorandum of agreement 
signed by the head of the agency and the local chief executive. For project-based 
allocations, the agency head exercises discretion as to project approval, the amount to 
be granted and the timing of releases.  The project management office (PMO) is 
responsible for monitoring, control and reportorial requirements. However in cases, 
where no PMOs are authorized, the respective regional/central offices handle the fund 
requirements.  
 
Criteria used by agencies were primarily based on existing guidelines/policies and 
procedures/practices adopted by the office.  Mostly agencies adopt allocation criteria, 
which defines LGUs needs as contained in their letter request and availability of funds 
subject to approval of the agency head.  Criteria like population, number of 
inhabitants, land area, poverty level, inventory of existing facilities, loan agreements, 
financial reports/statements, are sometimes used in allocation schemes, but other 
criteria may be applied as well. The examples, below, provide and indication of the 
variations in allocation criteria: 
 

� DOT uses several criteria for evaluating the grant of financial assistance.  
These include the following: tourism appeal, social desirability/community 
participation, socio-economic and environmental impact, tourism 
infrastructure, accessibility, security, self-sustaining/level of counterpart 
funding, benefits and the availability of funds.   

 
� For DA’s regular programs, allocation is based on the LGUs’ annual targets 

subject to availability of funds. 
 

� The Congressional allocations through the DA based on the projects as 
identified by the proponent legislators, many of which were for the 
implementation of DA’s regular GMA programs.  

 
� For foreign-assisted projects, the loan agreements (LA) provide the allocation 

procedures and beneficiaries. In the case of the Mindanao Rural Development 
Project (MRDP), cost sharing of the total project cost as defined under LA is 
(a) DA-14%; (b) LGU-14%, (c) Beneficiaries-(1%), (d) GEF Grant-3% and 
(e) LGU-68%, grant given to LGUs out of loan proceeds.  Implementation of 
the project is lodged with a PMO located in the project site.  The 
beneficiaries/provinces were pre-identified and the amount of intervention is 
as stipulated in the LA. Fund releases for MRDP are made to the LGUs 
through the MDFO.  

 
� For other DA FAPs projects, the PMO is in charge of project implementation.  

Fund allocation is based on approved work program while availability of 
funds depends on the national government’s fiscal policies.   In the case of 
FAPs of attached agencies like the Water Buffaloes and Beef Cattle 
Improvement Project, fund releases are made through the central office of the 
department proper then transferred to the PMO in the sub-agency.    
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� For regular school building programs (SBP), allocation by congressional 
district is based on student enrolment, student population, availability of 
school sites, existing shortages, subject to availability of funds. RA No. 7880 
defines the specific allocation as follows: 50% of the fund is pro rata to 
enrolment based on total national school age population; 40% goes to those 
districts with shortages of school facilities.  The remaining 10% is determined 
by the Department of Education.  Shortages are determined by the excess of 
approved student per classroom ratio.  Funds are released to DPWH or DepEd 
for the construction of classrooms based on approved DepEd’s program of 
work.  In the case of FAPs, the SBP implementation is covered by loan 
covenants and/or memorandum of understanding under the projects TEEP, 
SEDIP and EFIP.  TEEP is of two kinds, a) principal-led, and b) LGU-led.  
Funding mix is in accordance with the provisions of LA and beneficiaries 
were predetermined.  A sub-loan agreement is drawn between MDFO and the 
LGU concerned on funding releases. Priority was given to LGUs who can 
provide counterpart funds.  

 
� On the Smoke Free EDSA program, the DENR Secretary sets guidelines for 

the size of the support to be granted to beneficiaries/implementor.  Allocation 
of funds is based on loan agreements.  The Materials Recovery Facilities have 
a fixed allocation of P495,000 per model barangay.  Actual needs were based 
on local situation subject to completeness of the proposals. 

 
� The size of support for agrarian reform projects is based on a demand driven 

approach.  Support is based on actual requirements and the capacity of LGUs 
to provide counterpart funds.  The need is determined through actual 
consultation with potential beneficiaries.  Funds for CA were distributed to 
selected LGUs for the implementation of capital projects in various ARCs 
depending on guidelines issued by the legislator concerned.  FAPs projects 
were allocated following the provisions of the LA.  Funding for the ARC 
project is coursed through the MDFO for the implementation of rural 
infrastructure, water supply and potable water supply. 

 
� The DPWH implemented infrastructure projects for national roads/bridges.   

Funding for regular programs are sourced from the national budget and 
allocated based on approved work programs. In coordination with the DA, the 
department also implements farm to market roads projects.  For CAs, project 
implementation is dependent on the work program submitted by the proponent 
legislator.  The “Tulay ng Pangulo”, a FAPs project, is based on the provisions 
of the LA in coordination with the Office of the President. 

 
� The funding allocations for MDFO administered FAPs were based on the 

provisions of the LA and the sub-loan agreements among MDFO, NGAs, 
lending institutions and the LGUs.   Evaluation, appraisal and monitoring is 
done by the PMO which could be based in the lead NGA, project site in 
MDFO or in the LGU.  The PMO is responsible for control and reporting 
systems for the project while MDFO keeps records of fund releases to LGUs.  
LGU counterpart funds or cost sharing is a percentage of total project cost.  
The project LOGOFIND, a multi-sectoral demand driven project, finances 
municipal infrastructure such as public markets, school buildings, bus 
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terminals and slaughterhouses.  The size of the support is based on the 
evaluation/appraisal of each LGU subproject proposal. LGU equity ranges 
from 10% to 20% depending on subproject type and LGU income 
classification.     

 
� The PRRC adopted a fixed formula wherein the size of support depended on 

the nature of the project/sub-project.  For parks, greenbelt and pathway sub-
projects under the Environmental Protection Areas (EPA) component, it is 
based on/commensurate to the cost of constructing said sub-projects in the 
entire length of the river banks within the jurisdiction of the city.  For the 
community facilities, the size of LGU support is based on the cost of the four 
basic facilities, namely: elementary/high school building, health/day care 
center, community market and multi-purpose center projects.  The number of 
facilities provided is based on the standard population facility ratio (number of 
relocates in each resettlement site).  Thus, project ceiling is based on loan 
allocation but timing of releases is based on a first-come-first-serve basis. 

 
� In the case of PCSO and PAGCOR, the allocation schemes follow the 

provisions of laws as to how much will be given to the level of the LGUs 
hosting the authorized games. In the case of PCSO, the size of transfer and 
decision on allocation are based on Sections 3 and 2, respectively of EO No. 
357 series of 1996 as amended by EO No.357-A. Actual allocation is decided 
by the LGU to where the fund is transferred. Fixed share of revenues is as 
follows: 7% of the Lotto Charity Fund to municipalities to be shared on a 5:2 
ratio between the municipality and its province where lotto tickets are sold.  In 
the case of the city, 5% of the Lotto Charity Fund where lotto tickets are sold.   

 
� In the case of the PAGCOR, the share of cities/provinces is based on a fixed 

amount monthly as approved by the President for hosting casinos.  Utilization 
of the funds of both PCSO and PAGCOR were not disclosed, hence these 
were classified under unallocated portion of the object class of expenditures. 

 
In summary, the overall picture of the allocation criteria shows a great variation in 
terms of applied procedures and practices.   Existing guidelines issued by the DBM 
defined the manner and procedures by which the PMO handles the implementation of 
the project.   
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5. Future Options and Concluding Comments   
 

Introduction 

 

Based on the results from the review of the non-IRA funding flow, this Section 
provides an overview of the fiscal room for future reforms and some initial 
suggestions for the direction of future grant reform initiatives. It should be seen in 
conjunction with a paper on the design issues to be addressed in the development of a 
more performance-based grant system, and a brief note on some of the basic concepts 
and directions for consideration of the future options, which have been prepared in 
extension of this report.34 

 
Fiscal Room for Reforms 

 
The results of the study were based on actual disbursements reported by the different 
NGAs and segregated to determine the type of beneficiary LGU as well as the nature 
of such expenditures for the Fiscal Year 2003. Although the study has shown that 
there are some gaps in the data available in the national departments’/agencies’ 
offices on the non-IRA transfers and other funds spent on LGU devolved services, 
caused by various bureaucratic procedures (lack of harmonisation, coordination and 
streamlining of the various transfer flows and lack of consolidated data at the NGA 
level), the findings provide a clear picture of the fiscal room for reforms.  
 
The study has shown that there are significant funds spent on LGU devolved functions 
outside of the IRA funded transfer scheme, particularly on capital expenditures and 
particularly benefiting municipal service provision. There is definitely room for 
streamlining the existing transfer systems and introducing new initiatives. 
 
Dialogues with various stakeholders have indicated that it is unlikely that a major 
reform of the IRA transfer allocation system will be implemented in the short term, 
although all options should be kept open. Considering the fact that there are limited 
funds available in the public sector budget for new initiatives, it seems likely that the 
grant systems will basically be funded by the existing funds, identified by this study, 
and additional donor funds.  
 
Although the overall size of the non-IRA transfers and other funding of LGU 
functions is modest compared with the IRA funds (less than 20 %), it is quite 
significant

35, and concerns a large amount of money, which cannot be neglected in an 
overall reform of the system of intergovernmental fiscal transfers and in future 
consideration of a more performance based system. This is particularly the case if the 
capital outlays part of the non-IRA funding, identified in this study, to be at least 
P22.6 Billion (US$416.5), is compared to the Capital Outlays funded from the IRA 

                                                
34 See the following papers: 1) “Overview, Concepts and Directions for Formulation of New 

Performance Based-Grant Types”, June 2005 and 2) Steffensen, Jesper: “Key Issues on Performance 

Based Grant Design Parameters”, Final Report, August 2005. 
35 Even after the reduction of the congressional allocation in 2005.  Annex 4 compares the findings 
with findings from previous related studies.  
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and own source revenues, estimated at maximum 20 % of the IRA or equal to P28.2 
Billion (520.3 US$).36 Hence it is estimated that minimum 40-45 % of the total capital 
outlays on LGU devolved functions in 2003 was funded from these non-IRA funding 
flows. Although this matter was not the subject of this Study, it is expected that the 
non-IRA funding components generally concerned larger investment programmes & 
projects than the ones funded by the IRA funding scheme and LGU own source 
revenues.   
 
Most funds derived from the congressional allocations, but the Government funded 
activities within the devolved areas and the loans and grant-funded activities were 
also significant in certain sectors, particularly education, agriculture and roads. The 
national government funding of devolved services and the loans and grant funded 
activities (excluding congressional funds) constituted P9.5 billion (US$ 175.7 
Million) in 2003, whereas the congressional funds used on LGU devolved functions 
are of a more significant magnitude, with P 15.6 billion (US$ 288.6 Million) in 
2003.37  
 
Most of the funding was used for capital investments. This raises serious issues 
concerning local planning, budgeting and budget execution process, as these funds are 
not well integrated in the LGU planning and priority-setting processes. The following 
sections highlight a few details about each funding source.   
 
Congressional Allocations (CA) 

 

The study found that the congressional allocations accounted for the largest share of 
national government funds used for devolved activities in 2003, (P15.6 Billion/US$ 
288.6 Million) about 62% of the total funds. It should be noted, that the CA were 
reduced significantly (by 40 %) in the 2005 budget.  While this largely unexpected 
move has been widely welcomed because of the persistent allegations of lack of 
transparency and problems in the utilization (such as lack of fit with local plans, high 
costs of services, etc.), the study has shown that 95% of the congressional allocations 
were used for capital outlays and that 70.5% went to finance municipal functions. It 
should also be noted that municipalities have generally been observed to have 
received less incremental revenues than other types of LGUs compared to the amount 
of responsibilities devolved to them.  
 
The findings suggest a need for further study of the impact of the congressional 
allocations on the LGU planning and budgeting process. A good case could be made 
for keeping a significant portion of the cut in congressional allocations for the benefit 
of LGUs so that countryside development may be accelerated.  Less of the funds 
should be spent by NGAs and more of the funds should be given directly as transfers 
to the LGUs. The decision on the best method for this transfer scheme requires further 

                                                
36 Up-dated figures for LGU capital outlays are not easily available and definable, but it is assumed that 
LGUs spent in the tune of maximum 20 % of the IRA funds on capital outlays (the requirement is that 
20 % of the IRA transfers should be allocated on “development”, i.e. P 28.2 Billion in 2003, but part of 
this is probably not real capital outlays in economic terms).  However, there are also other local sources 
available for capital outlays, hence 20 % of the IRA is the best available estimate.  
37 It is expected that the reduction in the overall congressional allocations in the 2005 Budget will 
reduce this figure similarly with approx. 40 %, compared to the collected figures.   



Assessment of Non-IRA Transfers and Other Funds for Devolved Services in the Philippines – Final 

Main Report – October 2005 

 33 

review, including a review of the possibilities for introducing a form of performance-
based grants.      
 
Loans and Grant funded Activities on Devolved Functions (LGF) 

 

Foreign loans and grants from official sources were the source of around 21.3% of the 
funds provided by the national government in form of direct spending and transfers 
for LGU service delivery in 2003 (P 5.4 Billion/US$100 Million).  
 
The allocations for LGF was also in favour of the direct spending by NGAs (61%) 
compared to the transfers to LGUs (39%). Hover these other sources of funds for 
LGU activities need to be monitored better to determine the development impact of 
these foreign-assisted projects and more deliberate setting up of mechanisms to assure 
the sustainability of operations and benefits after the foreign support has left.  
 
Developing the institutional strength and capability of the concerned LGUs would be 
critical in this respect and putting in the appropriate financial incentives together with 
capacity building interventions can help achieve this objective. Since the foreign loans 
and grants themselves may require certain actions on the part of the national 
government, and loans would require eventual repayment, the national government 
may ask the beneficiary LGUs to meet certain standards of good governance and 
financial management or even specific conditionalities tied to the assistance given to 
the LGUs. 
 
Government Funding of Devolved Programmes &Projects (GFPP) 

 

Close to 16% of the national government funds used for activities devolved to LGUs 
were internally generated (P4.1 Billion/US$ 75.7 Million) and 85% of these were 
provided through direct spending by the concerned national government agencies. 
65.4 % or P2.7 Billion/$ 49.5 Million was spent on capital outlays.  
 
To speed up the process of devolution, it recommended that the NGAs shift their 
focus from the direct provision of services to the setting of policies and standards and 
provision of technical assistance and financial incentives to the LGUs.  For example, 
the construction of school buildings has been devolved under the Local Government 
Code of 1991 but the national government continues to make a substantial provision 
for this in its own annual budget.  The LGUs should instead be encouraged to use 
their Special Education Fund (SEF) for this undertaking, which will directly benefit 
their constituencies. Another example is the area of agriculture, where increased 
agricultural production and productivity would have certain externalities in terms of 
assuring national food security, and where LGUs should be given the appropriate 
incentives to carry out their responsibilities in relation to agricultural extension.  
 
These changes may be accomplished through the setting up of a mechanism for 
sectoral performance-based grants and/or performance based non-sectoral grants 
with incentives to focus on improving performance in key areas of importance for 
efficient service delivery.   
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Off Budget Funding (OBF) 

 

With respect to off-budget funding from donors, the study shows that these funds are 
less significant: P 0.2 Billion/USD 3.7 Million. 
 
Grants, which were obtained on a competitive basis involving different countries may 
not be the most optimal sources of funds for performance-based grants since it is hard 
to predict when the country might win them again. On the other hand, the capacity 
building funds provided by some donors that allow the funding of a small investment 
project can easily be transformed into support for performance-based grants with the 
introduction of performance benchmarks and monitoring.     
 
Allocation Criteria 

 

The study reviewed the allocation criteria for the non-IRA funding. Although many of 
the programmes and projects have their own rational objectives, targets and allocation 
procedures, the non-IRA funding system appears generally to be fragmented and it is 
obviously rather difficult for the LGUs to get a clear overall picture of the funding 
and support possibilities, the allocation criteria, the amounts, access criteria, timing, 
etc. The allocation criteria for some of the grants are not based on clear, transparent, 
objective formula-based criteria as recommended by international best practice. This 
leads to less predictability and lack of prior information for the LGUs about their 
resource envelope, with implications for the quality of the LGU planning and 
budgeting processes.  
 
A reform of this system should be pursued in conjunction with the considerations on 
the development of genuine sector grant systems, see below.  
 
Performance Based Grants 

 

The review of the transfer flows revealed, that there are no genuine performance 
based grant allocation systems, although there are a few examples of reward giving 
programmes and projects. Many stakeholders have expressed concerns that there is 
lack of LGU incentives to improve performance in key generic performance areas, 
such as e.g. budgeting, revenue mobilisation, procurement, financial and expenditure 
management and good governance.    
 
There is a need to develop more performance-based and clear, objective criteria for 
the horizontal allocation of multi-sectoral funds across the LGUs and to continue with 
a further operationalisation of the performance grant design issues raised in the 
accompanying papers to this report.38  
 
Sector Grants 

 

There are very few sector grants, covering the entire sector and/ all LGUs or a type of 
LGU (e.g. all provinces), and the support is fragmented in various smaller 

                                                
38 See “Key Issues on Performance Based Grant Design Parameters”, Final Report, August 2005 by 
Jesper Steffensen, NCG A/S DK.  
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programmes and projects with their own rationalities and objectives. From the LGU 
perspective, the resource allocation is non-transparent and difficult to plan and budget 
for, and from the central perspective it is hard to judge the overall efficiency of the 
utilised resources. The multiple (80+) programmes & projects provides a very 
complex and incoherent picture and a system particularly characterized by lack of 
incentives for improved performance, without a clear overall strategy and overview. 
There is also a lack of monitoring and information on these grants, supervision, 
follow-up and assessment of the impact.  
 
There is therefore a need to consider the development of genuine sector grants, with 
consolidated allocation, reporting and monitoring mechanisms, effectively targeting 
service provision in key areas.  
 
Future Directions and Strategy  

 

To conclude, the Study has shown, that there is good reason for: (a) rationalizing the 
existing IGFT system and (b) introducing more of a performance orientation into it, 
by improving the linkage between the transfers and actual LGU performance to 
promote good LGU performance in areas of importance for the overall 
decentralisation objectives.  
 
The Study Team recommends that these challenges be addressed in a sequenced and 
strategic manner. The findings and the consultations with key stakeholders have 
shown a strong support for development of a more performance-based grant 
allocation system and the needs and options have been identified. 
 
Reform towards this end requires a thorough review of a number of design issues, 
including the major objectives and target (e.g. should the grants be targeted towards 
sector and/or multi-sectoral utilisation? should the performance areas be 
generic/process oriented or output oriented?), the design of the allocation criteria, the 
assessment process, and other important issues.  
 
A related paper – “Key Issues on Performance Based Grant Design Parameters”, 
August 2005, discusses some of the main design issues, which will have to be 
addressed in case a performance based grant system is pursued. Furthermore a brief 
note:“ Overview, Concepts and Directions for Formulation of New Performance 

Based – Grant Types, June 200539 outlines some of the main issues, possibilities and 
options for the design of a future system of performance-based grants in the 
Philippines. 
 
Finally, further analytical work will be conducted on the future reform of the transfer 
schemes with the aim of reviewing the options for a more performance-based system.  
 
 
 

                                                
39 This note on the future options has benefited greatly from the thoughts in the previous work 
conducted by Mr. Roland White, the World Bank and Jesper Steffensen, NCG A/S DK and is an 
expanded version of an earlier note on the same subject.  
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Annex 1: ToR: 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE: ASSESSMENT OF NON-IRA TRANSFERS 

AND PROPOSALS FOR FORMULATION OF NEW GRANT TYPES 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

1. Background 

 

The intergovernmental transfer system of the Philippines is composed of several 

distinct and components.  While dominated by intergovernmental transfers in the form of 

the internal revenue allotment (IRA) at p141 billion for 2004, allocations also occur to 

subnational projects and governments via (i) an institutionalized set of  legislatively 

directed allocations from the national budget, (ii) project/program funding and grants 

from national sectoral ministries, and (iii) via on- and off-budget funds.  While the 

magnitude, mechanics, and distribution of the of the IRA allocation, are well know, 

transparent and formula based, the magnitudes and mechanisms of allocation for the 

remaining three components (the non-IRA transfers) are less well understood. 

 

 In the context of the ongoing development of the intergovernmental fiscal system, 

the Government of the Philippines and other stakeholders wish (i) to gain a better 

understanding of the non-IRA transfers and (ii) to generate some initial ideas and options 

regarding more optimum use of these funds, possibly through rationalizing them into 

grants which focus better on improving LGU performance and target poverty.  This 

document outlines Terms of Reference for an international consultant to assist with both 

these tasks.  The consultant will work with a local consultant who will concentrate 

mainly on assisting with the former task. 

 

2. Objectives and scope of work 

 

 The objective of the consultancy will be to provide an assessment of the non-IRA 

elements of the intergovernmental transfer system, and to generate some initial ideas and 

options for possibilities for new grants which focus on improving performance and/or 

supporting poorer local authorities. 

 

 On the basis of indications received from the Government, the consultancy will 

also provide specific institutional and design details for a performance grant system for 

LGUs. 

 

3. Specific tasks 

 

 The international consultant will support a local consultant to generate an 

assessment of the non IRA transfers covering the following key areas: 
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A. Overview and basic elements of the revenue structure of LGUs in the Philippines, 

covering the following: IRA transfers; non-IRA transfers; own source revenues; 

borrowing, and key trends in respect of each of these; 

 

B. A detailed description of the non-IRA transfers, covering at least the 2003 and 

2004 fiscal years.  This description will cover each of the following categories: 

A detailed description of the non-IRA grant transfers, covering at least the 2003 and 2004 

fiscal years.  This description will cover each of the following categories: 

• National Agency (Departmental) spending sourced from government revenues; 

• Grants sourced from loans from donors 

• Legislatively directed allocations from national budget (“Congressional 

Allocations”) 

• Transfers sourced from bilateral donor grants. 

 

 In each case, information will be provided on: (i) the amounts of each category; 

(ii) within each category the specific line items, projects or programmes which comprise 

it, and a brief description of each of these items, projects or programmes, including the 

main expenditures which are funded, how the size is determined, the basis on which it is 

distributed it, the funding source, how it is administered, and so on. 

 

C. A brief analysis of the non-IRA transfers, covering, but not limited to, the 

following main topics: 

• Overall importance and impacts of these transfers within the IGT system; 

• Potential consequences of restructuring these grants; 

• Loan-grant interface. 

 

D. On the basis of this information the international consultant will generate some 

initial proposals for how GoP might improve the use of non-IRA transfers and make 

these funding channels more performance oriented and/or more poverty targeted.  These 

proposals will cover three main areas: 

 

a. Scope for reform, covering both (i) the fiscal potential (how much “fiscal 

space” there is to generate new, improved grant types by directing the non-

IRA transfers); and (ii) the institutional potential (how much scope there is for 

doing so from a legal and bureaucratic point of view). 

   

b. A menu of key issues and grant design parameters that will need to be 

considered if a system of performance grants and/or poverty oriented grants 

were to be developed; and some initial suggested steps for doing so. 

 

c. Substantive suggestions for the design of performance and/or poverty oriented 

grants, as these needs are indicated through dialogue with the government.   
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E. To support these proposals, the consultant may be required to build a basic 

spreadsheet model to simulate various scenarios regarding the quantum and distribution 

new grant types, based upon assumptions generated during task D above. 

 

F. The consultant will be expected to engage actively in policy dialogue on these 

issues with government, its main development partners (bilateral and multilateral 

agencies), and groups within civil society in order to generate preferred options and to 

develop consensus around these options as they crystallize. 

 

G. On the basis of D and in the context of F, the consultant will also generate 

concrete design proposals for a performance grant system , including the capacity-

building dimension, for LGUs in the Philippines, covering the following parameters: 

 

• Funding arrangements: amounts and sources  

• Distributional formulae 

• Targets and beneficiaries 

• Eligibility criteria and conditionalities 

• Institutional arrangements for management and implementation 

• Monitoring and evaluation requirements. 

 

4. Methodology 

 

 The work will entail consulting primary and secondary documentary sources and 

detailed discussions with relevant government Departments and Agencies, including 

DBM, DoF, MDFO/MFC, DA, DAR, DoH, Dep Ed, DPWH, DENR, DSWD, and 

various bilateral and multilateral donors. 

 

5. Deliverables and timing 

 

The chief deliverables will be: (a) inputs into the work being conducted by the 

local consultant on issues 3 A-C above; (b) a first draft of a report on issue 3 D; (c) a final 

draft of a report on issue 3 D, together with the model mentioned in 3E. 

 

 A further deliverable will be an additional report covering task G.  This report 

will be submitted in two drafts – preliminary and final. 

 

6. Reporting 

 

 The consultant will report to Roland White, Sr. Public Sector Specialist, EASPR. 
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List of People/Institutions Met: 

 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE  

Elliptical Road, Diliman, Quezon City 

928-8741 to 65 TL, http://www.da.gov.ph  

 

         Contact Persons       

 

                Hon. Edmund J. Sana, Assistant Secretary – Regional Operations, 

                               920-8741 asec_sana@da.gov.ph       

     Hon. Belinda A. Gonzales, Undersecretary for Administration and Finance 

                Engr. Roy M. Abaya, Chief, SPCMAD, 927-9637, spcmad@philonline.com  

                              Special Projects Coordination and Management Assistance Division 

(SPCMAD)  

                Ms. Ester Simbajon, Project Development Officer III, SPCMAD 

da_spcmad@hotmail.com, da_spcmad@yahoo.com  

                Edel Tapang, Field Operations Service, 928-8741  

                Director Ofelia Agawin, Finance,  920-3989  

                Ms. Charie Sarah D. Saguing, Accounting Division 920-3989  

                Ms. Sarah Antonio, Chief Budget Division, 920-3187  

     Mr. John Enriquez, Agriculture and Fisheries Information Officer 

 

     Region IV Office 

                Ms. Ma. Nieves R. Nabor, Budget Officer III 

                Ms. Nora M. Mendoza, Chief, Finance Division, 926-6234 

  

               Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR)- 

               Ms. Sandra Arcamo  372-5049, sandyarcamo@yahoo.com  

 

    National Irrigation Administration (NIA)- 

               Engr. Angie Angeles, 926-2076  

               Ms. Rogelia dela Torre, Planning Office, 925-7840 

               Ms. Mila Estrella- Budget         

          

        

DEPARTMENT OF BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT 

Mezzanine Floor, Mabini Hall, Malacañang, Manila 

http://www.dbm.gov.ph 

 

Contact Persons       

 

              Hon. Laura Pascua, Undersecretary, 735-1606 

  Hon. Edgar Opida,  Assistant Secretary 

              Director Carmencita Delantar , 735-4934 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

UL Complex , Meralco Avenue, Pasig City 

636-1361TL   

          

         Contact Persons       

 

               Hon. Jesus G. Galvan, Assistant Secretary for Financial and Management 

Service 

              Mr. Armando C. Ruiz, Chief, Budget Division, 637-4214, 

mandycruiz@yahoo.com 

              Mr. Selwyn Briones, Assistant Chief, Budget Division, 637-6203 

   Mr. Gilbert Morong, Budget Division, 637-4214 

   Dr. Yolanda Quijano, TEEP 

   Ms. Ched Affungal, TEEP, Head, M&E/EMIS 

   Ms. Liza Alarcon, TEEP Finance Officer 

   Mr. Jesus L.R. Mateo, Executive Director, EDPITAF 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DENR Compound, Visayas Avenue, Diliman, 1100 Quezon City  

920-2253  

 

          Contact Persons  

 

               Atty. Analiza Rebuelta-Teh, Assistant Secretary, Foreign Assisted and Special 

Projects Office, 925-1185, analiza@denr.gov.ph  

               Ms. Gloria S. Arce, OIC Director, Project Management and Coordination 

Service, FASPO  

               Mr. Jonas R. Leones, Deputy Project Director, FSP-NRDO, 925-2122  

               Mr. Jojo Javier, POB, FASPO, 927-6755  

               Ms. Elvira S. Caparas, Chief Accountant, Accounting, 928-0254   

               Mr. Prudencio Aquino, Project Development Officer 5, FJP-NFDO, 925-2122  

               Mr. Edelito Z.C.Edsalvida, TA, FASPO, 926-8052  

               Mr. Nestor Madolona, DMO, PLNG-PDED, 928-9737   

               Mr. Zosimo I. Pedron, BO III, FMB, 920-4420    

               Ms. Gwendolyn Bonbalen, In Charge Admin, FMB, 920-4420  

               Mr. Rodil Casal, NGB PPD, 927-1933  

               Dir. Albert Magalang, Executive Director, NSWMC/S, 920-2252/920-2279  

 

 

 

 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

DOF Building, BSP Complex, Roxas Boulevard, Manila 
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          Contact Persons  

 

               Hon. Roberto B. Tan, Undersecretary, International Finance Group, 523-9221 

Ms. Helena Habulan, Executive Director, Municipal Development Fund Office 

(MDFO), 525-9185 

    Ms. Lilanie Magdamo, Deputy Executive Director, MDFO, 525-9185 

Mrs. Presentacion Montesa, Executive Director, Bureau of Local Government        

Finance (BLGF), 527-2790 

Mr. Norberto Malvar, Director, BLGF, 527-2790 

    Ms. Lolita Salvador, MDFO, 523-9937 

 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

San Lazaro Compound, Sta. Cruz, Manila 

743-83-01 to 23, E-mail; as@doh.gov.ph 

  

     Contact Persons 

 

               Mr. Jimmy Recilla, Bureau of International Health Cooperation, 781-2843  

               Mr. Laureano Cruz, OIC, Budget Office, 743-8301 Loc 1701, 711-6091  

               Dr. Ciriaco Manrique, Bureau of International Health Cooperation, 781-2843  

               Ms. Agnes Marfori, Budget Office, 711-6091   

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Francisco Condominium II EDSA corner Mapagmahal St., Diliman, Quezon City 

925-0320       

 

    Contact Persons  

 

         Hon. Austere A. Panadero, Assistant Secretary, HRD, 525-0361     

         Mr. Clarito L. Mallilin, Director, FMS, 925-0375, clarito12@yahoo.com  

         Ms. Norma Agbayani, Chief Accountant, 929-9491  

   Ms. Dita Gotis, 929-9601 

         Mr. Florentino Agualada, Budget Officer, WSSPMO, 925-0362 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND REFORM 

Elliptical Road, Diliman 1104, Quezon City 
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928-7031 TL, http;/www.dar. gov.ph  

 

     Contact Persons  

   

               Hon. Gerundio  “Khaliq “ Madueno, Undersecretary for Support Services,                        

928-6429, gmadueuo@dar.gov.ph 

               Mr. Eric Baculi, Project Department Management Office, 927- 0752 

               Ms. Menchie H. Padrinao, ARIS – FAPSPO,  454-2136   

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC  WORKS AND HIGHWAYS 

Bonifacio Drive, Port Area, Manila, 527-8921 to 56 TL  

 

Contact Persons   

 

         Director Linda Templo, Planning Office, 304-3319 

         Ms. Zaida Gonzaga , Chief, Programming Division, 304-3472  

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES AND DEVELOPMENT 

DSWD Bldg . , Constitution Hills, Batasan Complex, Q. C., Philippines 

931-81-01 to 931-81-07     

 

Contact Persons  

 

       Hon. Lualhati Pablo, Undersecretary , General Administration and Support                       

                     Services Group, 951-71-21, lfp@dswd.gov.ph  

       Dir. Mike Argonza, Director, Early Development Childhood Project, 951-2806  

       Dir. Desiree Fajardo, Financial, 931-8127 

       Dir. Finardo Cabilao Policy Development & Planning Bureau,  931-8130   

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM 

DOT Bldg., Agrifina Circle, Rizal Park  1000, Manila, 523-8411 TL  

 

    Contact Persons  

 

     Mr, Hussein P. Pangandaman, Project Officer, Special Concerns, 523-9482,  

            Mr, Erwin F. Balane, Chief ,Tourism Operations Officer 524-3023    

            Mr. Francisco Lardizabal, Chief, Domestic Market Planning Division.  

 

 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS 

The  Columbia Tower, Ortigas Avenue, Pasig City, 727-7960 to 79 TL  
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      Contact Persons   

 

             Hon. Domingo A. Reyes, Jr., Assistant  Secretary, Finance and Management   

             Hon. Reynaldo I. Berroya, Assistant Secretary for Special Concerns, 631-4165  

             Dir. Rebecca Cacatian . Director, Financial & Management Service, 727-7987  

             Engr. Bong Quiambao, Technical Assistant, 0919-4987818  

  Col. Danilo Crisologo, Executive Assistant, 724-4830 

 

 

NATIONAL ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

Escriva Drive, Pasig City 

 

      Contact Persons   

 

            Ms. Alma Canarejo, Public Investments Staff (PIS), 631-2198 

 Ms. G.A. Herrera, Investment Programming Division, PIS, 631-3759   

               

 

PHILIPPINE CHARITY SWEEPTAKES OFFICE 

PCSO Complex , E. Rodriguez Sr. Ave., Quezon City, 749- 4371  
 

     Contact Persons     

 

            Hon. Rosario Uriarte, General Manager, 749-4359    

            Ms. Teresita Brazil, Technical Assistant, 749-4359   

            Mr. Benigno Aguas, Manager, Budget and Accounting Dept.,   781-4848;       

781-9701 local 210  

 

 

PHILIPPINE AMUSEMENT & GAMING CORPORATION 

PAGCOR House, 1330 Roxas  Blvd., Ermita, Manila, 521-7509  

 

    Contact Persons     

 

            Hon. Efraim C. Genuino, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, 521-1542TL 

 Ma. Elena L. Allena, Assistant Managing Head, Accounting Dept., 247-7890 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PHILIPPINE TOURISM AUTHORITY   

DOT Bldg., Agrifina Circle, Rizal Park , Manila, 523-2865 TL      
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    Contact Persons    

 

            Mr. Adel Oriondo, Deputy General Manager for Finance, 524-3627 

            Mr. Tony Pascual, Technical Assistant, 524-3627 

 

 

PASIG RIVER  REHABILITATION COMMISSION  

MWSS-LWUA Complex, Katipunan Road, Balara, Quezon City  

 

 

    Contact Persons  

            

 Ms. Bingle Guttierrez, Director,  433-3447    

            Mr. Simon Aguillon, Deputy Director, 433-3447    

            Ms. Luningning Morelos, Project Development Officer, 

ning_morelos@yahoo.com 

 

AUSTRALIAN AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (AusAID) 

Level 23, Tower II, RCBC Plaza, 6819 Ayala Avenue, Makati City  

 

    Contact Persons  

 

            Mr. Angus Barnes, First Secretary, 757-8172    

            Mr. John Alikpala    

 

ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

6 ADB Avenue, Mandaluyong City 

 

    Contact Person  

 

            Mr. Bill Bikales, Principal Economist, 632-6605    

 

CANADIAN INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (CIDA) 

Level 7, Tower II, RCBC Plaza, 6819 Ayala Avenue, Makati City  

 

    Contact Persons  

            Ms. Penny Morton, First Secretary, 857-9123 

 Mr. Rob Patzrer, Assistant Director for Planning for Philippines and South Pacific 

            Ms. Narcisa Umali, Senior Program Officer 

    

 

EUROPEAN UNION (EU) 

Level 30, Tower II, RCBC Plaza, 6819 Ayala Avenue, Makati City  

 

    Contact Person  
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            Mr. Fabrice Sergent, 859-5100 

 

JAPAN INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AGENCY (JICA) 

40/F, Yuchengco Tower, RCBC Plaza, 6819 Ayala Avenue, Makati City  

 

    Contact Persons  

 

            Mr. Matsuura Shozo,  Resident Representative, 889-7119    

            Ms. Cristina Marie C. Santiago, In-House Consultant, 889-7119    

 

 

GTZ RURAL WATER AND SANITATION PROGRAM c/o DILG 

5/F Francisco Gold Condominium, EDSA corner Mapagmahal St., Quezon  City   
 

    Contact Person  

 

            Mr. Karl Galing, Hydro Geologist, 927-1884 

 

KFW DEVELOPMENT BANK 

10/F PDCP Bank Center, Salcedo Village, Makati City 

 

    Contact Person  

 

            Ms. Olga Caday, Local Expert, 812-3165 local 27 

 

WORLD BANK (WB) 

20/F The Taipan Place, Emerald Avenue, Ortigas Center, Pasig City 

 

    Contact Person  

 

            Mr. Chris Pablo, Infrastructure Specialist, 637-5863  
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ANNEX 3  

TABLES ON NON-IRA TRANSFERS 

AND OTHER FUNDS FOR DEVOLVED 

SERVICES
1
 

 

                                                 
1
 This Annex provides a brief summary of the entire data base constructed during this Study, using the data  

submitted by the NGAs,  GOCCs and donor representatives.  
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3.1 Government Funded Programs/Projects (Non-Donor Support) (GFPP)

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  Department of Agriculture 834,321 12,903 847,224 20.66%

      Provinces 7,455 999 8,454

      Cities 21,007 500 21,507

      Municipalities 68,753 6,624 75,377

      Unallocated 737,106 4,780 741,886

1.  General Administration and Support 

Services (KASAKA-TK) 200 0 200

2.  GMA Programs 171,227 11,904 183,131

3.  GMA Programs Incentive Allowances 347,448 0 347,448

Locally Funded Projects

4. Davao Integrated Development Project 14,342 0 14,342

5. SOCSKSARGEN Integrated Food 

Security Project 39,369 0 39,369

6.  Metro Kutawato Development Alliance 9,067 0 9,067

7.  CARAGA Integrated Development 

Project 30,699 0 30,699

8. Household Enhancement Livelihood 

Program for Muslim Communities 2,357 0 2,357

9. Pagkain Para sa Masa Project for the 

Uplands of Mindanao 2,416 0 2,416

10.  IRANUN Sustainable Integrated Area 

Development 10,140 0 10,140

11.  Livelihood Enhancement for 

Agricultural Development (LEAD 2000) 929 999 1,928

12. National Agriculture and Fishery Council 

- Farm Level Grain Center 2,288 0 2,288

13. National Irrigation Administration

13.1 Balikatan Sagip Patubig Project 

(BSPP) 377,563 0 377,563

B. Department of Education 1,710,433 0 1,710,433 41.71%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 271,707 0 271,707

      Municipalities 1,438,726 0 1,438,726

      Unallocated 0 0 0

B.1. DepED School Building Program 1,710,433 0 1,710,433

C.  Department of Environment and 

Natural Resources 8,415 0 8,415 0.21%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 1,980 0 1,980

      Municipalities 6,435 0 6,435

      Unallocated 0 0 0

C.1  Environmental Management Bureau 

1.1  National Solid Waste Management 

Commission

1.1.1  Materials Recovery Facilities 8,415 0 8,415

D.  Department of Health 94,669 0 94,669 2.31%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 4,925 0 4,925

      Municipalities 79,094 0 79,094

      Unallocated 10,650 0 10,650

D.1 Center for Health Development 94,669 0 94,669

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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3.1 Government Funded Programs/Projects (Non-Donor Support) (GFPP)

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

E.  Department of Interior and Local 

Government 500 0 500 0.01%

      Provinces 500 0 500

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

E.1 Locally- Funded Projects - Financial 

Assistance/ Construction of Iloilo Provincial 

jail** 500 0 500

F.  Department of Public Works and 

Highways 836,637 0 836,637 20.40%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 66,094 0 123,427

      Municipalities 224,543 0 713,210

      Unallocated 0 0 0

F. 1  Office of the Secretary

1. Locally- Funded Projects - Infrastructure 

Programs 290,637 0 290,637

2.  DA - Farm to Market Road 546,000 0 546,000

G.  Department of Tourism 0 6,915 6,915 0.17%

      Provinces 0 300 430

      Cities 0 4,800 4,900

      Municipalities 0 800 1,585

      Unallocated 0 0 0

G.1 Office of the Secretary

1. Financial Assistance to LGUs 0 5,900 5,900

G. 2 Bureau of Domestic Tourism 

Promotion

1.  Financial Assistance to Regional 

Festivals 0 1,015 1,015

H.  Department of Transportation and 

Communications 0 27,961 27,961 0.68%

      Provinces 0 1,930 1,930

      Cities 0 1,230 1,230

      Municipalities 0 24,801 24,801

      Unallocated 0 0 0

H.1   Office of the Secretary

1. Locally Funded Projects 0 27,961 27,961

I.  Philippine Charity Sweepstakes Office
0 114,313 114,313 2.79%

      Provinces 0 12,699 12,699

      Cities 0 67,257 67,257

      Municipalities 0 34,357 34,357

      Unallocated 0 0 0

I.1 Fixed share of LGUs per E.O. No. 357 & 

357-A 0 114,313 114,313

J.  Philippine Amusement and Gaming 

Corporation 0 433,200 433,200 10.56%

      Provinces 0 54,000 54,000

      Cities 0 379,200 379,200

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

J.1 Fixed share of LGUs 0 433,200 433,200

K.  Philippine Tourism Authority 9,695 10,683 20,378 0.50%

      Provinces 0 575 575

      Cities 0 5,158 5,158

      Municipalities 9,695 4,950 14,645

      Unallocated 0 0 0

K.1 Infrastructure 9,695 9,198 18,893

K.2  Grants 0 1,485 1,485

Grand Totals

      Provinces 7,955 70,633 78,588

      Cities 423,046 458,245 881,292

      Municipalities 2,315,913 72,317 2,388,230

      Unallocated 747,756 4,780 752,536

             Grand Total 3,494,670 605,975 4,100,645 100.00%

Percentage Distribution

      Provinces 0.23% 11.66% 1.92%

      Cities 12.11% 75.62% 21.49%

      Municipalities 66.27% 11.93% 58.24%

      Unallocated 21.40% 0.79% 18.35%

             Grand Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

      Percent of Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

85.22% 14.78% 100.00%

Summary Total by Object of 

Expenditures

     Personal Services 7,965 0 7,965

     Maintenance and Other Operating 

Expenditures 469,913 14,218 484,131

     Capital Outlays 2,639,229 43,444 2,682,673

     Unallocated 377,563 548,313 925,876

             Grand Total 3,494,670 605,975 4,100,645

Notes:

* Computed based based on actual expenditures incurred by Regions 4, 6 and 10 over total appropriations of the said regions.  

            GMA-Rice and Corn, HVCC, and Livestock has an average utilization rate of 6.12%,  7%, and  6.72%, respectively.

** Total financial assistance/Construction of Iloilo Provincial Jail amounted to P15M of which P0.5M was released 

           on December 15, 2003 and P10.0M on February 16, 2004

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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3.2 Congressional Allocations

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  Department of Agriculture 202,199 9,285 211,484 1.35%

      Provinces 26,870 2,000 28,870

      Cities 28,094 0 28,094

      Municipalities 112,748 7,285 120,033

      Unallocated 34,487 0 34,487

A.1 Bureau of Post Harvest Research and 

Extension - KR2 93,425 2,500 95,925

A.2 Office of the Secretary  (PDAF) 108,774 6,785 115,559

1. PDAF

B. Department of Interior and Local 

Government 474,177 211,425 685,602 4.38%

      Provinces 2,700 11,000 13,700

      Cities 174,530 10,000 184,530

      Municipalities 184,662 160,425 345,087

      Unallocated 112,285 30,000 142,285

B.1  Office of the Secretary

1. Gen. Administration Sevices- Congressional  

Initiatives 0 1,000 1,000

2. PDAF-  For DILG-CBLEPSP, operations, 

multi cabs, motor vehicles, computers 474,177 210,425 684,602

C. Department of Land Reform (formerly 

Department of Agrarian Reform) 149,000 0 149,000 0.95%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 149,000 0 149,000

      Unallocated 0 0 0

C.1  Office of the Secretary

1. Construction/concreting of roads/FMR 149,000 0 149,000

D. Department of Public Works and 

Highways 14,237,241 220,770 14,458,011 92.42%

      Provinces 48,750 3,000 51,750

      Cities 3,924,422 67,296 3,991,718

      Municipalities 10,264,069 150,474 10,414,543

      Unallocated 0 0 0

D.1  Office of the Secretary

1. Infrastructure (local roads, bridges, flood 

control, water supply, multi-purpose building 

and other devolved projects) 14,237,241 220,770 14,458,011

E.  Philippine Charity Sweepstakes Office 0 139,942 139,942 0.89%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 139,942 139,942

1.  Various Projects 0 139,942 139,942

Grand Totals

     Provinces 78,320 16,000 94,320

     Cities 4,127,046 77,296 4,204,342

     Municipalities 10,710,479 318,184 11,028,663

     Unallocated 146,772 169,942 316,714

         Grand Total 15,062,617 581,422 15,644,039 100.00%

Percentage of Total

     Provinces 0.52% 2.75% 0.60%

     Cities 27.40% 13.29% 26.88%

     Municipalities 71.11% 54.73% 70.50%

     Unallocated 0.97% 29.23% 2.02%

         Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

96.28% 3.72% 100.00%

Summary Total by Object of Expenditures

     Personal Services 0 0 0

     Maintenance and Other Operating 

Expenditures 490,921 127,581 618,502 3.95%

     Capital Outlays 14,571,696 313,899 14,885,595 95.15%

     Unallocated 0 139,942 139,942 0.89%

             Grand Total 15,062,617 581,422 15,644,039 100.00%

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfer to LGU's Grand
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3.3 Loans and Grants Funded

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  Department of Agriculture 42,446 442,170 484,616 8.94%

      Provinces 0 361,487 361,487

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 14,746 80,683 95,429

      Unallocated 27,700 0 27,700

A.1  Office of the Secretary

1.  Mindanao Rural Development Program 497 410,335 410,833

2..  Upland Development Programme in 

Southern Mindanao 0 31,786 31,786

3.  Water Buffaloes & Beef Cattle 

Improvement Project 0 48 48

A.2.  Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic 

Resources

1.  Fisheries Resource Management Project 27,700 0 27,700

A.3  National Irrigation Administration

1.  Southern Phil. Irrigation Sector Project 14,249 0 14,249

B. Department of Education 981,963 433,534 1,415,497 26.11%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 2,550 0 2,550

     Municipalities 977,042 433,534 1,410,576

     Unallocated 2,371 0 2,371

B.1  Office of the Secretary

1. Third Elementary Education (SBP 

Component) 836,807 433,534 1,270,341

2.  Secondary Education Development and 

Improvement (SBP Component) 142,785 0 142,785

3.  Education Facilities Improvement Project 

(EFIP) Phase VI, Stage 1 (SBP Component) 2,371 0 2,371

C.  Department of Environmental and 

Natural Resources 624,975 19,089 644,063 11.88%

      Provinces 522,364 0 522,364

      Cities 10,771 500 11,271

      Municipalities 86,122 0 86,122

      Unallocated 5,717 18,589 24,306

C.1  Office of the Secretary

1.  Southern Mindanao Integrated Coastal 

Zone Management Project -Region XII

1.1  Improvement/Expansion of Existing 

Malalag Waterwork System 13,042 0 13,042

2.  Mindanao Rural Development Project 

2.1  Coastal and Marine Biodiversity 

Conservation Component - Region XII 887 0 887

3. EcoGovernance

3.1 Ecogovernance Technical Assistance 82,965 0 82,965

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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Total Total Total

C.2  Environmental Management Bureau 

1. Metro Manila Air Quality Improvement 

Sector Development Program 0 500 500

1.1  Smoke Free EDSA Programme

C.3  Forest Management Bureau

1.  Forestry Sector Project - PH P135

1.1  CBFM 177,523 0 177,523

1.2  Infrastructure 344,841 0 344,841

2. RP-German Community Forestry Project - 

Quirino 5,717 18,589 24,306

D. Department of Interior and Local 

Government 118,396 18,000 136,396 2.52%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 118,396 18,000 136,396

D.1  Office of the Secretary

1. Mindanao Basic Urban Services Sector 

Project (MBUSSP) 34,609 18,000 52,609

2.  LGU Urban Water & Sanitation Project 8,903 0 8,903

3.  Rural Water Supply & Sanitation Project 74,884 0 74,884

E.  Department of Land Reform (formerly 

Department of Agrarian Reform) 0 654,551 654,551 12.08%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 13,371 13,371

      Municipalities 0 352,300 352,300

      Unallocated 0 288,880 288,880

E.1  Office of the Secretary

1.1  Agrarian Reform Communities 

Development Project 0 94,509 94,509

1.2  Agrarian Reform Communities Project 0 230,264 230,264

1.3  Agrarian Reform Infrastructure Support 

Project Phase II 0 17,756 17,756

1.4  Agrarian Reform Communities Project 

GOP 0 23,142 23,142

1.5  Western Mindanao Community Initiatives  

Projects 0 88,880 88,880

1.6 Mindanao Sustainable Settlement Area 

Development 0 200,000 200,000

F. Department of Public Works and 

Highways 1,329,860 0 1,329,860 24.53%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 1,329,860 0 1,329,860

      Unallocated 0 0 0

F.1  Office of the Secretary

1.  OP - Tulay ng Pangulo Project 1,329,860 0 1,329,860

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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Total Total Total

G.  Department of Social Welfare and 

Development 0 218,887 218,887 4.04%

      Provinces 0 3,500 3,500

      Cities 0 36,007 36,007

      Municipalities 0 179,380 179,380

      Unallocated 0 0 0

G.1  Office of the Secretary

1.  Supplemental Feeding Project 0 3,819 3,819

2.  Development Partnership for Armed 

Conflict Victims 0 934 934

3.  Bahay Bulilit of McDonald & House of 

Charities 0 3,600 3,600

4.  Ahon Bayan Research Center on Wheels of 

Caltex 0 3,500 3,500

5. Early Childhood Development Program 0 207,034 207,034

H.  Municipal Development Fund Office 112,521 347,528 460,049 8.49%

      Provinces 14,010 10,738 24,748

      Cities 54,730 42,065 96,795

      Municipalities 43,781 294,725 338,506

      Unallocated 0 0 0

1.  Community Based Resource Management 

Program 0 190,744 190,744

2.  Kennedy Round 2 (KR2) 0 3,801 3,801

3.  Clark Area Municipal Development Project 42,918 0 42,918

4.  Bukidnon Integrated Area Development 

Project (BIADP) 0 2,898 2,898

5. Metro Cebu Development Project (MCDP) III-

175 9,960 0 9,960

6. Metro Cebu Development Project (MCDP) II 2,435 0 2,435

7. Metro Cebu Development Project (MCDP) III-

158 36,905 0 36,905

8. Subic Bay Area Municipal Development 

Project 5,430 0 5,430

9. Philippine Regional Municipal Development 

Project 14,010 0 14,010

10. Local Government Finance and 

Development (LOGOFIND) 863 126,360 127,223

11.   US PL 416 0 23,725 23,725

I.  Pasig River Rehabilitation Commission 76,675 0 76,675 1.41%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 5,298 0 5,298

      Municipalities 31,972 0 31,972

      Unallocated 39,405 0 39,405

1.  Construction of school building, health 

center, community market, multi purpose hall 31,972 0 31,972

2.  Dredging and sanitation work/VAT 44,703 0 44,703

Grand Totals

     Provinces 536,374 375,725 912,100

     Cities 73,349 91,943 165,292

     Municipalities 2,483,524 1,340,621 3,824,145

     Unallocated 193,589 325,469 519,057

         Grand Total 3,286,836 2,133,759 5,420,594

Percentage of Total

     Provinces 16.32% 17.61% 16.83%

     Cities 2.23% 4.31% 3.05%

     Municipalities 75.56% 62.83% 70.55%

     Unallocated 5.89% 15.25% 9.58%

         Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Summary Total by Object of Expenditures

     Personal Services 27,576 2,793 30,369

     Maintenance and Other Operating Services 135,683 341,266 476,949

     Capital Outlays 3,026,363 1,777,847 4,804,209

     Unallocated 97,214 11,853 109,067

             Grand Total 3,286,836 2,133,759 5,420,594

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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3.4 Off-Budget Funding

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  JICA

      Provinces 25,000 0 25,000

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

        Total 25,000 0 25,000 12.50%

B.  Asian Development Bank

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 104,000 0 104,000

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

        Total 104,000 0 104,000 52.00%

C.  GTZ

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 0 0

      Municipalities 4,000 0 4,000

      Unallocated 0 0 0

        Total 4,000 0 4,000 2.00%

D.  World Bank

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 0 67,000 67,000

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

        Total 0 67,000 67,000 33.50%

Grand Totals

     Provinces 25,000 0 25,000

     Cities 104,000 67,000 171,000

     Municipalities 4,000 0 4,000

     Unallocated 0 0 0

         Grand Total 133,000 67,000 200,000 100.00%

Percentage of Total

     Provinces 18.80% 0.00% 12.50%

     Cities 78.20% 100.00% 85.50%

     Municipalities 3.01% 0.00% 2.00%

     Unallocated 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

         Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Summary Total by Object of 

Expenditures

     Personal Services 0 0 0

     Maintenance and Other Operating 

Services 0 0 0

     Capital Outlays 133,000 67,000 200,000

     Unallocated 0 0 0

             Grand Total 133,000 67,000 200,000

Percent of 

TotalParticulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's Grand
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3.5  Overview of Main Funding Components

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Department/Corporation

Government 

Funded 

Programs/Projects 

(Non_Donor 

Support)

Congressional 

Allocations

Loans and 

Grants Funded 

(The Transfer 

Component)

Off-Budget 

Funding
Grand Total

Percent of 

Grand 

Total

NGAs 

Department of Agriculture 847,224 211,484 484,616 1,543,324 6.08%

Department of Education 1,710,433 1,415,497 3,125,930 12.32%

Department of Environment and 

Natural Resources 8,415 644,063 652,478 2.57%

Department of Health 94,669 94,669 0.37%

Department of Interior and Local 

Government 500 685,602 136,396 822,498 3.24%

Department of Land Reform 

(formerly Department of 

Agrarian Reform) 149,000 654,551 803,551 3.17%

Department of Public Works and 

Highways 836,637 14,458,011 1,329,860 16,624,508 65.54%

Department of Social Welfare 

and Development 218,887 218,887 0.86%

Department of Tourism 6,915 6,915 0.03%

Department of Transportation 

and Communication 27,961 27,961 0.11%

Municipal Development Fund 

Office 460,049 460,049 1.81%

Pasig River Rehabilitation 

Commission 76,675 76,675 0.30%

        Sub-Total, NGAs 3,532,754 15,504,097 5,420,594 0 24,457,446 96.42%

GOCCs
Philippine Charity and 

Sweepstakes Office 114,313 139,942 254,254 1.00%

Philippine Amusement and 

Gaming Corporation 433,200 433,200 1.71%

Philippine Tourism Authority 20,378 20,378 0.08%

        Sub-Total, GOCCs 567,891 139,942 0 0 707,832 2.79%

Off-budget Funding (OBF) 200,000 200,000 0.79%

     Sub- total, OBF 0 0 0 200,000 200,000 0.79%

Grand Total 4,100,645 15,644,039 5,420,594 200,000 25,365,278 100.00%

Percent of Total 16.17% 61.68% 21.37% 0.79% 100.00%
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3.6  Overview of Main Funding Components (excluding CA and OBF)

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Department/Corporation

Government 

Funded 

Programs/Projects 

(Non_Donor 

Support)

Loans and 

Grants Funded 

(The Transfer 

Component)

Grand 

Total

Percent 

of Grand 

Total

NGAs 

Department of Agriculture 847,224 484,616 1,331,840 13.99%

Department of Education 1,710,433 1,415,497 3,125,930 32.83%

Department of Environment and Natural Resources
8,415 644,063 652,478 6.85%

Department of Health 94,669 94,669 0.99%

Department of Interior and Local Government 500 136,396 136,896 1.44%

Department of Land Reform (formerly Department 

of Agrarian Reform) 654,551 654,551 6.87%

Department of Public Works and Highways 836,637 1,329,860 2,166,497 22.75%

Department of Social Welfare and Development 218,887 218,887 2.30%

Department of Tourism 6,915 6,915 0.07%

Department of Transportation and Communication 27,961 27,961 0.29%

Municipal Development Fund Office 460,049 460,049 4.83%

Pasig River Rehabilitation Commission 76,675 76,675 0.81%

        Sub-Total, NGAs 3,532,754 5,420,594 8,953,349 94.04%

GOCCs
Philippine Charity and Sweepstakes Office 114,313 114,313 1.20%

Philippine Amusement and Gaming Corporation 433,200 433,200 4.55%

Philippine Tourism Authority 20,378 20,378 0.21%

        Sub-Total, GOCCs 567,891 0 567,891 5.96%

Grand Total 4,100,645 5,420,594 9,521,239 100.00%

Percent of Total 43.07% 56.93% 100.00%
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3.7 Grand Total by Department

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  Department of Agriculture 1,078,966 464,358 1,543,324 6.08%

     Provinces 34,325 364,486 398,811

     Cities 49,101 500 49,601

     Municipalities 196,248 94,592 290,839

     Unallocated 799,293 4,780 804,073

B. Department of Education 2,692,396 433,534 3,125,930 12.32%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 274,257 0 274,257

     Municipalities 2,415,768 433,534 2,849,302

     Unallocated 2,371 0 2,371

C.  Department of Environmental and 

Natural Resources 633,390 19,089 652,478 2.57%

     Provinces 522,364 0 522,364

     Cities 12,751 500 13,251

     Municipalities 92,557 0 92,557

     Unallocated 5,717 18,589 24,306

D.  Department of Health 94,669 0 94,669 0.37%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 4,925 0 4,925

      Municipalities 79,094 0 79,094

      Unallocated 10,650 0 10,650

E. Department of Interior and Local 

Government 593,073 229,425 822,498 3.24%

     Provinces 3,200 11,000 14,200

     Cities 174,530 10,000 184,530

     Municipalities 184,662 160,425 345,087

     Unallocated 230,681 48,000 278,681

F. Department of Land Reform (formerly 

Department of Agrarian Reform) 149,000 654,551 803,551 3.17%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 0 13,371 13,371

     Municipalities 149,000 352,300 501,300

     Unallocated 0 288,880 288,880

G. Department of Public Works and 

Highways 16,403,738 220,770 16,624,508 65.54%

      Provinces 48,750 3,000 51,750

      Cities 4,047,849 67,296 4,115,145

      Municipalities 12,307,139 150,474 12,457,613

      Unallocated 0 0 0

H.  Department of Social Welfare and 

Development 0 218,887 218,887 0.86%

     Provinces 0 3,500 3,500

     Cities 0 36,007 36,007

     Municipalities 0 179,380 179,380

     Unallocated 0 0 0

I.  Department of Tourism 0 6,915 6,915 0.03%

      Provinces 0 300 430

      Cities 0 4,800 4,900

      Municipalities 0 800 1,585

      Unallocated 0 0 0

J.  Department of Transportation and 

Communications 0 27,961 27,961 0.11%

      Provinces 0 1,930 1,930

      Cities 0 1,230 1,230

      Municipalities 0 24,801 24,801

      Unallocated 0 0 0

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's    Grand 
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Total Total Total

K.  Municipal Development Fund Office 112,521 347,528 460,049 1.81%

     Provinces 14,010 10,738 24,748

     Cities 54,730 42,065 96,795

     Municipalities 43,781 294,725 338,506

     Unallocated 0 0 0

L.  Pasig River Rehabilitation Commission 76,675 0 76,675 0.30%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 5,298 0 5,298

     Municipalities 31,972 0 31,972

     Unallocated 39,405 0 39,405

M.  Philippine Charity Sweepstakes Office 0 254,254 254,254 1.00%

      Provinces 0 12,699 12,699

      Cities 0 67,257 67,257

      Municipalities 0 34,357 34,357

      Unallocated 0 139,942 139,942

N.  Philippine Amusement and Gaming 

Corporation 0 433,200 433,200 1.71%

      Provinces 0 54,000 54,000

      Cities 0 379,200 379,200

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

O.  Philippine Tourism Authority 9,695 10,683 20,378 0.08%

      Provinces 0 575 575

      Cities 0 5,158 5,158

      Municipalities 9,695 4,950 14,645

      Unallocated 0 0 0

P. OFF-BUDGET FUNDING 133,000 67,000 200,000 0.79%

      Provinces 25,000 0 25,000

      Cities 104,000 67,000 171,000

      Municipalities 4,000 0 4,000

      Unallocated 0 0 0

GRAND TOTAL

     Provinces 647,649 462,358 1,110,007

     Cities 4,727,441 694,485 5,421,926

     Municipalities 15,513,916 1,731,122 17,245,038

     Unallocated 1,088,116 500,190 1,588,307

         Grand Total 21,977,123 3,388,155 25,365,278 100.00%

Percentage of Total

     Provinces 2.95% 13.65% 4.38%

     Cities 21.51% 20.50% 21.38%

     Municipalities 70.59% 51.09% 67.99%

     Unallocated 4.95% 14.76% 6.26%

         Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

86.64% 13.36%

Summary Total by Object of Expenditures

     Personal Services 35,541 2,793 38,334

     Maintenance and Other Operating 

Expenditures 1,096,518 483,065 1,579,582

     Capital Outlays 20,370,288 2,202,190 22,572,477

     Unallocated 474,777 700,108 1,174,884

             Grand Total 21,977,123 3,388,155 25,365,278

Percent of 

Total
Particulars

A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's    Grand 
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3.8  Grand Total by Department (excluding CAs and OBF)

(Amounts in Thousand Pesos)

Total Total Total

A.  Department of Agriculture 876,767 455,073 1,331,840 13.99%

     Provinces 7,455 362,486 369,941

     Cities 21,007 500 21,507

     Municipalities 83,500 87,307 170,806

     Unallocated 764,806 4,780 769,586

B. Department of Education 2,692,396 433,534 3,125,930 32.83%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 274,257 0 274,257

     Municipalities 2,415,768 433,534 2,849,302

     Unallocated 2,371 0 2,371

C.  Department of Environmental and 

Natural Resources 633,390 19,089 652,478 6.85%

     Provinces 522,364 0 522,364

     Cities 12,751 500 13,251

     Municipalities 92,557 0 92,557

     Unallocated 5,717 18,589 24,306

D.  Department of Health 94,669 0 94,669 0.99%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 4,925 0 4,925

      Municipalities 79,094 0 79,094

      Unallocated 10,650 0 10,650

E. Department of Interior and Local 

Government 118,896 18,000 136,896 1.44%

     Provinces 500 0 500

     Cities 0 0 0

     Municipalities 0 0 0

     Unallocated 118,396 18,000 136,396

F. Department of Land Reform (formerly 

Department of Agrarian Reform)
0 654,551 654,551 6.87%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 0 13,371 13,371

     Municipalities 0 352,300 352,300

     Unallocated 0 288,880 288,880

G. Department of Public Works and 

Highways 2,166,497 0 2,166,497 22.75%

      Provinces 0 0 0

      Cities 123,427 0 123,427

      Municipalities 2,043,070 0 2,043,070

      Unallocated 0 0 0

H.  Department of Social Welfare and 

Development 0 218,887 218,887 2.30%

     Provinces 0 3,500 3,500

     Cities 0 36,007 36,007

     Municipalities 0 179,380 179,380

     Unallocated 0 0 0

I.  Department of Tourism 0 6,915 6,915 0.07%

      Provinces 0 300 430

      Cities 0 4,800 4,900

      Municipalities 0 800 1,585

      Unallocated 0 0 0

J.  Department of Transportation and 

Communications 0 27,961 27,961 0.29%

      Provinces 0 1,930 1,930

      Cities 0 1,230 1,230

      Municipalities 0 24,801 24,801

      Unallocated 0 0 0

Particulars
A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's    Grand Percent to 

Total
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Total Total Total

K.  Municipal Development Fund Office 112,521 347,528 460,049 4.83%

     Provinces 14,010 10,738 24,748

     Cities 54,730 42,065 96,795

     Municipalities 43,781 294,725 338,506

     Unallocated 0 0 0

L.  Pasig River Rehabilitation 

Commission 76,675 0 76,675 0.81%

     Provinces 0 0 0

     Cities 5,298 0 5,298

     Municipalities 31,972 0 31,972

     Unallocated 39,405 0 39,405

M.  Philippine Charity Sweepstakes 

Office 0 114,313 114,313 1.20%

      Provinces 0 12,699 12,699

      Cities 0 67,257 67,257

      Municipalities 0 34,357 34,357

      Unallocated 0 0 0

N.  Philippine Amusement and Gaming 

Corporation 0 433,200 433,200 4.55%

      Provinces 0 54,000 54,000

      Cities 0 379,200 379,200

      Municipalities 0 0 0

      Unallocated 0 0 0

O.  Philippine Tourism Authority 9,695 10,683 20,378 0.21%

      Provinces 0 575 575

      Cities 0 5,158 5,158

      Municipalities 9,695 4,950 14,645

      Unallocated 0 0 0

GRAND TOTAL

     Provinces 544,329 446,358 990,687

     Cities 496,395 550,189 1,046,584

     Municipalities 4,799,437 1,412,938 6,212,375

     Unallocated 941,344 330,249 1,271,593

         Grand Total 6,781,506 2,739,734 9,521,239 100.00%

Percentage of Total

     Provinces 8.03% 16.29% 10.41%

     Cities 7.32% 20.08% 10.99%

     Municipalities 70.77% 51.57% 65.25%

     Unallocated 13.88% 12.05% 13.36%

         Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

71.23% 28.77%

Summary Total by Object of 

Expenditures

     Personal Services 35,541 2,793 38,334

     Maintenance and Other Operating 

Expenditures 605,597 355,484 961,080

     Capital Outlays 5,665,592 1,821,291 7,486,882

     Unallocated 474,777 560,166 1,034,943

             Grand Total 6,781,506 2,739,734 9,521,239

Particulars
A) Direct Spending B) Transfers to LGU's    Grand Percent to 

Total
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Note on Comparison With Previous Findings 

 

In the paper “Fiscal Transfers, Centrally-Provided Local Public Services and Fiscal 

Balance: Exploring Alternative Transfer Formulas”
2
, Capuno et al developed a 

conceptual framework and estimated a model of the total financial resources used in the 

provision of local public services. The model was used on the period from 1995-1999.  

Local public services are defined as public services whose benefits are localized or 

naturally limited to smaller areas or areas smaller than the entire country.  A non-local 

public service, on the other hand, is one that benefits or affects the whole country such as 

monetary policy making or national defense. 

 

The provision of some of these local public services have been devolved to LGUs by the 

1991 Local Government Code, but some have not.  Some of these services could 

profitably be assigned to LGUs while others are better supplied by the national 

government.  Capuno attempts to make an estimate of all local public services that are 

provided by the national government and calls these CPLPS or centrally-provided local 

public services. 

 

Capuno also attempts to make an estimate of central fiscal transfers (CFT), which consist 

of revenue shares (RS), which are always in cash and categorical grants (CG), which may 

be in cash or in kind.  RS pertains to the two principal cash transfers to LGUs in the 

Philippines, the Internal Revenue Allotment or IRA and the LGUs’ shares in national 

wealth, as well as LGUs’ shares in other national taxes and revenues.  CFT together with 

CPLPS comprise CRT or central resource transfers or national government transfers to 

LGUs.      

 

Data to estimate CG and CPLPS were obtained from the five key national government 

agencies that accounted for more than 90 percent of each, based on earlier studies.  These 

were the DepEd, DILG, DOH, DPWH and state universities and colleges (SUCs).  Actual 

releases were used to estimate the IRA and other cash transfers and budget appropriations 

were used to estimate CG and CPLPS.  Data were gathered for a five-year period, from 

1995 to 1999.  Congressional allocations and off-budget funding were not included in the 

data collected.   

 

Central resource transfers (CRT) were estimated to grow from P97.8B in 1995 to 

P174.24B in 1999.  CPLPS grew from P P54.4B in 1995 to P70.5B in 1996, P80.6B in 

1997, P121.5B in 1998 and P97.8B in 1999. 

 

                                                 
2
 See also the Report: “Estimating the IRA Centrally –Provided Local Public Goods and Services and Other 

Central Transfers to Local Governments by Joseph J. Capuno, Thelma C. Manuel and MA. Bella T. 

Salvador, UPSE and NEDA, January 2001.  
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The estimates for CPLPS are quite big compared to this study’s finding primarily because 

this present Study (2005) has demarcated the review to national government spending for 

activities that are devolved already under the Local Government Code of 1991.   

Capuno’s Study is much broader. For example, Capuno’s study includes tertiary 

education, which has not yet been devolved. However, Capuno does estimate national 

funding on devolved services at P7.5 B in 1999 (excluding congressional allocation and 

off-budget funding).  This is not far from the amount estimated in this study for 2003: 

P10.1B, using actual releases.    
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