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x Citizens Participation in Local Public Finance

V Sourcebook on Local Public Finance: Towards an
Informed Citizens Participation in Local Governance

V BantayKaban KabanngBayan Bantayart A
blrGA2Yy It [/ 2yFSNBYyOS 2y |/
Public Finance

V Increasing Transparency in Local Governance through
LYF2NYSR /AGATSyaQ tlI NIA
Getting People Involved in the Loddhbanng Bayan

Bantay- Kaban
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Project/Activity |Tools/Materials| LGU Reports| How Reports
Used Used were Used
Sourcebook on LGU Fiscal 1 ALL except |Case Studies:
Local Public /Financial Reports 912 |Marikina City and
Finance: Towards |Performance but Guinayangan
an Informed Indicators BLGF,| procedures in|Quezon
Citizens SIEManual procurement | Workshop with
Participation in (Table 1) were CSOs: a) how the
Local Governance discussed city revenues can
(CSC &NDP) 1 Financial be increased; and
http://www.socialwatch Statements ag (P) What should be
philippines.org/images2 audited by the priorities of the
/pub_sourcebook.pdf city government in
COA
terms of budgetary
allocations/expendi
tures.
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Project/Activity | Tools/Materials | LGU Reporty How Reports

Used Used were Used
BantayKaban Kaban | Budget A Presented inA Reference
ng Bayan Bantayar Operations passing only only

A National Conferencg  Manual for
2y [/ AGAT Sy| Local

Participation Government

- &! YRSNA (N y Brits/ 2008
Local Public Edition, DBM
Finance
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Project/Activity | Tools/Materials| LGU Reporty How Reports were
Used Used Used
2-day Capacity LGPMS, € 9 ALL except |Workshops in 4 LGUs
Building Workshop |Financial Reports 9 |1. SanJose, Negros
Increasing Performance 12 but Oriental
Transparency in Indicators, BLGS| procedures (2. Valencia Negros
Local Governance |DILG in Oriental
through Informed |(Tables 2 and 2.1 procuremen|3. Ibaan Batangas
I AGAT Sy Qa t were 4. RosarioBatangas
Participation in discussed |For presentation still
Public Finance: 1 Financial |to 2 LGUs:
aDSGOAY 3 [t S2LX S Statements |1. Tulunan North
Involved in the Locg as audited Cotabato
Kabanng Bayare by COA 2.a Qf |Ngrth
Cotabato

BadkttoHaasies:
SouweesooiineombiReceipisiReventies

U Local Sources

U External Sources

U Receipts from Loans and Borrowings
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Locdlssourees

1. Tax Revenue
a. Real Property Tax (RPT)
b. Special Education Tax
c. Other Local Taxes
1. Community Tax

Total Tax Revenue

2. Non-Tax Revenue
a. Regulatory Fees
1. License Fees
2. Permit Fees
3. Other Fees
b. Business and Service Income
c. Other Income/Receipts

Total Non-Tax Revenue

~Total Local Sources

~

Extennd| sourees

1. Share from National Tax Collection (IRA)
2. Share from GOCCs (PAGCOR & PCSO)
3. Other Share from National Tax Collection
a. Share fromEcozone
b. Share from EVAT

c. Share from National Wealth
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ExtemnmdlSourees

4. Extraordinary Receipts
a.Grants and Donations
b.Other Subsidy Income

5. Inter-Local Transfers

a.Subsidy from LGUS

b.Subsidy from Other Funds
6. Capital/lnvestment Receipts

a. Gain on Sale of Assets
§ b. Gain on Investments

The IRA

AShare of LGUs in the collection of taxes imposed by
the National Government, like from income tax, VAT
and excise taxes.

ARepresents forty per cent (40%) of the BIR collection
(with a 3-year lag)

ADistributed to LGUs following a prdetermined
formula. The amount is distributed in two stages:
1.Distribution to local governments according to type,

and
2 Allocation following a predetermined set of criteria

27/01/2012
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IRA Distribution

IRA Distribution Under RA 7160

First Stage: AMONG LGUs
Share No. of LGUs

Provinces 23% 81
Cities 23% 136
Municipalities 34% 1,494
Barangays 20% 41,995

Second Stage: THROUGH WEIGHTED CRITERIA
Population 50%
Land Area 25%

| Equal Sharing 25%

Share in National Wealth

} LGU share40% of mining taxes, royalties, fishery &
forestry charges

} If GOCC, LGUs get 1% of gross receipts in the
preceding year or 40% of taxes it would have paid if it
were not exempt, whichever is higher




RegéptsffromLboansrangloBannowing

1. Government Agencies
A DOF¢ Local Government Finance and
Development (LOGOFIND) Project

2. Government Financial Institutions
3. Private Financial Institutions

Fiscal/Financial Performance Indicators
Bureau of Local Government Finance, DOF

U Cover the three basic elements of fiscal/financial

policy:
1. Revenues

2. Expenditures, and

3. Debt

LGadSYLIWG (G2 YSI&adz2NB [ D! Qa
beyond having excess cash and presence of physical
infrastructure

27/01/2012



Table 1
Fiscal/Financial Performance Indicators
Bureau of Local Government Finance, DOF

A. Revenuendicators: reflect LGUrevenuegenerationcapacity
w Revenuepotential
1. Revenudevel
2. Revenuegrowth
w Revenuestability andreliability
3. Locallysourcedrevenueper capita
4. Growthin locally-sourcedrevenueper capita
5. %of locally-sourcedrevenueto total LGUrevenue
6. % RegularRevenuedo Total Revenue
w Revenuemobilizationand efficiency
7. Total Revenue Collection Cost to Total Revenues
Collected( TRCC)

@, 8. RealProperty TaxAccomplishmeniRate(RPTAR)

Table 1
Fiscal/Financial Performance Indicators
Bureau of Local Government Finance, DOF

B. Expenditureindicators

U define the degree of flexibility that an LGU has to
allocateresourcedor different purposes

U distinguishbetween rigid or compulsoryexpenditures
that cannot be avoided by the LGUand discretionary
expenditures
9. Total Expendituregper Capita
10.PersonnelServiceExpenditureRatio (PSER)
11.Debt ServiceExpenditureRatio (DSER)
12. SocialExpenditureRatio (SER)
13.EconomicExpenditureRatio ( EER)
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Table 1
Fiscal/Financial Performance Indicators
Bureau of Local Government Finance, DOF

C.Debtand InvestmentCapacityindicators

U define the extent to which the LGU considers the

importance of capital expenditures and local

government capacityto attract long term financing for
investments

14.Debt ServiceRatio( DSR)

15. Gross Operating Surplus to Debt Service Ratio
(GOSDSR)

16.Debtto Net AssetRatio (DAR)

17.Capital Investments to Total LGU Revenue Ratio
(CITRR)

Table 1

Fiscal/Financial Performance Indicators
Bureau of Local Government Finance, DOF

D. FinanciaManagementCapacityindicators

u

18.

19.

compare LGU revenues with LGU expenditures and
define the extent to which the LGU implements an
efficient financialresourcesnanagement

Net Operating Surplus to Total LGU Revenue Ratio
(NOSTRR)

Uncommitted CashBalanceto Total LGU Expenditure
Ratio(UCBTER)
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Issues-andichallenges
Fiscal/Financial Performance dndicators

U Regular Revenues= Locally Sourced Revenues + IR
U Total Revenues = Regular Revenues + Other Extern
Sources (used for indicators 1, 2, 5 and 6)
ALoan proceeds considered revenues?
U LGU share from National Wealth: 40% of mining
taxes, royalties, fishery & forestry charges
Als it worth it?
AShould it be more?

Issues-and ichallenges
Fiscal/Financiab Performance dndicators

U Actual RPT collections may not be indicative of a
O2YLRYSyld OAdGe&Qa 2NJ Ydzy]
when the provincial government imposes levy

U Targeted RPT Collections = total RPT due for the yei

as estimated from the assessed value of taxable rea

properties

ALyaidlyOSa ¢gKSy FY2dzyia A
FaaSaasSR @FftdzS 2F Gl EI G

ASome LGUs still do not have a complete inventory

of its taxable real properties

27/01/2012
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Issues-andichallenges
Fiscal/Financial Performance dndicators

U Personnel Services (PS) Expenditure
A Salary standardization, various Magrartas
Gol A DS RE planiild positiors foil S
RS@2t OSR FTdzyOuAz2yasz |y
included in the computation of PS
U Net Operating Surplus
A Same issue on the composition of revenues since
to get this figure, top item and denominator are
020K awS@SydzSace

Case:Study:viMarikina Gity
Financial Indicators
FY220072009

2009 2008 2007
Revenue Growth 12.70% 9.09% -3.35%
Revenue Stability and Reliability

LocallySourced Revenue per capfta 2273.03 2034.98 1753.56
Growth in Locally Sourced Revenue

Capita 11.70% 16.059
% Locally Sourced to Total LGU
Revenue 59.55% 59.999 56.32%

% Regular Revenues to Total Reven 90.93% 88.829 87.60%
Revenue Mobilization Efficiency
Real property tax accomplishment ra
(RPTAR) 102% 97% -
. al NATAYl Q& LRLA I GA2y oFaSR 2y wnnt [/ Syada
arikina pi QN is 425,215 for 2008 and 425,821 for 2009.

‘ b. Based on the rep GU Treasurer

27/01/2012
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Case StudyvMarikina Gity

TOTAL SOURCES OF REVENUE AND PER CENT DISTRIBUTION BY SOURCE OF REVENUE
CITY OF MARIKINA

FOR THE YEARS 2007 TO 2009

2009 % 2008 % 2007 %
Total Sources of Revenues 1,625,422,639 1009 1,442,311,621 100% 1,322,088,964 1009
Local Sources 967,902,732 59.5% 865,305,024 60.0% 744,577,798 56.39
Tax Revenue 608,680,647 37.4% 565,057,856 39.2%  501,010,43Q 37.99
Real Property Tax 235,915,026 14.59 211,095,379 14.6% 203,342,872 15.49
Business Tax 295,632,580 18.2% 279,666,261 19.4% 229,756,879 17.49
Other Taxes 77,133,041 4.79 74,296,220 5.2% 67,910,679 5.19
Non-Tax Revenue 359,222,085 22.1% 300,247,168 20.8% 243,567,364 18.49
Regulatory Fees-Fees and charges 122,256,297 7.59 115,239,770 8.0% 107,555,675 8.19
Receipts from Economic Enterprise 97,799,216 6.0 92,604,930 6.4% 55,563,473 4.29
Other Receipts 139,166,572 8.6Y 92,402,467| 6.4% 80,448,219 6.19
Total Shares from National Tax Collectiony 657,519,906 40.5% 577,006,597 40.0% 577,511,170 43.79
Internal Revenue Allotment 510,067,069 31.4%  415816,479 28.8%  413,594,38§ 31.39
Extraordinary Receipts/Aids-Grants & Donatigns ~ 6,085,457| 0.49 - 0.0% - 0.09
NE & Borrowings 141,367,380 8.79 161,190,114 11.29 163,916,784 12.49
ource: LFC?\
Case:Study:viMarikina Gity
Financial indicators
FY220072009
2009 2008 2007
Expenditure Indicators
Total Expenditures per Capita 3959.26 2741.02 2684.01
Personnel Services Expenditure Ratig
(PSER) 42.099 44779 44,389

Debt Service Expenditure Ratio (DSE  10.81% 8.97%  7.99%
Social Expenditure Ratio (SER) 0.53% 0.32% 0.39%

Economic Expenditure Ratio (EER) 34.279 32.159%  31.429

c. Based on COA data
d. Based on BLGF data

12



Case: Study:vMarikina Gity

Table 3. TOTAL EXPENDITURES AND PER CENT DISTRIBUTION BY EXPENSE CLASS

Marikina City
For the Years 2007 to 2009

2009 % 2008 % 2007 %
Total Expencitures 1165,027.459 100%| 1,036,453,004 100%] 953,875,769 100%
Personnel Services 181968014 41% 455779813 A% 414037681  43%
Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses | 663277760 5% 562242514 54% 5189603070  54%
Cash expenditures 52717965 48% 465583373 4% 428326369  45%
Non-cash expenditures 100559815 %% 96659140 9% 90633947  10%
Total Expenses before Financial expenses | 1,145,265,794 9% 1018022321 98% 932997983  98%
Financial Expenses 19761661 2% 18430760 2% 20877781 2%
N
Case:Study:viMarikina Gity
Table 4, TOTAL EXPENDITURES AND PER CENT DISTRIBUTION BY SECTOR
CITY OF MARIKINA
FOR THE YEARS 2007 TO 2009
2009 % 2008 % 2007 %

1,685,934,289 | 100%| 1,165,523,060 | 100%| 1,139,659,050 | 100%
General Public Services 366,186,250 | 21.7% 284,193,900 | 24.4% 254,866,530 | 224%
Educ,, Culture & Sparts/ Manpower Development 85,196,216 | 5.1% 162,124,410 | 13.9% 205,999,490 | 18.1%
Health, Nutrition & Population Control 72,180,785 | 4.3% 55,777,560 |  4.8% 50,082,100 | 44%
Labor and Employment 2804408 [ 0.2% 1902990 | 0.2% 1940050 | 02%
Housing and Community Development 174,501,398 | 104% 112377190 9.6% 06,808,360 |  8.5%)
Social Security /Social Services & Welfare 9,008950 | 0.5% 3778290 0.3% 44264201 0.4%
Economic Services 577,792,243 | 34.3% 374,707,190 | 32.1% 358,044,180 | 31.4%
Debt Service 182,258,000 | 10.8% 104597430 |  9.0% 91,104,330 8.0%
Qther Purposes 216,006,040 | 12.8%| 66,064,100 | 5.7% 76,387,590 |  6.7%)

aurce: COA-2009; BLGF 2007 & 2008

27/01/2012
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Case: Study:vMarikina Gity
Financial indicators
FY220072009

2009 2008 2007

Debt and Investment Capacity

Indicators

Debt Service Ratio (DSR) 12.33% 8.16% 7.87%
Gross Operating Surplus to Debt Sery

Ratid® 24.309 23.029%  18.649

Debt to Net Asset Ratio

Capital Investments to Total LGU
Revenue Ratio

Net Operating Surplus to Total LGU
Revenue Ratio

Uncommitted Cash Balance to Total L
NiExpenditure

~ e. Computet™m ing Income before Financial Expense & Financial Expense data from COA

Case:Study:viMarikina Gity
Beyond:therFinanciahindicators
FYY220072009

U Revenue enhancement measures adopted
V Public auction of propertieg P176.8M
V tax amnesty which raised another P143M
A However, these strategies are not really considered long term
az2fdziaizya Ay AYLNR@GAY3I (KS
V RPT mapping
V Epayment/deposit kiosks
V Door-to-door tax campaign
V Onestop shops
U RPT visa-vis other local revenues
V With a vibrant business environment, revenues from
business and other taxes as well as ntax revenues
contribute the biggest share in local revenues, surpassing
ues from RPT

(

27/01/2012
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Case: Study:vMarikina Gity
Beyonditherkinaneciahindicators
FY220072009

U Growth between revenues and expenditures are erratic.

A In 2007, while revenues declined by 3.35%, expenditures
increased by 17.01%.

A The year 2008 showed a significant increase in revenues by
9.09% and a remarkable decrease in expenditures by
2.27%.

A In 2009, revenues increased by 12.70%, notwithstanding
that Marikina was hardly hit by typhoon Ondoy, mainly
because most of the local revenues were collected before
the typhoon struck. However, because of the same
typhoon, expenditures grew by 44.65%.

e

Workshop outputs:

Marikina

y[ Saa LIS2L SQa LI NI AOA LI
governance institutions in the past

} Its success can be a confluence of eveqts
conversion into city, higher IRA, strong & visionary
YIFEYyF3ASYSyidszZ YI@2NXRa RAA

} Computerized real property assessment (in fact,
Marikina is one of the few cities in NCR that has an
idle land tax policy)

} Workshop showed that people want to participate
and they had creative ideas

P

27/01/2012
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Case: Study:vMarikina Gity
Beyonditherkinaneciahindicators
FY220072009

U Leadership paradigm: Top to bottom
U Civil society presence and participation: weak
Ab2iSa 2y GKS wnnt FTYR HAano
utilized for purposes other than those provided under DILG
CircularNo. 9 n Rl G SR CSo NHzl NB wmn
society participation in the LDC could have tracked the
allocation of the 20% Development Fund to ensure it is
utilized according to the law.
A Nonfunctional LDC, no medium term development, GAD a
annual investment plans
U Access to financial information
A LFC did not provide the complete annual executive
budgets, citing typhoorOndoyas an excuse. Hence, data
erated from the BLGF and COA websites

Case: Study Guinayangan Quezon
Financial indicators
FY220072009

2009 | 2008 | 2007

Revenue Potential

Revenue Growth 9.39% 17.33%  -3.35%
Revenue Stability and Reliability

LocallySourced Revenue p€apitd 80.35 67.82 105.07
Growth in Locally Sourced Revenue pé

Capita 18.48%| (35.45)9

% Locally Sourced to Total LGU Rever 5.04% 4.65% 8.43%
% Regular Revenues to Total Revenusg 99% 96% 100%

Revenue Mobilization Efficiency
Real property tax accomplishment rate

(RPTAR)

66% 105% 102%

3 opulation inGuinayangaraccording to 2007 population census of NSO was 39, 074. Using population
rowth rate = the population dbuinayangarwas estimated at 39,140 for 2008 and 39, 207 for 2009.
- b. Based on the inter iiathe municipal treasurer

27/01/2012
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Case: Study GuinayanganQuezon

ACTUAL RECEIPTS, PERCENT DISTRIBUTION AND GROWTH
Municipality of Guinayangan, Quezon

For the Years 2007 to 2009

2009 % % Growth 2008 % % Growth| 2007 %
Distribut Distribut] Distribut]
ion ion ion
INCOME 62,477,241 1009 9.399% 57,114,596/ 1009 17.33% 48,680,664 1009
LOCAL SOURCES
Tax Revenue
Real Property Tax 864,339| 44.019 -3.219 892,964| 45.60% 58.19Y 564,477 37.96Y
Business Tax 836,686| 42.60% 2.659 815,094| 41.63Y 16.77Y 698,055| 46.95Y
Other Taxes 263,115| 13.40Y% 5.259 250,002| 12.77Y% 11.429 224,384| 15.09Y
Total Tax Revenue 1,964,140| 62.359 0.3199 1,958,059| 73.76Y 31.69% 1,486,916| 36.229
Non-Tax Revenue
Regulatory Fees 79,064| 6.67% -78.689 370,801| 53.249 -76.65% 1,588,155| 60.65Y
Service/User Charges 490,064| 41.31% 60.359 305,615| 43.88Y -69.59% 1,004,993| 38.38Y
Other Receipts 617,090| 52.02%2985.45Y9 20,000 2.87Y -21.249 25,393 0.979
Total Non-Tax Revenue 1,186,218 37.65% 70.339 696,416| 26.24Y -73.40% 2,618,542| 63.78Y
Total Local Sources 3,150,358 5.049 18.68% 2,654,475 4.659 -35.34% 4,105,458| 8.439
SHARES FROM NATIONAL TAX COLLECTIONS
Internal Revenue Allotment 58,792,883 52,060,341] 44,575,206
Total Shares from National Tax Collections | 58,792,883 94.10% 12.93% 52,060,341 91.15Y% 16.79% 44,575,206| 91.579
Other Sources
Extraordinary Receipts/Aids 534,000 2,399,780
N her Sources 534,000/ 0.85Y% 2,399,780 4.20Y -
ource: LFC, Gul
Case: Study GuinayanganQuezon
Financial indicators
Expenditure Indicators
Total Expenditures per Capi 1480.19 1331.67 1080.45
Personnel Services Expenditure Ratio
(PSER) 50%) 53% 58%
Debt Service Expenditure
Ratio (DSER) - - -
Social Expenditure Ratio
(SER) 4.35% 3.06% 3.40%
Economic Expenditure Ratic
(EER) 24,959 24.52%  25.929

27/01/2012
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Case: Study GuinayanganQuezon
Beyonditherkinaneciahindicators
FY220072009

U Justification for decrease in locally-sourced revenue per

capita

A From Local Finance Committee: 2007 locally-
sourced revenue was unusually high as it included
an extra-ordinary income derived from equipment
rental by a private contractor which was not included
as locally-sourced revenue in the 2008 and 2009
Local Chief Executive budget and was instead
included in a separate Budget of Economic

Enterprises.
U Active peopl eds participat:i
UOpenness of the | ocal gover:H
§\e ment

Workshop outputs:
Guinayangan, Quezon

} People are pushing for stricter implementation and
collection of business taxes and income from other
sources (e.g. sabong)

} Want more projects that create employment
} More farm to market roads and breakwater
} Openness to participation by CSOs

} Its location make economic activity really difficult,
even ecetourism which is what the LG officials are
saying might not be feasible in the near feature

27/01/2012
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Local Governance Performance Management System

(LGPMS) Reports

Bureau of Local Government Services (BLGS), DILG

e-Reports

LGPMS Reports

LEL Profile

State of Local Governance

Ferfarmance
e-5LGPR Summary

Financial Perfarmance

State of Local Development

e-SLOR Summary

i~ —

LGPMS Reports: LGU Profiles

LGU Frofile

DCF-Year Profile: | 2010-LGPMS »
Lou Type: City/hunicipality
Region MName:

Province Marme: MNegros Oriental

Lou Marme: Walencia v

Lgu Name: Municipality of Valencia
DCF Year: 2010-LGPMS

Basic Profile:

LU Type: Municipality
Income Class: 1st
Fopulation: 33,763

Total Land Area (in has):  14,830.00

Fegion Yl hd

LGU Frofile
DCF-Year Pro

Lgu Type:

Region Marme

Province Marme:

Lgu Mame:

Lygu Name:
DCF Year:
Basic Profile:

LG Type:
Incame Class
Faopulation:

file: | 2010-LGPMS v
City/Municipality v

: Fegion V-4 hd
Batangas hd
Fosario A

Municipality of Rosario
2010 LGPMS

Municipality
: 1st
95,785

Total Land Area (in has): 27 923.67

Mo, of Barangays:
Mo. of Households:

Financial Profile:
IRA Share:

24
5355

Php 42,529 316.00

Local-Sourced Revenues: Php 36913789 43

Other Revenues:
Total LG Income:

Php 78 208771.158
Php 164 251 876.61

Ma. of Barangays:
Ma. of Househalds:

Financial Profile:
IRA Share:

45
20052

Php 1058,699,194.00

Local-Sourced Revenues: Php 38,079,076.97

Other Revenues:
Total LGU Income:

Php 2 BO7 258272
Php 149,385 553.69

27/01/2012
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LGPMS: LGIFinancialProfile:
Municipality of RosarioBatangas Rosario, Batangas
Statement of Income, by Fund IRA Shara: Php 108 £99,194.00
For the Year Ended December 31, 2010 Local-Sourced Revenues: Php 38 073 076.97
Source: COA Annual Audit Report Nature?->  Other Revenues: Php 2607 282.72
Total Li5U Income Php 149 385 55369
Total GenFund SEF GenFund Variance
recomputed
INCOME
Local 52,774,51 39,710,60' 13,063,90: 38,908,33: 802,27:
Local Tax Revenues 36,050,23 23,101,42. 12,948,81 23,101,42.
Permits and Licenses 3,652,63: 3,652,63; 0 3,652,63:
Service Income 4,109,23! 4,109,23! 0 4,109,23!
Business Income 8,045,03 8,045,03 0 8,045,03
Interest Income 602,12: 602,12: 0 0 602,12:
Miscellaneous Income 315,24« 200,15! 115,08¢ 0 200,15¢
External 109,673,81  109,673,81 0 109,673,81
IRA 108,699,19  108,699,19 0 108,699,19
PAGCOR/PCS( 974,61 974,61 0 974,61
162,448,32  149,384,42 13,063,90: 148,582,14

LGPMS Reports: LGU Profiles

Financial Profile:

IRA Share:
Local-Sourced Revenues:
Other Revenues:

Total LGL Income:

LGU Profile
DCF-Year Profile: | 2010-LGPMS
Lgu Type: City/bunicipality »
Region MName: Fegion V-4 M
Province Marme: Batangas v
Lgu Mame: lbaan ~
Lgu Hame: Municipality of lbaan
DCF Year: 2010-LGPMS
Basic Profile:
LG Type: Municipality
Incame Class: 2nd
Population: 45 789
Total Land Area (in has): 6 796.00
Mo, of Barangays: 2B
Mo of Households: 10,16R

Php 57,146,702.00
Php 14,911 760,85
Php 0.00

Php 72,060 462 85

LGLU Profile
DCF-Year Profile:

Lgu Type:
Region Mame:
Province Marme:

Lgu Marme:

Lgu Hame:

DCF Year: 2010-LGPMS

Basic Profile:

LGU Type: tunicipality
Incorme Class: Sth
Fopulation: 18,113
Total Land Area (in has): 5829.00
Mao. of Barangays: 14

Mo, of Households: 3,492

Financial Profile:
IRA Share:

Local-Sourced Revenues:

Other Revenues:
Total LGLU Incorme:

Municipality of San Jose

201 0-LGPMS +

City/Municipality
Region %Il 4
MNegros Oriental v

San Jose b

Php 33 944 275.00
Fhp 3 536 536.27
Fhp 262,159.46
Fhp 37 74300073

27/01/2012
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Municipality of Ibaan Batangas LGPMS: LGU Profiliaan
Statement of Income, by Fund IRA Share: Php 57,146 702,00
Local-Sourced Revenues: Php 14911 760 85

For the Year Ended December 31, 2( Other Revenues Pip 0.00

Source: COA Annual Audit Report Total LGU Incorme; Php 72060 462 85
Total GenFund SEF per LGPMS Variance

INCOME

Local 16,315,27. 14,449,23  1,866,03:  14,911,76.  -462,52.

Local Tax Revenues 8,643,93: 6,784,40! 1,859,52!

Permits and Licenses 2,410,34(  2,410,34l 0

Service Income 837,94« 837,94 0

Business Income 4,349,531  4,349,53i 0

Other income 73,511 67,007 6,504

External 57,611,22. 57,611,22. 0 0 0

IRA 57,148,70. 57,148,70. 0

§hare from PAGCOR/P( 462,52 462,52 0

'Hotal g Income  73,926,49! 72,060,46. 1,866,03. 14,911,76.  -462,52:

Table 2

Local Governance Performance Management System
(LGPMS) Reports

Bureau of Local Government Services (BLGS), DILG

e-Reparts

LGPMS Reports Financial Performance

DCF-Year Profile: | -DCFYear-

LGL Profile
State of Local Governance Lou Type: -Lou Type- v
Performance Region Name:  -3elect Region- ¥

g-5LGPR Summary _
Financial Peformance Lgu Name: SelectLow- ¥

Etate of Lacal Development

g-3L0R Summary
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Table 2.1
LGPMS Financial Performance e-Reports

A. Revenue Generation Indicators:

1. Cost to Collect Revenues

2. LocallySourced Revenues to Total Income

3. Regular Revenues to Total Income

4. LocallySourced Revenue Level

5. LocallySourced Revenue per Capita

6. Real Property Tax (RPT) Accomplishment Rate
B. Resource Allocation & Utilization Indicators:
7. Personal Services Expenditure Ratio
8. Total Expenditure per Capita
9. Debt Service Ratio

Issues and Concerns on the LGPMS
e-Financial Revenue Indicators

1. Cost to Collect Revenues

Indicator: Cost to Collect Revenues

Cornputation: (cost in collecting revenuesitotal local revenues collected) x 100

Significance: Determines local revenue collection efficiency

Desired performance: Should be lower than the average of LGUs with the same LGL

type and income class

Exceptional performance: Lower for both conditions: (1)average of LGUs with the same
LGU type and income class, (Zinational average of the same
LGU type regardless of income class

ULaadzsSyY 2 KI G O2yadAddzis
- PSIMOOE/CO of Office of the Treasurer only?
Or including Business Permits, Assessor, etc.?

27/01/2012
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2010 Cost to Collect Revenues: 4 LGUs
Cost to Collect Revenues Cost to Collect Revenues
508 5% -
40% 4 b
. a f
201 ! 43,427
g 33,53 a1 b 43,42%
108 33,53%
108
oz 1 ]
Municipality of Ave., 1stClass Nat'. Ave., 0 b 1
Valencia Municipality Municipality Municipality of Ave., 15t Class Natl. Ave.,
Rosario Municipality Municipality
Cost to Collect Revenues Cost to Collect Revenues
B0F 608
508
408 401
BOX 51,764
2 41,55% .90 43,42% - ‘ 43,42
1 1 0?‘ - L ]
Municipality of Ave., Znd Class Nat'l. Ave., Municipality of Ave,, 5th Class Natl. Ave.,
Ibaan Municipality Municipality San Jose Municipality Municipality
T
e —

2. LocallySourced Revenues to Total Income

Indicator: Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Incorme

Computation: (Amount of locally-sourced revenues/Total LGU Income) x 100

Significance: Deterrines local revenue collection effort and dependency from external

revenue sources, eq. [RA & other inter-governmental fund transfer
Desired performance: Locally-sourced revenues to total income should be higher than
the average of LGUs with the same LGU type and income class

Exceptional performance: Locally-sourced revenues to total income should be higher
than the: (11average of LGUs with the same LGU type and
income class, (2)national average of the same LU type
reqardless of income class

0 Data comparison: LGPMS LGU Profile vis-a-vis COA
Annual Audit Report (AAR), ex: Rosario, Batangas
U Debt as a component of Total Income
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2010 Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Income:
4 LGUs

Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Income

Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Incone

1007
802 a07
602 85.00% TR 82,27% 607 75, 60% 75.54% 82.27%
402 40!
208 5 20
o 15,00% ) A 17.73% | 25,00% 24,46% 17.73%
of L !
Municipality of Ave,, 1st Class Nat'l. Ave., Munl:\pa\lty of Ave. . 1st Class Nat'l. Ave. .
Valencia Municipalty Municipality Rosario Municipality Municipality

E Dependency Rate from External Revenue Sources [0 ez (e fren Edmmsl PaEme Soems
LacallyzsoncedIReverveskioLiota IR Incons [ Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Income

Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Incone Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Income
100% 100%
807 0%
60% 80,51% 81.82% 82.27% 602 99.63% 85,09% 82.27%
407 408
207 20%
o 19,69% ) 18.96% ) 17.73% ] o 9.37% . 14.91% 17,73% ]
Municipality of Ave., 2nd Class Nat'l. Ave., Municipality of Ave., 5th Class Nat'l. Ave.,
Ibaan Municipality Municipality B EEeey STy
] Dependency Rate from External Revenue Sources [ Dependency Rate from External Revenue Sources
[ Local ly-Sourced Revenues to Tatal Incane O Locally-Sourced Revenues to Total Income

3. Regular Revenues to Total Income

Indicatar: Regular Revenues to Total Income

Computation: [(Laocally Sourced Revenues + IRA)Tatal LGU Income] x 100

Significance: Describes reliability of funding sources

Desired performance: Should be higher than the average of LGLs with the same LGU

type and income class

Exceptional performance: Should be higher than the: (1)average of LGUs with the
same LGU type and income class, (2) national average of
the same LGU type regardless of income class

U Debt as a component of Total Income
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2010 Regular Revenues to Total Income: 4 LGUs
Regular Revenue to Total Income Regular Revenue to Total Incone
1004 100k -
807 al o+
60% » Gl E
96,3
. 88.86% 98, 80%
o 8517 i 9,867 85,172
208
200 -

02 L 1 ]

Municipality of Ave, st Class Natl. Ave,, if] 1 L

Valencia Municipality Municipality Municipality of Ave,, 1st Class Nat'l. Ave.,

Rosario Municipality Municipality
Regular Revenue to Total Incone Regular Revenue to Total Incone
1008 1008
g0l 807
gl 602
99,35% 99,30%
a0 88, 48% 85,17% 407 82,81% 85,17%
208
1 1 oz L 1 ]
Municipality of Ave., 2nd Class Natl Ave., Municipality of Ave., 5th Class Nat'l. Ave.,
baan Municipality Municipality San Jose Municipality Municipality
L

4. LocallySourced Revenue Level

Indicator: Lacally-Sourced Revenue Level

Computation: Amount of Locally-Sourced Revenue

Significance: Describes locally-sourced revenue gap between the LG and average of

LGUs (by LGU type and income class)
Desired performance: Should be higher than the average of LGUs with the same LGU
type and income class

Exceptional performance: Should be higher than the: (1)average of LGUs with the
game LGU type and income class, (2) national average of
the same LGU type regardless of income class

0 Data comparison: LGPMS LGU Profile vis-a-vis COA
Annual Audit Report (AAR), ex: Rosario, Batangas
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2010 Locally-Sourced Revenue Level: 4 LGUS

Locally=Source Revenue Level Locally=Source Revenue Level
50,,000,000,00 500, 000,000,00 -

40,000,000.00 [ 35r13/ T893 oo et 140,36 40,000,000,00 |- 20-79:076.37

33,541,148, 36

0:000.000.80 30,000,000.00
20,000,000.00
11,226,563, 36 20,000,000.00 =
10,000,000.00 11,226,563,36
10,000,600.00 -
0.00 L 1 1
Municipality of Ave, 1stClass Natl. Ave., .00 1 1
Valencla Municipaity Municipality Municipalityof ~ Ave.,1stClass  Natl. Ave.,
Rosario Municipality Municipality
Locally-Source Revenue Level Locally=Source Revenue Level
200,000,000,00 15,000,000.00
14,911,768, 85 11,226,563, 36
15,000,000.,00
11,226,563,36 U
9,929,560,22
10,000, 000,00
9,000,000.00 I 3,536,536,27
5,000,000.00 ’—‘ 1,889,508,84
0,00 L | 0.00 L L !
Municipality of ~ Ave., 2nd Class Nat'l. Ave., Municipalty of Ave_._ :'ﬁh Class Natl. A_"e'j
baan ] Ml San Jose Municipality Municipality

5. Locally-Sourced Revenue per Capita

Indicator: Locally-Sourced Revenue Per Capita

Computation: (amount of locally-sourced revenue/population)

Significance: Describes locally-sourced revenue per capita gap between your LGL and

average of LGUs
Desired performance: Should be higher than the average of LGUs with the same LGL
type and income class

Exceptional performance: Should be higher than the: (1)average of LGUs with the
game LGl type and income class, (2) national average of
the same LGU type regardless of income class

U Data comparison: LGPMS LGU Profile vis-a-vis COA
Annual Audit Report (AAR), ex: Rosario, Batangas
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2010 Locally-Sourced Revenue per Capita: 4 LGUs
Locally-Sourced Revenue Per Capita Locally-Sourced Revenue Per Capita
1,500,00 00,00 -
483,53
1,093,32 a 397,55
1,000,00
D | 238,69
500,00 485,53 200,00 -
238,69
100.00 -
0,00 L L d
Municipality of Ave., 1st Class Nat'l. Ave., 0,00 L L |
Valencia Municipality Municipality Municipality of Ave, 1stClass Nat!l. Ave.,
Rosario Municipality Municipality
Locally-Sourced Revenue Per Capita Locally=Sourced Revenue Per Capita
400,00 300,00
325,66 - 23669
300,00 195,25
238,69 200,00
22,41 150,20
200.00 00
100.00
100,00 50,00
0.00 L L d
0.00 —— : ! Municipality of ~ Ave, i Class Natl. Ave,
Municipality of Ave., 2nd Class Nat'l. Ave., San Jose Municipality Municipality
Ibaan Municipality Municipality

6. RPT Accomplishment Rate

Indicator: Real Praperty Tax (RFT) Accamplishment Rate

Computation: (Amount of RPT collected/Amaount of projected RPT collectibles) x 100

aignificance: RPT is one of the major sources of income of LUs in general. This

indicator determines local revenue callection effort on RPT
Desired pedormance: shauld be higher than the average of LGUs with the same LG
type and income class

Exceptional performance: Should be higher than the: (T)average of LGUs with the
same LGU type and income class, {2) national average of
the same LGU type regardless of income class

U RP Taxing Powers: Province and HUCs
U Component Cities and Municipalities: Only Collect
RPT

27



2010 Rosario RPT Accomplishment Rate: 4 LGUs

Real Property Tax Acconplishment Rate Real Property Tax Accomplishuent Rate
150% 2008 ¢
1002 1508
150,80%
» L T
87.20% 76,457
5ok ¢
87.20% 76.45%
o | I
Municipality of Ave., 1st Class Natl. Ave., i L 1 |
Valendia Municipality Municipality Municipality of Ave., 15t Class Natl. Ave.,
Rosario Municipality Municipality
Real Property Tax Accomplishnent Rate Real Property Tax Accomplishment Rate
2008 ¢ g
1m0t | g0l -
10 F wir [T 67,16 70,45
159,11% *
208 -
L 4,341 76.,45%
M 1 ]
o — : : Municpaliycf ~ Ave,,5ih Class Natl Ave,
Municipality of Ave, 2nd Class Nat'l. Ave., San Jose Municipality Municipality
Ibaan Municipality Municipality

7. PS Expenditure Ratio

Indicator: Personal Services Expenditure Ratio
Computation: (Personnel services expenditures/Total expenditures) x 100
Significance: Determines the biases of the local government unit in terms of budget
allocation
Desired performance: Determines the biases of the local government unit in terms of
budget allocation LGU type and income class Should not
exceed with the ceiling as mandated by law, i.e., for 1st - 3rd
class LGUs - 45%, for 4th - 6th class LGUS - 55%.
Exceptional performance: Met these three conditions: (1) lower than the average of
LGUs with the same LGU type and income class, (2) lower
than national average of LGUs with the same LGU type
regardless of income class, (3) Did not exceed the 45-55
ceiling for P.S.

U PS Data per BSEF Table 1 and LBP Table 4 (figures
from the former are higher)

g Non-i ncl usion of nAwaived it

nctions, Magna Cartas,

e m
nJ

27/01/2012
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2010 PS Expenditure Ratio: 4 LGUs
Personal Services Expenditure Ratio Personal Services Expenditure Ratio
1008 100%
0% g b
602 an b
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408 -
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8. Total Expenditure Per Capita

Indicator: Total Expenditure Per Capita

Computation: Total expenditures/population

Significance: Describes how much was actually spent by the LGU in a per capita

basis.
Desired performance: Should be higher than the average of LGUs with the same LGU
type and income class

Exceptional performance: Should be higher than the: (1)average of LGUs with the
same LGU type and income class, (2)national average of
the same LGU type regardless of income class.

U Compare with Locally-Sourced Revenue per Capita

27/01/2012
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2010 Total Expenditure Per Capita: 4 LGUs

Total Expenditure Per Capita Total Expenditure Per Capita
3,000,00 3,000,00 ¢
2,500.00 200412 2,276,12 2,500.00 F 2,276,72
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9. Debt Service Ratio

Indicator: Debt Service Ratio
Computation: Actual debt service cost/regular income

income.

Significance: Considers the proportion of actual debt service costs fo total regular

Desired performance: Should not exceed 20% of the regular income. That is the debt
servicing limitation set for under LG Code of 1991.

U IRA as collateral for loans to finance non-revenue
generating projects

27/01/2012
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2010 Debt Service Ratio: 4 LGUs

DEBT Service Ratio

N/A

Municipality of Valencia

DEBT Service Ratio

Municipality of Rosario

Municipality of
|baan

DEBT Service Ratio

Municiplity of
San Jose

Spending Parameters:
Mandatory Requirements in the Preparation
and Approval of the Annual Budget

1. Total Appropriationsshall not exceed the
estimates of income. (LGC, Sec. 324)

2. Full Provision shall be made for all contractual and
statutory obligations of the LGU. (LGC Sec, 324)

3. Debt Servicing shall not exceed 20% of the regula
income of the LGU. (LGCSec. 324

4. Aid to Barangagshall not be less than One
Thousand Pesos (PhP 1,000.00) per barangay. (LQ

Sec. 324)

27/01/2012
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Spending Parameters:

5. Calamity Fund shall be 5% of the estimated
revenue from regular sources (LGC Sec. 324 [d] &
RA 8185)

6. Development Fund shall be at least 20% of the
[ D! Qa !'yydzZf LYGSNYLFf w
shall be appropriated for development projects.
(Sec. 287, LGC)

7. Personal Services shall not exceed 45% fbtd
3 class LGU, and 55% fof # 6% class LGU (LGC
Sec. 325[ a)])

Spending Parameters:

8. Discretionary Purposes shall not exceed 2% of the
actual receipts derived from basic real property tax |
LGC Sec 325[ h])

9. Intelligence or Confidential Undertakingshall not
exceed 30% of the total annual amount allocated fof
peace and order efforts or 3% of the annual
appropriations, whichever is lower (DILG MC No- 99
65. S. 199, as amended).

10. Allocation for the strengthening of the Local Council
for the protection of children shall be 1% of the
Internal Revenue Allotment of the LGU (RA 9344,

@‘ 6, Juvenile Justice and Welfare Act)

27/01/2012
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Other sauteesofifinaneidhinionanadion:
FinandidlsSiateraents pieparech in-acchiganee vith
the New GoxermmentAcoouiingySysteMENGAS) a
presatibet Hyyt hreCComimissionnonuAldit (EPA):

=

Balance Sheet which shows the LGUs Assets,
Liabilities and Equity

Statement of Income and Expenditures
Statement of Cash Flows

Notes to Financial Statements

Status of Appropriations, Allotments and
~Obligations

arwDN

TypesoftCAAHeparts

1. Annual Financial Report (AFR)

U Consolidated report of COA to the
President of the Philippines and Congress
not later than the last day of September of
each year.

it dzoft AAKSR Ay GKS O2d
newspaper every year under the Financial
Highlights of Local Government Units.

27/01/2012
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COA’s Annual Financial Report (AFR)

i Based on the Balance Sheet of all LGthe
following are highlighted in the published report:
v Top Ten Provinces, Cities, and Municipalities Base

on Current Assets

v LGUs with Substantial Amount of Cash in Bank
v Top Ten Provinces, Cities, and Municipalities Base

on Total Liabilities

v Top Ten Provinces, Cities, and Municipalities Base

on Total Equity

COA’s Annual Financial Report (AFR)

o Based on the Statement of Income and
Expendituresthe following are generated:

V
Vv
Vv

LGUs with Highest and Lowest Gross Income
Highest and Lowest LGU Spenders

LGUs with Highest and Lowest Share from Internal
Revenue Allotment

LGUs with Highest and Lowest Net Income

LGUs included in the list are then the benchmark
of other LGUs.

27/01/2012
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TypesoftCAAHReparts
2. Annual Audit Report (AAR)

U The final output of the yearly comprehensive audit
conducted by COA

U Consists of Four (4) Parts:
Part| : Audited Financial Statements
Part Il : Significant Findings and Recommendatio
AMedium used by COA to communicate 1
the LGU and to proper authorities the
result of COA appraisal of how

management had discharged its fiscal

Al dzRA U 2 NX NEO2YYS
to improve the economy, efficiency,
and effectiveness of LGU operations

ASummarized in the Audit Observation

Memorandum (AOM). AOMs are the

findings and observations on the audit

of accounts and operations of different
offices in the LGU which require
comments and explanations from the
responsible persons.

P

27/01/2012
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http://www.coa.gov.ph/Audit/AAR.htm

