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STRATEGIC FOCUS AREA 5  |  CAPACITY BUILDING

A. �MISSION CRITICAL

Activity ID Activity Sub-activity Source Gaps Performance Indicators Baseline Target_26 Target_27 Target_28 Target_28+ Challenges Dependencies / Conditionalities Start Date End Date Accountability Means of Verification Inputs/Costing  Cost (1,000 PHP) Financing

Intervention 1: Harmonize the Institutional Framework and Curriculum for PFM Capacity Development

05.05.001.001 Establish a unified PFM 
Capacity Building Framework for 
addressing PFM capacity building 
requirements across stakeholders 
(including the legislature) and 
administrative levels (National/
Regional and Local Government 
level)

a. �Develop a unified framework for profiling PFM capacity‑building programs, including program 
titles, coverage and thematic areas, frequency and delivery modality, target participants, delivery 
partners number of personnel trained, cost and funding sources etc. 

b. �Conduct a comprehensive mapping of existing PFM capacity‑building programs across oversight 
agencies and training institutions.

c. �Identify overlaps, redundancies, and gaps in current PFM training offerings.
d. �Consolidate a harmonized list of PFM programs, ensuring coverage of all core PFM domains.
e. �Evaluate the need and feasibility for establishing an exclusive PFM Training Institute for design 

and delivery of PFM capacity building programs for all stakeholders, including its mandate, 
institutional mechanism, resources required etc.

f. �Assign suitable delivery partners (oversight agencies, training institutions, universities, private 
sector partners) based on expertise and mandate.

g. �Develop a governance mechanism for updating, maintaining, and coordinating the unified PFM 
capacity‑building framework.

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented PFM training initiatives across 
oversight agencies and training institutions.

b. �No unified framework or inventory of PFM 
programs, trainers, or delivery partners.

c. �Overlaps and redundancies in training content and 
delivery.

d. �Inconsistent quality, frequency, and coverage of 
PFM training.

e. �No mechanism to assign delivery partners based 
on expertise or mandate.

g. �Lack of a coordinated governance structure for 
PFM capacity building.

a. �Inventory of existing PFM capacity-
building programs done (2026)

b. �Unified PFM capacity‑building 
framework developed and approved 
(2027)

c. �Concept paper on the need to 
establish PFM Training Institute drafted 
(2028)

No unified PFM capacity‑building framework exists Inventory of existing PFM capacity-
building programs

Unified PFM 
capacity‑building framework 
developed and approved

Draft paper on the need 
to establish PFM Training 
Institute (Feasibility 
Study)

N/A a. �Difficulty obtaining complete and accurate 
information from all agencies. 

b. �Resistance from agencies protective of their 
existing training programs

c. �Lack of standardized reporting formats for 
training data

d. �Coordination challenges among multiple 
oversight bodies

a. �Oversight partners’ agreement on profiling framework and data standards
b. �Availability of focal persons from each agency
c. �Access to existing training records and program documentation
d. �PFM Committee/PFM principals’ approval of the unified framework. 

2026 2028 DBM, DAP a. �Approved unified PFM capacity‑building 
framework

b. �Mapping report of existing PFM programs and 
delivery partners

c. �Overlap and gap analysis report
d. �Final consolidated list of PFM programs and 

assigned delivery partners
e. �Governance structure documentation (terms of 

reference, membership, processes)

Consultancy services support 
in developing the Establish a 
Unified PFM Capacity‑Building 
Framework

15,000.00 Development 
Partner/s/GAA

05.05.001.002 Strengthen PFM Capacity-Building 
Programs and Materials

a. �Conduct a technical review of existing PFM training programs, including curriculum content, 
alignment with PFM reforms, depth and accuracy, learning outcomes and delivery methods

b. �Engage subject matter experts to refine and enhance training content.
c. �Develop standardized training modules for each PFM domain, ensuring consistency across 

delivery partners.
d. �Pilot enhanced training modules and refine based on feedback.

PFM Roadmap a. �Training content varies widely in quality, depth, and 
alignment with current PFM reforms

b. �Materials not aligned with new laws, systems, or 
processes

c. �Lack of standardized curricula across delivery 
partners

d. �Limited access to subject matter experts for 
content enhancement

Harmonized and approved list of PFM 
programs across oversight agencies and 
training institutions 

a. �Number of PFM programs reviewed and 
enhanced: 0

Technical review of existing PFM 
training programs

At least 40% of identified 
PFM programs and their 
materials harmonized and 
reviewed

At least 60% of identified 
PFM programs and their 
materials harmonized 
and reviewed

Pilot enhanced training 
modules and refine 
based on feedback 
received

N/A a. �Limited availability of subject matter experts for 
content review

b. �Time‑intensive process to modernize and 
standardize training materials

c. �Variation in digital literacy among trainees
d. �Ensuring consistency across multiple delivery 

partners

a. �Access to existing training materials and curricula
b. �Engagement of technical experts from oversight agencies
c. �Budget for content development and e‑learning production
d. �Approval of standardized curricula by oversight partners

2026 2028 DBM, DAP a. �Technical review reports of existing programs
b. �Updated training modules and standardized 

curricula
c. �Pilot training evaluation reports

Consultancy services 
support in strengthening the 
Institutional Framework for 
PFM Capacity Building 

50,000.00 Development 
Partner/s/GAA

05.05.001.003 Institutionalize a Train‑the‑Trainers 
(TTT) Program

a. �Identify partner institutions (e.g., DBM, DOF, COA, BTr, DICT, CSC, DAP, universities, training 
academies) for TTT participation.

b. �Develop competency standards for PFM trainers, including technical and pedagogical skills.
c. �Design and implement a Train‑the‑Trainers program covering core PFM domains, adult learning 

principles, facilitation skills, use of digital learning tools and assessment and certification.
d. �Certify trainers who meet competency standards.
e. �Establish a roster of accredited PFM trainers across government and partner institutions.
f. �Provide continuous professional development to maintain trainer quality and update 

competencies as reforms evolve.

PFM Roadmap a. �No formal pool of accredited PFM trainers across 
government

b. �Trainers lack standardized competencies in both 
technical and pedagogical skills

c. �Limited institutional capacity in partner institutions 
to deliver PFM training at scale

d. �No structured TTT program or certification pathway
e. �Inconsistent quality of training delivery

a. �Partner institutions for TTT 
participation identified

b. �Competency standards for PFM 
trainers, including technical and 
pedagogical skills developed

c. �TTT program, covering core PFM 
domains, adult learning principles, 
facilitation skills, use of digital 
learning tools and assessment 
and certification, designed and 
implemented

d. �Trainers who meet competency 
standards certified

e. �Roster of accredited PFM trainers 
across government and partner 
institutions established

f. �Implementation of professional 
development initiatives continuously 
delivered

a. �Competency standards for PFM trainers 
developed and approved: Not Available

b. �Number of trainers trained and certified under 
the TTT program:0

c. �Roster of accredited PFM trainers established 
and maintained: Not in place

d. �Percentage of PFM programs delivered by 
certified trainers:0

Partner institutions for TTT 
participation identified

Competency standards 
for PFM trainers, including 
technical and pedagogical 
skills developed

TTT program, covering core 
PFM domains, adult learning 
principles, facilitation 
skills, use of digital learning 
tools and assessment and 
certification, designed and 
implemented

Trainers who meet 
competency standards 
certified

Roster of accredited 
PFM trainers across 
government and partner 
institutions established

Implementation 
of professional 
development initiatives 
continuously delivered

N/A a. �Ensuring trainers meet both technical and 
facilitation competency standards

b. �Variation in institutional readiness across 
partner institutions

c. �Need for continuous professional development 
to maintain trainer quality

d. �Potential turnover of trained trainers
e. �Ensuring consistency in training delivery across 

institutions

a. �Identification of partner institutions for TTT participation
b. �Development of trainer competency standards
c. �Availability of master trainers and subject‑matter experts
d. �Budget for TTT program design and delivery
e. �Approval from oversight partners for trainer accreditation processes

2026 2028 DBM, DAP a. �Approved trainer competency standards
b. �TTT program curriculum and training materials
c. �Certification records and roster of accredited 

trainers
d. �Reports from partner institutions on training 

delivery.
e. �Monitoring reports on trainer performance and 

program quality.

Consultancy services support 
to Institutionalize a TTT Program

50,000.00 Development 
Partner/s/GAA



STRATEGIC FOCUS AREA 5 | CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT

B. QUICK WIN

Activity ID Activity Sub-activity Source Gaps Performance Indicators Baseline Target_26 Target_27 Target_28 Target_28+ Challenges Dependencies / Conditionalities Start Date End Date Accountability Means of Verification Inputs/Costing  Cost (1,000 PHP) Financing

Intervention 2: Accelerate Capacity Development for Priority PFM Reform Delivery (2024–2028)

05.05.002.001 Perform a rapid, targeted 
capacity‑building program to equip 
stakeholders with the technical 
and operational skills required 
to implement the priority PFM 
interventions by 2028

a. ��Conduct a rapid capacity needs assessment for each priority interventions to identify the specific 
skills, competencies, and institutional capabilities required for implementation, and map the 
stakeholders who need support.

b. �Identify and curate existing internal and external capacity‑building programs including review 
government training offerings, development partner programs, university courses, and private 
sector options that can be immediately leveraged.

c. �Mobilize external experts or consultants where specialized or urgent skills are required including 
engaging short‑term technical experts to deliver targeted training, clinics, or coaching for complex 
interventions.

d. �Deliver targeted training, workshops, and technical clinics for priority agencies and provide 
focused, high‑impact sessions aligned with the implementation needs and timelines of each 
intervention.

e. �Provide on‑demand coaching and implementation support.
f.  �Monitor capacity readiness and report progress to the PFM Committee.

PFM Roadmap a. �Insufficient institutional readiness in key 
reform‑implementing agencies resulting in delays 
in implementation of interventions

b. �Lack of reform‑aligned competencies across 
budgeting, treasury, procurement, and accounting 
teams, limiting the ability of institutions to 
implement the 18 priority PFM interventions

c. �Fragmented and uncoordinated training efforts with 
no unified framework to guide capacity building for 
mission‑critical and quick‑win reforms

d. �Outdated or inconsistent learning materials that do 
not reflect the new PFM reform roadmap, revised 
regulations, or emerging digital systems (e.g., TSA, 
e‑GP, IFMIS upgrades)

a. �Capacity needs assessment 
completed for priority interventions

b. �Existing internal and external 
capacity‑building programs identified 
and curated

c. �External experts or consultants where 
specialized or urgent skills are required 
mobilized

d. �Targeted training, workshops, and 
technical clinics delivered

e. �On‑demand coaching and 
implementation support provided

f. �Capacity readiness and progress report 
submitted to the PFM Committee

a. �Capacity needs assessment completed for all 
18 interventions: Not initiated

b. �Targeted training sessions delivered: Not 
initiated 

a. �Capacity needs assessment 
completed for priority 
interventions.

b. �Existing internal and external 
capacity‑building programs 
identified and curated

External experts or 
consultants where 
specialized or urgent skills 
are required mobilized
Targeted training, 
workshops, and technical 
clinics delivered
On‑demand coaching and 
implementation support 
provided

Capacity readiness 
and progress report 
submitted to the PFM 
Committee

N/A a. �Tight 6‑month timeline
b. �Competing priorities of implementing agencies
c. �Variability in agency readiness and baseline 

capacity

a. �Access to existing training programs and materials
b. �Availability of external experts and consultants
c. �Commitment of implementing agencies to participate
d. �PFM Committee approval of the rapid capacity‑building plan
e. �Budget for training and expert support

2026 2028 DBM, DAP a. �Capacity needs assessment report
b. �Training delivery records and attendance sheets
c. �Technical clinic and coaching documentation
d. �Capacity readiness scorecards
e. �Quarterly progress reports to the PFM Committee

Costs for procurement of 
experts/capacity building 
programs for strengthening the 
TT/TWG or related stakeholder 
capacity to implement 
prioritized reforms

25,000.00 Development 
Partner/s/GAA

C. STRATEGIC INITIATIVE

Activity ID Activity Sub-activity Source Gaps Performance Indicators Baseline Target_26 Target_27 Target_28 Target_28+ Challenges Dependencies / Conditionalities Start Date End Date Accountability Means of Verification Inputs/Costing  Cost (1,000 PHP) Financing

Intervention 3: Establish a digital ecosystem/market for management and rapid rollout of all PFM Capacity Building Programs

05.05.003.001 Conduct the feasibility of 
establishing an all-encompassing, 
harmonized e-learning platform 
for the management and rapid 
rollout of all PFM Capacity Building 
Programs with an enabling mobile 
application tool.

a. �Facilitate the stakeholders’ consultations to define initial requirement and structure of the 
e-learning platform.

b. �Develop the Terms of Reference (TOR) proposal for technical assistance (TA) in the development 
of e-learning materials and tutorials for harmonized courses (including self‑paced modules, 
video lectures, interactive exercises and assessments and certification pathways) and in ensuring 
accessibility through blended learning (in‑person + online) and multilingual options where 
needed.

c. �Approve the TA; procurement and mobilization of the TA.
d. �Mobilize and monitor TA implementation.
e. �Review and validate of TA outputs.
f.  �Present and endorse TA Recommendations to the PFM Committee.

PFM Roadmap Limited rollout of capacity-building programs a. �Report/s on stakeholders’ 
consultations to the PFM Committee

b. �TOR approved and submitted to the 
Development Partner/s

c. �TA engaged and mobilized
d. �E-learning platform Feasibility Study 

submitted, reviewed, and endorsed 
by the Task Team and approved by the 
PFM Committee

None N/A TOR for e-learning platform 
submitted and approved by 
the PFM Committee

TA approved, procured, 
mobilized, and 
monitored

TA outputs and 
recommendations 
reviewed, validated, and 
endorsed to the PFM 
Committee

a. �Unavailability and/or administrative challenges 
in engaging a consultant

Procurement of TA 2027 2028+ Task team members/secretariat Approved TOR; stakeholder consultation report and 
final feasibility study

350 person-days of consultant 
time

20,000 Development 
Partners


