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STRATEGIC FOCUS AREA 6  |  DIGITAL PFM

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: Implement Budget and Treasury Management System (BTMS) as the interoperable core of the government’s Integrated Financial Management Information System

06.06.001.001 Procure Application, Technology 
Stack & Cloud Infrastructure as 
foundation for the implementation 
of BTMS

a. �Procurement of the Application Software licenses for implementation 
of BTMS

b. �Procure cloud infrastructure and hosting services to ensure scalable, 
secure deployment of BTMS

PFM Roadmap a. �Lack of adequate user licenses for BTMS implementation & rollout
b. �Inadequate hosting infrastructure for BTMS

a. �Concluded contracts for BTMS 
Licenses and related services

b. �Concluded contracts for cloud 
infrastructure for BTMS

Concluded contracts for BTMS Licenses and 
related services: Contracts Concluded
Concluded contracts for cloud infrastructure for 
BTMS: Contracts Concluded

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2024 2025 a. �DBM (OCIO, BAC, FS) 
b. �BTMS System Integrator, Cloud 

Infrastructure Provider

a. �Approved TOR
b. �BAC Resolution 
c. �Notice of Award & NTP
d. �License agreements
e. �System/subscription reports
f. �Cloud Infrastructure utilization reports

Costs for:
a. �Application software licenses
b. �Cloud Infrastructure
c. �Consultancy services for 

design, implementation, 
training and system 
maintenance support

550,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

06.06.001.002 Design and customize BTMS to 
address the gaps and challenges 
in current environment and 
to address PFM needs of 
stakeholders in a more holistic way

a. �Develop the implementation approach and timelines for the design and 
customization of BTMS.

b. �Finalize the system design, covering functionality, security protocols, 
integration pathways, and deployment architecture to fully address gaps 
in current environment.

c. �Design and validate the data migration strategy from legacy systems to 
BTMS.

d. �Customize BTMS modules as per approved functional design.
e. �User Acceptance Testing (UAT) for BTMS modules.

PFM Roadmap a. �Functional design of current IT systems lack end to end digitization of financial 
transactions

b. �Multiple standalone systems, with no integration among systems, for PFM 
leading to data silos and substantial manual overheads

c. �Continued dependency on manual records, reports, physical document 
submissions despite several IT systems in place

a. �No. of modules with signed off 
functional design

b. �No. of Modules ready for go-live

a. �No. of modules with signed off functional 
design: 1

b. �No. of Modules ready for go-live: 1

a. �No. of modules with signed off 
functional design: 2

b. �No. of Modules ready for go-live: 2

a. �No. of modules with signed 
off functional design: 2

b. �No. of Modules ready for 
go-live: 2

a. �No. of modules with 
signed off functional 
design: 2

b. �No. of Modules ready 
for go-live: 2

N/A a. �Lack of adequate stakeholder representation and 
participation in functional design for BTMS 

b. �System functionality and architecture rigid for addressing 
needs of the Government 

c. �System design does not fully address the gaps in current 
environment 

d. �Delays in finalization and approval of functional design 
for BTMS 

e. �Delays in development/customization of the BTMS as per 
approved design 

f. �Inadequate resource deployment by the BTMS provider

a. �Participation and contribution from domain experts from 
relevant stakeholders (oversight agencies and NGAs) 

b. �Dedicated resources assigned during functional design 
from respective stakeholders to coordinate functional 
design inputs, review and sign-off 

c. �Willingness to adopt revised processes and systems 
d. �Deployment of expert resources by BTMS provider for 

stakeholder consultations and system customization

2026 2028 a. �DBM (BTMS PMO, ICTSS)
b. �BTMS System Integrator

a. �Sign-off reports for system functional design, 
technical design and UAT

b. �UAT Sign-off Reports for BTMS Modules

Costs for:
a. �Application software licenses 
b. �Cloud Infrastructure 
c. �Consultancy services for 

design, implementation, 
training and system 
maintenance support

Costing for BTMS 
implementation is included in 
the above cost estimates for 
licenses/IT infrastructure

0.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

06.06.001.003 Conduct Third Party Audit & 
Certification (TPAC) Audits for 
BTMS

a. �Develop the Terms of Reference (ToR) for Third Party Audit and 
Certification (TPAC) and allocate the corresponding budget.

b. �Procure TPAC services.
c. �Conduct Third Party Audit and Certification for BTMS on functionality, 

performance, security, scalability, and data quality and documentation
d. �Address the gaps identified by TPAC.
e. �Obtain TPAC sign-off on BTMS.
f. �Go live with the BTMS pilot.
g. �Monitor system performance and stabilize operations post-pilot.
h. �Conduct recurrent TPAC audits on an annual basis.

PEFA 
recommendation

a. �Delivered system not fully complying with the signed off functional design
b. �System scalability issues impacting the system performance/usability during 

peak load hours
c. �Inadequate security & controls impacting integrity of financial information and 

transactions processed in the delivered system
d. �Inadequate system documentation impacting continuity in maintenance and 

support services
e. �Gaps/errors in data migrated to the BTMS

a. �Certified BTMS from TPA a. �Certified BTMS from TPA: TPA not conducted a. �Certified BTMS from TPA: Audit 
completed, issued addressed 
(or Issue resolution plan 
developed) and certified.

a. �Certified BTMS from TPA: 
Audit completed and 
issues addressed and 
certified.

N/A N/A a. �Lack of budget allocation for TPAC
b. �Scope of work for TPAC not defined comprehensively
c. �Infrastructure not planned adequately for conducting 

performance, stress and security testing
d. �Lack of support from BTMS provider for conducting 

comprehensive TPA

a. �Budget allocation for TPAC
b. �Selection of suitable agency and tools for TPAC
c. �Contractual provisions with BTMS provided to ensure 

complete support for TPAC and to address issues/gaps 
in TPAC

d. �Provision for IT infrastructure, similar to production 
environment, for TPAC

e. �Contractual provisions for recurrent TPAC over 2–3 years 
to ensure identified issues are addressed, retested and 
certified for their resolution

2026 2027 a. �DBM (BTMS PMO, ICTSS) 
b. �BTMS System Integrator
c. �TPA

a. �Reports from TPAC
b. �Resolution reports from BTMS provider for TPAC 

issues
c. �Certificate from TPA

Consultancy services for testing 
and certification of the system

50,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners
Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.001.004 Pilot BTMS a. �Prepare the training, change management strategy and materials for 
Training of Trainers (ToT) and end-user capacity building programs for the 
pilot phase.

b. �Conduct data migration and validation.
c. �Implement capacity building and change management programs for the 

pilot phase.
d. �Execute a parallel run of current systems and BTMS for a specified 

period. 
e. �Stabilize the system. 
f. �User satisfaction survey and feedback reports on BTMS pilot
g. �Discontinue other systems and adopt BTMS as the primary system for 

pilot agencies

PFM Roadmap Multiple disintegrated IT systems in PFM resulting in following key gaps in current 
environment:
a. �Inability to generate timely, consolidated financial reports across agencies, 

resulting in high administrative overheads for NGAs and oversight bodies.
b. �Operational inefficiencies due to manual reconciliations, duplicate data entry, 

and fragmented workflows, driving up transaction costs.
c. �Absence of real-time visibility into government-wide financial position, cash 

balances, and fund utilization.
d. �Weak linkage between financial data, performance indicators, and service 

delivery outcomes, limiting evidence-based fiscal planning.
e. �Escalating costs for maintaining and upgrading disparate financial systems 

with limited interoperability

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on BTMS
b. �% of pilot agency budget executed 

through BTMS

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on BTMS
b. �% of pilot agency budget executed through 

BTMS

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
BTMS: 2 Agencies

b. �% of budget executed through 
BTMS: 0.00030%

N/A N/A N/A a. �Selected pilot agencies do not adequately represent 
scope that is needed to test entire functionality of BTMS 

b. �Lack of trust and ownership from the pilot agencies for 
system adoption 

c. �End users not adequately trained for system usage and 
adoption 

d. �Inadequate support during system usage and operations 
in pilot phase 

e. �Manual/other existing systems not discontinued upon 
successful pilot

a. �Selection of pilot agencies suitable to test functionality 
of BTMS 

b. �Ownership and trust in the BTMS from leadership from 
pilot agencies 

c. �Adequate capacity building and change management 
measures during pilot phase 

d. �Leadership and regulatory support to discontinue existing 
systems and procedures to completely migrate to BTMS 
post successful pilot completion 

e. �Successful completion and certification of BTMS by TPAC 
prior to pilot launch

2025 2026 a. �DBM (BTMS PMO, ICTSS), 
b. BTMS System Integrator, 
c. �Oversight agencies & NGAs covered in 

the pilot phase

a. �Training Reports for Pilot agencies
b. �Pilot and rollout completion reports for agencies
c. �Budget execution reports/transaction logs from 

BTMS
d. �Circulars/guidelines to discontinue any parallel 

systems/procedures post successful pilot
e. �User satisfaction survey reports

Costs for:
a. �Application software licenses
b. �Cloud Infrastructure
c. �Consultancy services for 

design, implementation, 
training and system 
maintenance support

Costing for BTMS 
implementation is included in 
the cost estimates for licenses/
IT infrastructure

0.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

06.06.001.005 Rollout BTMS a. �Develop a comprehensive BTMS implementation plan, including phased 
rollout of modules and agency onboarding, taking inputs and learnings 
from the pilot phase.

b. �Design and implement the training strategy and materials for Training of 
Trainers (TOT) and end-user capacity building programs.

c. �Data digitization & migration for the agencies.
d. �Implement support arrangements (helpdesk and technical support) for 

the agencies in successful adoption of the system.
e. �Roll out BTMS to additional agencies in a phased manner.
f. �Complete the full-scale rollout of BTMS across all government entities.

PFM Roadmap Multiple disintegrated IT systems in PFM resulting in following key gaps in current 
environment:
a. �Inability to generate timely, consolidated financial reports across agencies, 

resulting in high administrative overheads for NGAs and oversight bodies.
b. �Operational inefficiencies due to manual reconciliations, duplicate data entry, 

and fragmented workflows, driving up transaction costs.
c. �Absence of real-time visibility into government-wide financial position, cash 

balances, and fund utilization.
d. �Weak linkage between financial data, performance indicators, and service 

delivery outcomes, limiting evidence-based fiscal planning.
e. �Escalating costs for maintaining and upgrading disparate financial systems 

with limited interoperability

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on BTMS
b. �% of pilot agency budget executed 

through BTMS

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on BTMS: N/A
b. �% of pilot agency budget executed through 

BTMS: N/A

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
BTMS: 2 Agencies

b. �% of budget executed through 
BTMS: 0.00030%

a. �No. of Agencies onboarded 
on BTMS: 115

b. �% of pilot agency budget 
executed through BTMS: 
50%

a. �No. of Agencies 
onboarded on BTMS: 
198

b. �% of pilot agency 
budget executed 
through BTMS: 80%

N/A a. �Challenges in parallel run between existing systems and 
BTMS until migration of all offices of an agency into BTMS.

b. �Lack of willingness from agencies to migrate from their 
existing systems to BTMS.

c. �End users not adequately trained for system usage and 
adoption.

d. �System performance issues during rollout/high user 
concurrency.

e. �Inadequate support during system usage and operations 
in pilot phase.

f. �Manual/other existing systems not discontinued upon 
successful pilot

a. �Successful completion of third party audit including 
resolution of issues from testing, and final certification 
from the TPAC on BTMS security, performance and 
scalability prior to rollout

b. �Commitment from the leadership in NGAs to adopt 
BTMS.

c. �Legal mandate to migrate to BTMS and to discontinue 
recognition of manual procedures, documents and other 
existing parallel systems.

d. �Adequate training and change management measures 
for end users

e. �Contractual arrangements to address peak load 
infrastructure demand for BTMS

2027 2028 a. �DBM (BTMS PMO, ICTSS), 
b. BTMS System Integrator, 
c. �Oversight agencies & NGAs covered in 

the rollout phase

1. �Go-live reports for NGAs
2. �Budget execution reports from BTMS
3. �System usage transaction logs/reports from BTMS
4. �Policies/guidelines/circulars for discontinuing 

manual procedures/parallel systems

Costs for: 
a. �Application software licenses
b. �Cloud Infrastructure
c. �Consultancy services for 

design, implementation, 
training and system 
maintenance support

Costing for BTMS 
implementation is included in 
the cost estimates for licenses/
IT infrastructure

0.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)



STRATEGIC FOCUS AREA 6  |  DIGITAL PFM

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 2: Design and implement a unified PFM systems integration and data architecture and standards to enable seamless data exchange and generate relevant reports and insights for the stakeholder.

06.06.002.001 Establish 
baseline PFM 
Enterprise 
Architecture 
for Government 
of Philippines 
with specific 
emphasis 
on current IT 
systems, data 
and integration 
among PFM 
systems and 
data sources

a. �Establish Inter-Agency Technical Working Group (TWG) on PFM Systems 
Integration and Data Architecture with relevant champions from each 
agency

b. �Engage technical experts/firm to support TWG to support in design and 
implementation of this intervention

c. �Conduct comprehensive capacity building for the TWG on the 
architecture, standards, tools, technology platforms, approach for 
implementation, risks and limitations, governance standards etc 

d. �Conduct comprehensive review and mapping of existing IT systems and 
data sources across the PFM lifecycle including critical data flows and 
inter-system dependencies across the PFM lifecycle.

e. �Develop a comprehensive baseline PFM Enterprise architecture 
for Government of Philippines, across national, regional and local 
government level, capturing the following:

i. �Key PFM functions across PFM life cycle & institutional mandates
ii. �Catalogues all major IT systems including data sources, data processed 

and mandated by the systems, dependencies on other systems
iii. �Review plans for upgrade/phasing out/new systems across PFM 

lifecycle. Finalize the baseline PFM enterprise architecture

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmentation across core PFM systems and data sources(BTMS, e-GP, URS, e-NGAS, e-Budget, 
PIPOL, IPMRS, DIME) leading to siloed operations.

b. �Lack of robust integration mechanisms resulting in manual encoding and repetitive data 
submissions.

c. �Inconsistent data structures and coding standards across systems, hindering interoperability.
d. �Absence of a unified technical architecture to guide system design and integration.
e. �Oversight agencies require similar reports in different formats, causing duplication and 

inefficiency.
f. �Limited use of APIs and middleware to enable secure, automated data exchange.
g. �systems and data Fragmentation leading to inconsistencies, significant manual effort for 

collation and consolidation, and delayed reporting.
h. �Limited adoption of Business Intelligence (BI) and data visualization tools hinders evidence-

based decision-making and proactive identification of PFM trends.
i. �Inadequate Data Agility for Strategic Planning: Current systems lack the capability for ad hoc 

querying, trend analysis, and customizable dashboard generation, undermining strategic 
planning and real-time performance tracking.

j. �Weak Data Governance and Sharing Protocols: The absence of standardized data sharing 
protocols and robust governance structures results in inconsistent data access, unnecessary 
duplication, and heightened data security risks.

k. �Inability to Leverage Advanced Analytics: Existing PFM data management and reporting systems 
are not designed to support advanced analytics, artificial intelligence, or predictive modelling, 
limiting future-oriented PFM strategies.

a. �Approved Baseline PFM Enterprise 
Architecture

a. �Approved Baseline PFM Enterprise 
Architecture: N/A

a. �Approved Baseline PFM Enterprise 
Architecture

N/A N/A N/A a. �Lack of legal mandate or institutional consensus on 
cross-agency data sharing and systems integration

b. �Resistance from agencies due to concerns over data 
ownership, privacy, and control

c. �Inconsistent data standards and classification codes 
across PFM systems

d. �Limited awareness of the benefits of integrated data 
architecture and tools among leadership and other 
related stakeholders

e. �Fragmented legacy systems with incompatible data 
structures and formats

f. �Absence of standardized metadata and data dictionaries 
across PFM domains

g. �Lack of expertise for review and approval of enterprise 
architecture related deliverables

a. �Leadership endorsement and policy directive for design 
and implementation of Integrated PFM data architecture

b. �Stakeholder consultations to build consensus and 
address institutional concerns

c. �Legal review to ensure compliance with data protection 
and governance frameworks

d. �Engagement of technical experts/firms in systems and 
data architecture, interoperability, and analytics 

e. �Budget allocation for design-phase activities including 
consultations and technical studies

2026 2026 Lead: DBM
Members: DICT, DepDev, Oversight 
Agencies

1. �Circulars confirming the creation 
of TWGs

2. �Approved report on baseline PFM 
Enterprise Architecture

Consultancy services for 
development of Baseline PFM 
Enterprise Architecture

25,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.002.002 Develop PFM 
Systems 
Integration 
Architecture to 
enable seamless 
data exchange 
among the 
systems and 
stakeholders

a. �Assess the PFM data and reporting requirements across the 
stakeholders and systems at national, regional and local government 
level.

b. �Gap assessment in current environment and identify the specific 
challenges and root causes resulting in current administrative overheads 
and redundancies in PFM data encoding, collation, compiling and 
reporting for oversight and implementing agencies at National, Regional 
and Local Government level

c. �Identify the opportunities and barriers for integration of existing systems 
& data sources to enable data exchange as per stakeholder needs

d. �Identify the limitations in the current systems and functional 
enhancements needed to address the identified gaps

e. �Design System Integration architecture and blueprint for interconnecting 
PFM systems including relevant integration tools, APIs, secure data 
exchange protocols and standards

f. �Finalize the PFM systems integration architecture, technology platforms 
and services required including detailed design and specifications for 
operationalization of the PFM systems integration architecture.

g. �Finalize implementation roadmap including budget estimates, 
implementation timelines, dependencies

h. �Develop Capacity building plan for operationalization of PFM Systems 
Integration Architecture 

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmentation across core PFM systems and data sources (BTMS, e-GP, URS, e-NGAS, 
e-Budget, PIPOL, IPMRS, DIME) leading to siloed operations.

b. �Lack of robust integration mechanisms resulting in manual encoding and repetitive data 
submissions.

c. �Inconsistent data structures and coding standards across systems, hindering interoperability.
d. �Absence of a unified technical architecture to guide system design and integration.
e. �Oversight agencies require similar reports in different formats, causing duplication and 

inefficiency.
f. �Limited use of APIs and middleware to enable secure, automated data exchange.
g. �systems and data Fragmentation leading to inconsistencies, significant manual effort for 

collation and consolidation, and delayed reporting.
h. �Limited adoption of Business Intelligence (BI) and data visualization tools hinders evidence-

based decision-making and proactive identification of PFM trends.
i. �Inadequate Data Agility for Strategic Planning: Current systems lack the capability for ad hoc 

querying, trend analysis, and customizable dashboard generation, undermining strategic 
planning and real-time performance tracking.

j. �Weak Data Governance and Sharing Protocols: The absence of standardized data sharing 
protocols and robust governance structures results in inconsistent data access, unnecessary 
duplication, and heightened data security risks.

k. �Inability to Leverage Advanced Analytics: Existing PFM data management and reporting systems 
are not designed to support advanced analytics, artificial intelligence, or predictive modelling, 
limiting future-oriented PFM strategies.

a. �Report on PFM Data and Reporting 
Requirements for Stakeholders

b. �Gap Assessment Report in current 
systems integration in PFM

c. �Report on PFM System Integration 
Architecture and Standards

d. �Implementation Roadmap for PFM 
Systems Integration Architecture

e. �Capacity Building Plan for 
Implementation and Management of 
PFM Systems Integration Architecture

a. �Report on PFM Data and Reporting 
Requirements for Stakeholders: N/A

b. �Gap Assessment Report in current systems 
integration in PFM: N/A

c. �Report on PFM System Integration 
Architecture and Standards: N/A

d. �Implementation Roadmap for PFM Systems 
Integration Architecture: N/A

e. �Capacity Building Plan for Implementation 
and Management of PFM Systems 
Integration Architecture: N/A

a. �Report on PFM Data and Reporting 
Requirements for Stakeholders: N/A

b. �Gap Assessment Report in current 
systems integration in PFM: N/A

c. �Report on PFM System Integration 
Architecture and Standards: N/A

d. �Implementation Roadmap for PFM 
Systems Integration Architecture: N/A

e. �Capacity Building Plan for 
Implementation and Management 
of PFM Systems Integration 
Architecture: N/A

a. �Report on PFM Data and Reporting 
Requirements for Stakeholders

b. �Gap Assessment Report in current 
systems integration in PFM

c. �Report on PFM System Integration 
Architecture and Standards

d. �Implementation Roadmap for PFM 
Systems Integration Architecture

e. �Capacity Building Plan for 
Implementation and Management of 
PFM Systems Integration Architecture

N/A N/A a. �Lack of legal mandate or institutional consensus on 
cross-agency data sharing and systems integration

b. �Resistance from agencies due to concerns over data 
ownership, privacy, and control

c. �Inconsistent data standards and classification codes 
across PFM systems

d. �Limited awareness of the benefits of integrated data 
architecture and tools among leadership and other 
related stakeholders

e. �Fragmented legacy systems with incompatible data 
structures and formats

f. �Absence of standardized metadata and data dictionaries 
across PFM domains

g. �Lack of expertise for review and approval of enterprise 
architecture related deliverables

a. �Agreement on common data standards, taxonomies, and 
integration protocols

b. �Procurement and contracting of qualified system 
integrator and relevant tools

c. �Phased rollout strategy with pilot testing and feedback 
loops

d. �Capacity building for end-users in data analytics, 
visualization, and dashboarding

e. �Cybersecurity and data governance protocols to 
safeguard sensitive fiscal data

2026 2027 Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, DepDev, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved Report on PFM Data 
and Reporting Requirements for 
Stakeholders

b. �Approved Gap Assessment Report 
in current systems integration in PFM

c. �Approved Report on PFM System 
Integration Architecture and 
Standards

d. �Approved Implementation Roadmap 
for PFM Systems Integration 
Architecture

e. �Approved Capacity Building Plan for 
Implementation and Management 
of PFM Systems Integration 
Architecture

Consultancy services to 
develop PFM Systems 
Integration Architecture 
to enable seamless data 
exchange among the systems 
and stakeholders

30,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.002.003 Develop PFM 
Enterprise Data 
Architecture for 
the Government

a. �Review the findings and recommendations from the PFM Systems 
Integration Architecture

b. �Develop Unified PFM Data Model for the Government including Unified 
Data Model, Domain Taxonomies and Metadata Registry

c. �Develop data flow and integration design including ETL pipelines, data 
exchange protocols, and interoperability framework

d. �Develop data governance and security framework including data 
ownership and stewardship, access controls, data privacy and 
compliance requirements etc.

e. �Design data analytics and reporting infrastructure including 
Datawarehouse/data lake needs, BI tools and AI and advanced analytics 
platforms

f. �Develop institutional arrangements required for implementation of 
Enterprise Data Architecture

g. �Finalize PFM Enterprise Data Architecture for the Government
h. �Finalize implementation roadmap including budget estimates, 

implementation timelines, dependencies etc.
i. �Develop Capacity building plan for operationalization of Enterprise Data 

Architecture

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmentation across core PFM systems and data sources(BTMS, e-GP, URS, e-NGAS, e-Budget, 
PIPOL, IPMRS, DIME) leading to siloed operations.

b. �Lack of robust integration mechanisms resulting in manual encoding and repetitive data 
submissions.

c. �Inconsistent data structures and coding standards across systems, hindering interoperability.
d. �Absence of a unified technical architecture to guide system design and integration.
e. �Oversight agencies require similar reports in different formats, causing duplication and 

inefficiency.
f. �Limited use of APIs and middleware to enable secure, automated data exchange.
g. �systems and data Fragmentation leading to inconsistencies, significant manual effort for 

collation and consolidation, and delayed reporting.
h. �Limited adoption of Business Intelligence (BI) and data visualization tools hinders evidence-

based decision-making and proactive identification of PFM trends.
i. �Inadequate Data Agility for Strategic Planning: Current systems lack the capability for ad hoc 

querying, trend analysis, and customizable dashboard generation, undermining strategic 
planning and real-time performance tracking.

j. �Weak Data Governance and Sharing Protocols: The absence of standardized data sharing 
protocols and robust governance structures results in inconsistent data access, unnecessary 
duplication, and heightened data security risks.

k. �Inability to Leverage Advanced Analytics: Existing PFM data management and reporting systems 
are not designed to support advanced analytics, artificial intelligence, or predictive modelling, 
limiting future-oriented PFM strategies.

a. �Approved Enterprise data architecture 
PFM for GoP

b. �Approved Unified PFM Data Model
c. �Approved Data Governance and 

Security Framework for PFM
d. �Data Analytics and Reporting 

Architecture for PFM
e. �Implementation roadmap for 

Enterprise Data Architecture
f. �Capacity Building Plan for 

Implementation and Management of 
Enterprise Data Architecture

a. �Approved Enterprise data architecture PFM 
for GoP: N/A

b. �Approved Unified PFM Data Model: N/A
c. �Approved Data Governance and Security 

Framework for PFM: N/A
d. �Data Analytics and Reporting Architecture 

for PFM: N/A
e. �Implementation roadmap for Enterprise 

Data Architecture: N/A
f. �Capacity Building Plan for Implementation 

and Management of Enterprise Data 
Architecture: N/A

a. �Approved Enterprise data 
architecture PFM for GoP: N/A

b. �Approved Unified PFM Data Model: 
N/A

c. �Approved Data Governance and 
Security Framework for PFM: N/A

d. �Data Analytics and Reporting 
Architecture for PFM: N/A

e. �Implementation roadmap for 
Enterprise Data Architecture: N/A

f. �Capacity Building Plan for 
Implementation and Management of 
Enterprise Data Architecture: N/A

a. �Approved Enterprise data 
architecture PFM for GoP

b. �Approved Unified PFM Data Model
c. �Approved Data Governance and 

Security Framework for PFM
d. �Data Analytics and Reporting 

Architecture for PFM
e. �Implementation roadmap for 

Enterprise Data Architecture
f. �Capacity Building Plan for 

Implementation and Management of 
Enterprise Data Architecture

N/A N/A a. �Lack of legal mandate or institutional consensus on 
cross-agency data sharing and systems integration

b. �Resistance from agencies due to concerns over data 
ownership, privacy, and control

c. �Inconsistent data standards and classification codes 
across PFM systems

d. �Limited awareness of the benefits of integrated data 
architecture and tools among leadership and other 
related stakeholders

e. �Fragmented legacy systems with incompatible data 
structures and formats

f. �Absence of standardized metadata and data dictionaries 
across PFM domains

g. �Lack of expertise for review and approval of enterprise 
architecture related deliverables

N/A 2026 2027 Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, DepDev, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved Enterprise data 
architecture PFM for GoP

b. �Approved Unified PFM Data Model
c. �Approved Data Governance and 

Security Framework for PFM
d. �Approved Data Analytics and 

Reporting Architecture for PFM
e. �Approved Implementation roadmap 

for Enterprise Data Architecture
f. �Approved Capacity Building Plan for 

Implementation and Management of 
Enterprise Data Architecture

Consultancy Services to 
Develop PFM Enterprise 
Data Architecture for the 
Government

30,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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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 2: Design and implement a unified PFM systems integration and data architecture and standards to enable seamless data exchange and generate relevant reports and insights for the stakeholder.

06.06.002.004 Procurement 
of Solutions 
and Service 
Providers for 
Implementation 
of PFM Systems 
Integration and 
Enterprise Data 
Architecture

a. �Finalize the procurement approach for Implementation of systems 
integration architecture and PFM data architecture and other ancillary 
services e.g. �(capacity building)

b. �Develop the terms of reference and finalize the specifications for the 
procurement (s)

c. �Procurement and award of contract (s) for implementation of PFM 
systems integration architecture and PFM Data Architecture

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmentation across core PFM systems and data sources(BTMS, e-GP, URS, e-NGAS, e-Budget, 
PIPOL, IPMRS, DIME) leading to siloed operations.

b. �Lack of robust integration mechanisms resulting in manual encoding and repetitive data 
submissions.

c. �Inconsistent data structures and coding standards across systems, hindering interoperability.
d. �Absence of a unified technical architecture to guide system design and integration.
e. �Oversight agencies require similar reports in different formats, causing duplication and 

inefficiency.
f. �Limited use of APIs and middleware to enable secure, automated data exchange.
g. �systems and data Fragmentation leading to inconsistencies, significant manual effort for collation 

and consolidation, and delayed reporting.
h. �Limited adoption of Business Intelligence (BI) and data visualization tools hinders evidence-

based decision-making and proactive identification of PFM trends.
i. �Inadequate Data Agility for Strategic Planning: Current systems lack the capability for ad hoc 

querying, trend analysis, and customizable dashboard generation, undermining strategic planning 
and real-time performance tracking.

j. �Weak Data Governance and Sharing Protocols: The absence of standardized data sharing 
protocols and robust governance structures results in inconsistent data access, unnecessary 
duplication, and heightened data security risks.

k. �Inability to Leverage Advanced Analytics: Existing PFM data management and reporting systems 
are not designed to support advanced analytics, artificial intelligence, or predictive modelling, 
limiting future-oriented PFM strategies.

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

b. �Awarded Contracts for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators for 
implementation of PFM Data and Systems 
Integration Architecture: N/A

b. �Awarded Contracts for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators for 
implementation of PFM Data and Systems 
Integration Architecture: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture: N/A

b. �Awarded Contracts for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

b. �Awarded Contracts for procurement 
of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

N/A N/A a. �Lack of relevant expertise in drafting Terms of Reference, 
bidding documents and evaluation criteria and SLAs for 
procurement of needed platforms and services

b. �Lack of expertise in bid evaluation, vendor selection 
and contract negotiations for procurement of relevant 
platforms and services

a. �Engage qualified experts to support in procurement of 
suitable technology platforms and system integrators 
for implementation of systems integration and data 
architecture

b. �Procurement and contracting of qualified system 
integrator and relevant tools

2027 2027 Lead: DBM
Members: DICT, DepDev, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Published Bidding Documents 
for procurement of solutions 
and system integrators for 
implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

b. �Bid Evaluation Reports
c. �Signed Contracts for procurement 

of solutions and system integrators 
for implementation of PFM Data and 
Systems Integration Architecture

Consultancy support for 
procurement of Solutions 
and Service Providers for 
Implementation of PFM 
Systems Integration and 
Enterprise Data Architecture

15,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.002.005 Implement and 
rollout Systems 
Integration 
and PFM Data 
Architecture

a. �Develop detailed architecture and designs for implementation of 
systems integration and enterprise data architecture for PFM

b. �Implementation of the solutions for the pilot agencies and PFM systems 
and data sources

c. �Revise the pilot implementation results, including stakeholder feedback 
and refine the design and implementation approach 

d. �Review pilot outcomes, document lessons learned, and refine national 
rollout strategy

e. �Rollout of the solutions across stakeholders (PFM systems and data 
sources)

f. �Design and deliver capacity building programs for technical staff on ETL 
processes, data warehousing, and BI tool configuration etc

g. �Conduct user training for oversight agencies and NGAs on BI and data 
visualization tools for fiscal analysis

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmentation across core PFM systems and data sources(BTMS, e-GP, URS, e-NGAS, e-Budget, 
PIPOL, IPMRS, DIME) leading to siloed operations.

b. �Lack of robust integration mechanisms resulting in manual encoding and repetitive data 
submissions.

c. �Inconsistent data structures and coding standards across systems, hindering interoperability.
d. �Absence of a unified technical architecture to guide system design and integration.
e. �Oversight agencies require similar reports in different formats, causing duplication and 

inefficiency.
f. �Limited use of APIs and middleware to enable secure, automated data exchange.
g. �systems and data Fragmentation leading to inconsistencies, significant manual effort for collation 

and consolidation, and delayed reporting.
h. �Limited adoption of Business Intelligence (BI) and data visualization tools hinders evidence-

based decision-making and proactive identification of PFM trends.
i. �Inadequate Data Agility for Strategic Planning: Current systems lack the capability for ad hoc 

querying, trend analysis, and customizable dashboard generation, undermining strategic planning 
and real-time performance tracking.

j. �Weak Data Governance and Sharing Protocols: The absence of standardized data sharing 
protocols and robust governance structures results in inconsistent data access, unnecessary 
duplication, and heightened data security risks.

k. �Inability to Leverage Advanced Analytics: Existing PFM data management and reporting systems 
are not designed to support advanced analytics, artificial intelligence, or predictive modelling, 
limiting future-oriented PFM strategies.

a. �Detailed technical architecture and 
design documents

b. �Operationalized solutions for PFM 
Systems and data integration & 
reporting

c. �No. of PFM systems and data sources 
integrated into integrated PFM systems 
and data architecture for GoP

d. �Technical Capacity building programs 
for data architecture, integration 
specialists and system administrations 
from the Government

e. �End user capacity building programs 
on use of dashboards/data analytical 
tools and reports

f. �number of PFM systems (budget, 
treasury, HR/payroll, audit etc) 
integrated into the system integration 
framework and data architecture

g. �number of financial datasets 
accessible through the centralized 
data lake with standardized metadata

h. �number of oversight agencies and 
NGAs using self-service BI tools for 
fiscal analysis and reporting

a. �Detailed technical architecture and design 
documents: N/A

b. �Operationalized solutions for PFM Systems 
and data sources integration & reporting: 
N/A

c. �No. of PFM systems and data sources 
integrated into integrated PFM systems and 
data architecture for GoP: N/A

d. �Technical Capacity building programs for 
data architecture, integration specialists 
and system administrations from the 
Government: N/A

e. �End user capacity building programs on use 
of dashboards/data analytical tools and 
reports: N/A

f. �number of PFM systems (budget, treasury, 
HR/payroll, audit etc) integrated into the 
system integration framework and data 
architecture: 0

g. �number of financial datasets accessible 
through the centralized data lake with 
standardized metadata: 0

h. �number of oversight agencies and NGAs 
using self-service BI tools for fiscal analysis 
and reporting: 0

a. �Detailed technical architecture and 
design documents: N/A

b. �Operationalized solutions for PFM 
Systems and data sources integration 
& reporting: N/A

c. �No. of PFM systems and data sources 
integrated into integrated PFM 
systems and data architecture for 
GoP: N/A

d. �Technical Capacity building 
programs for data architecture, 
integration specialists and 
system administrations from the 
Government: N/A

e. �End user capacity building programs 
on use of dashboards/data analytical 
tools and reports: N/A

f. �number of PFM systems (budget, 
treasury, HR/payroll, audit etc) 
integrated into the system integration 
framework and data architecture: 0

g. �number of financial datasets 
accessible through the centralized 
data lake with standardized 
metadata: 0

h. �number of oversight agencies and 
NGAs using self-service BI tools for 
fiscal analysis and reporting: 0

a. �Detailed technical architecture and 
design documents: N/A

b. �Operationalized solutions for PFM 
Systems and data sources integration 
& reporting: N/A

c. �No. of PFM systems and data sources 
integrated into integrated PFM 
systems and data architecture for 
GoP: N/A

d. �Technical Capacity building 
programs for data architecture, 
integration specialists and 
system administrations from the 
Government: N/A

e. �End user capacity building programs 
on use of dashboards/data analytical 
tools and reports: N/A

f. �number of PFM systems (budget, 
treasury, HR/payroll, audit etc) 
integrated into the system integration 
framework and data architecture: 0

g. �number of financial datasets 
accessible through the centralized 
data lake with standardized 
metadata: 0

h. �number of oversight agencies and 
NGAs using self-service BI tools for 
fiscal analysis and reporting: 0

a. �Detailed technical architecture and 
design documents

b. �Operationalized solutions for PFM 
Systems and data sources integration & 
reporting

c. �No. of PFM systems and data sources 
integrated into integrated PFM systems 
and data architecture for GoP: 4 (BTMS 
APIs)

d. �Technical Capacity building programs for 
data architecture, integration specialists 
and system administrations from the 
Government

e. �End user capacity building programs on 
use of dashboards/data analytical tools 
and reports

f. �number of PFM systems (budget, 
treasury, HR/payroll, audit etc) integrated 
into the system integration framework 
and data architecture: 4 (BTMS APIs)

g. �number of financial datasets accessible 
through the centralized data lake with 
standardized metadata: 1

h. �number of oversight agencies and NGAs 
using self-service BI tools for fiscal 
analysis and reporting: 4 (DBM,DOF, 
BTR, COA)

N/A a. �Lack of legal mandate or institutional consensus on cross-
agency data sharing and systems integration

b. �Resistance from agencies due to concerns over data 
ownership, privacy, and control

c. �Inconsistent data standards and classification codes 
across PFM systems

d. �Fragmented legacy systems with incompatible data 
structures and formats

e. �Lack of technical resources at oversight agencies and 
NGAs to implement needed enhancements for existing 
systems

f. �High dependency on external vendors for system integration 
and maintenance

g. �Limited adoption of BI tools due to lack of training and 
change management

a. �Leadership endorsement and policy directive for design 
and implementation of Integrated PFM data architecture

b. �Stakeholder consultations to build consensus and 
address institutional concerns

c. �Legal review to ensure compliance with data protection 
and governance frameworks

d. �Phased rollout strategy with pilot testing and feedback 
loops

e. �Capacity building for end-users in data analytics, 
visualization, and dashboarding

f. �Cybersecurity and data governance protocols to 
safeguard sensitive fiscal data 

g. �Budget allocation for recruitment of suitable technical 
resources at NGAs and oversight agencies for 
enhancements to the existing systems

h. �Sustained capacity building measures for technical and 
operational teams in the platforms

i. �Sustained budget allocations for continued support 
from the system integrators to address evolving needs of 
stakeholders

2027 2028 Lead: DBM
Members: DICT, DepDev, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved detailed technical 
architecture and design documents

b. �UAT Reports
c. �Go-Live documents/certificates
d, �Training material and participation 

logs for training programs
e. �Stakeholder survey reports on 

results and benefits from the 
interventions

f. �System logs and reports for 
automated data exchange

g. �Reports with updated and complete 
data

h. �Utilization reports and statistics 
for the system and the reports (e.g. 
download statistics)

Goods: Tools and IT 
infrastructure

Consultancy services: For 
design and implementation 
and rollout of PFM Systems 
integration and Data 
architecture

500,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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C. STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

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: Expand the core PFM Systems coverage (e.g. BTMS, URS) for budget execution and reporting for off-budget expenditure and revenues

06.06.003.001 Feasibility 
Assessment for 
coverage of off-
budget execution 
into core PFM 
systems

a. �Feasibility assessment for coverage of off-budget execution and related 
payments through BTMS with provisions for maintaining relevant bank 
accounts for such accounts as per legal framework

b. �Design business processes and procedures/guidelines for migration of 
off-budget accounts into core PFM IT systems

c. �Develop the scope and requirements for enhancements for BTMS for 
off-budget execution and reporting 

d. �Develop implementation plan for inclusion of off-budget execution 
through core PFM IT systems (BTMS) including off-budget accounts for 
inclusion in the pilot phase and rollout plan for other accounts

PEFA 
recommendation

a. �Lack of transparency in revenue collection and utilization within off-budget accounts, 
limiting fiscal oversight

b. �Manual collation and reporting of off-budget transactions creates significant 
administrative burden for NGAs and oversight bodies

c. �Inconsistent formats and fragmented data sources hinder timely and accurate 
reporting of off-budget execution

d. �Weak internal controls and audit trails due to reliance on manual processes outside 
core PFM systems

e. �Limited visibility into the fiscal impact of off-budget activities, affecting alignment with 
national priorities and service delivery outcomes

f. �Difficulty in enforcing compliance and accountability across off-budget entities 
operating outside standardized workflows

Approved Feasibility Assessment Report Approved Feasibility Assessment Report: 0 N/A N/A Approved Feasibility Assessment Report: 
Q4 2026

N/A a. �Fragmented and undocumented off-budget accounts with 
inconsistent financial practices across agencies

b. �Resistance from entities managing off-budget funds due to 
perceived loss of autonomy or control

c. �Difficulty in mapping off-budget activities to service 
delivery outputs and performance indicators

d. �Weak legal and regulatory mandates for enforcing 
integration of off-budget accounts 

a. �Leadership commitment and approval for the initiative
b. �Budget allocation for the feasibility study
c. �Selection of suitable firm/agency to undertake the 

feasibility assessment

2027 2028 Lead: DBM and DOF 
Members: Oversight agencies & NGAs 
covered in the rollout phase

a. �ToR for feasibility study
b. �Approved Feasibility Study Report

Consultancy services for 
feasibility assessment

15,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.003.002 Pilot testing 
of core PFM 
systems for off 
budget execution 
and reporting

a. �BTMS enhancements to incorporate off budget execution & reporting
b. �Develop circulars/detailed guidelines for agencies for off-budget 

execution through BTMS
c. �Conduct change management/awareness building workshops for pilot 

agencies to support in adoption of new procedures
d. �Pilot testing of select off budget accounts for execution and reporting 

through BTMS
e. �Incorporate the learnings and revise implementation approach, 

including necessary system enhancements, for off budget execution and 
reporting

f. �For negative assessment of off budget execution coverage in BTMS, 
conduct system enhancement requirements study for URS for off budget 
execution reporting

PEFA 
recommendation

a. �Lack of transparency in revenue collection and utilization within off-budget accounts, 
limiting fiscal oversight

b. �Manual collation and reporting of off-budget transactions creates significant 
administrative burden for NGAs and oversight bodies

c. �Inconsistent formats and fragmented data sources hinder timely and accurate 
reporting of off-budget execution

d. �Weak internal controls and audit trails due to reliance on manual processes outside 
core PFM systems

e. �Limited visibility into the fiscal impact of off-budget activities, affecting alignment with 
national priorities and service delivery outcomes

f. �Difficulty in enforcing compliance and accountability across off-budget entities 
operating outside standardized workflows

a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting

a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting: 0

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting: 0

N/A N/A a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS for budget execution and 
reporting: 5 (Trust funds, Special 
accounts or special funds, Donor-
funded or foreign-assisted funds, 
Internally generated income, Revolving 
funds, etc)

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS for budget execution and 
reporting: 50%

N/A a. �Fragmented and undocumented off-budget accounts with 
inconsistent financial practices across agencies 

b. �Resistance from entities managing off-budget funds due to 
perceived loss of autonomy or control 

c. �Difficulty in mapping off-budget activities to service 
delivery outputs and performance indicators 

d. �Weak legal and regulatory mandates for enforcing 
integration of off-budget accounts 

a. �Clear policy directive and legal mandate requiring 
integration of off-budget accounts into core PFM systems 

b. �Comprehensive inventory and classification of off-budget 
accounts, revenue streams, and expenditure types 

c. �Development of standardized templates and reporting 
protocols for off-budget financial data 

d. �Configuration of BTMS and URS to accommodate off-
budget workflows, controls, and reporting needs 

e. �Phased rollout strategy with pilot testing, feedback loops, 
and refinement mechanisms 

f. �Institutional arrangements for oversight, compliance 
monitoring, and issue resolution 

2028 2028 DBM, BTr, DOF, Oversight agencies & 
NGAs covered in the pilot phase

a. �Budget execution reports from BTMS 
for off-budget accounts

b. �Transaction logs from BTMS for 
off-budget execution

c. �Policies/guidelines mandating usage 
of BTMS for off-budget execution

Consultancy services for 
system customization 
and enhancements

30,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.003.003 Rollout of core 
PFM systems 
for off budget 
execution and 
reporting

a. �Implement necessary policy changes to enforce standardization and 
reporting for off-budget execution and reporting through BTMS

b. �Rollout the system for all off-budget accounts
c. �Implement necessary changes to the URS to enable stakeholders in off 

budget execution reports submission (if off budget execution through 
BTMS is not found feasible)

d. �Implement necessary policy changes to enforce off-budget execution 
and reporting through URS (if off budget execution through BTMS is not 
found feasible)

e. �Rollout URS for off-budget execution reporting (if off budget execution 
through BTMS is not found feasible)

PEFA 
recommendation

a. �Lack of transparency in revenue collection and utilization within off-budget accounts, 
limiting fiscal oversight

b. �Manual collation and reporting of off-budget transactions creates significant 
administrative burden for NGAs and oversight bodies

c. �Inconsistent formats and fragmented data sources hinder timely and accurate 
reporting of off-budget execution

d. �Weak internal controls and audit trails due to reliance on manual processes outside 
core PFM systems

e. �Limited visibility into the fiscal impact of off-budget activities, affecting alignment with 
national priorities and service delivery outcomes

f. �Difficulty in enforcing compliance and accountability across off-budget entities 
operating outside standardized workflows

a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting

a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting: 0

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting: 0

a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution 
and reporting: 0

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution 
and reporting: 0

N/A a. �No. of off-budget accounts migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution 
and reporting: 5 (Trust funds, Special 
accounts or special funds, Donor-
funded or foreign-assisted funds, 
Internally generated income, Revolving 
funds, etc)

b. �% of off-budget expenditure migrated 
to BTMS/URS for budget execution and 
reporting: 50%

N/A a. �Fragmented and undocumented off-budget accounts with 
inconsistent financial practices across agencies 

b. �Resistance from entities managing off-budget funds due to 
perceived loss of autonomy or control 

c. �Difficulty in mapping off-budget activities to service 
delivery outputs and performance indicators 

d. �Weak legal and regulatory mandates for enforcing 
integration of off-budget accounts 

a. �Clear policy directive and legal mandate requiring 
integration of off-budget accounts into core PFM systems 

b. �Comprehensive inventory and classification of off-budget 
accounts, revenue streams, and expenditure types 

c. �Development of standardized templates and reporting 
protocols for off-budget financial data 

d. �Configuration of BTMS and URS to accommodate off-
budget workflows, controls, and reporting needs 

e. �Phased rollout strategy with pilot testing, feedback loops, 
and refinement mechanisms 

f. �Institutional arrangements for oversight, compliance 
monitoring, and issue resolution 

2028 2028 Lead: DBM and DOF 
Members: Oversight agencies & NGAs 
covered in the rollout phase

a. �Budget execution reports from BTMS 
for off-budget accounts

b. �Transaction logs from BTMS for off-
budget execution

c. �Policies/guidelines mandating usage 
of BTMS for off-budget execution

Consultancy services for 
system rollout support

20,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

Intervention 4 : Revise the Unified Accounts Code Structure (UACS)

06.06.004.001 Review and 
update UACS to 
address gaps and 
challenges in the 
current structure 
and codes

a. �Reconstitute the UACS Inter-Agency Technical Working Group (TWG) 
and finalize the plan for revision of the UACS including key activities, 
responsibilities and timelines

b. �Engage technical assistance to support TWG in undertaking the 
activities for this intervention

c. �Review the current issues and challenges identified with the UACS (e.g. 
RCA Results)

d. �Identify the changes needed to address the gaps/challenges in UACS
e. �Impact assessment of proposed changes on current IT systems, 

accounting policies and guidelines
f. �Identify and draft the specific changes needed to the existing policies, 

accounting manuals and guidelines
g. �Document the functional enhancements/configuration changes needed 

to the existing IT systems
h. �Review, finalize and approve the recommended changes and finalize 

revised UACS

PFM Roadmap a. �Overlapping and inconsistent coding structures among agencies
b. �TWG to list the challenges requiring revision of UACS

a. �Report on issues & challenge in current 
UACS

b. �Updated and harmonized UACS 
approved

c. �Revised UACS Manual
d. �UACS Implementation Roadmap
e. �Report on changes needed to the PFM 

IT systems to rollout updated UACS

a. �Report on issues & challenge in current 
UACS: N/A

b. �Updated and harmonized UACS approved: 
N/A

c. �Revised UACS Manual: N/A
d. �UACS Implementation Roadmap: N/A
e. �Report on changes needed to the PFM IT 

systems to rollout updated UACS: N/A

a. �Report on issues & challenge in 
current UACS: Completed

b. �Updated and harmonized UACS 
approved: Completed

c. �Revised UACS Manual: Completed
d. �UACS Implementation Roadmap: 

Completed
e. �Report on changes needed to the 

PFM IT systems to rollout updated 
UACS: Completed

N/A N/A N/A a. �Lack of expertise to comprehensively review and address 
the gaps in UACS

b. �Inadequate stakeholder consultations to obtain feedback 
on issues/gaps in current UACS

c. �Lack of adequate documentation on existing gaps in UACS
d. �UACS structure rigidity to accommodate changes needed 

to address current gaps

a. �Active participation of DBM, COA, DOF, BTr, and other 
PFM agencies

b. �Availability of updated RCA outputs per UACS element
c. �Integration readiness of BTMS and COA systems
d. �PFM Committee approval for final structure and rollout

2026 2027 a. �UACS Technical Working Group
b. �DBM (PFM Committee Secretariat 

and ICTSS), 
c. �Agency Element Owner

a. �TWG Meeting Minutes and 
Attendance Sheets;

b. �RCA and Deep-Dive Element 
Reports

c. �Draft and Final UACS Framework 
Document

d. �PFM Committee Resolution 
approving revised UACS

e. �Published UACS Implementation 
Manual

Consultancy services 
to support the UACS 
assessment and 
recommendations

10,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.004.002 Implement 
training and 
awareness 
building 
measures for 
rollout of UACS

a. �Design training and awareness building programs to communicate the 
changes to UACS to the stakeholders

b. �Identify the communication champions and participants for ToT 
programs

c. �Rollout capacity and awareness building measures for UACS

PFM Roadmap a. �Overlapping and inconsistent coding structures among agencies
b. �TWG to list the challenges requiring revision of UACS

a. �Training & Awareness building program 
for UACS rollout

b. �Training & Awareness building program 
materials

c. �Training & Awareness building program 
conducted for UACS

a. �Training & Awareness building program 
materials: N/A

b. �Number of UACS Training & Awareness 
Building activities conducted for agencies: 
N/A

a. �Training & Awareness building 
program materials: N/A

b. �Number of UACS Training & 
Awareness Building activities 
conducted for agencies: N/A

a. �Training & Awareness building 
program materials: Completed

b. �Number of UACS Training & 
Awareness Building activities 
conducted for agencies: 150 agencies

a. �Training & Awareness building program 
materials: Completed

b. �Number of UACS Training & Awareness 
Building activities conducted for 
agencies: 165 agencies

N/A a. �Lack of participation from NGAs in capacity building/
training programs

b. �Lack of budget allocation for capacity and awareness 
building measures

c. �Issues in quality and effectiveness of capacity and 
awareness building programs

a. �Approved UACS revisions
b. �Budget allocations for capacity building and change 

management interventions
c. �Quality assurance for capacity building and change 

management interventions including feedback loops 
from participants to strengthen the programs

2027 2028 a. �UACS Technical Working Group
b. �DBM (PFM Committee Secretariat 

and ICTSS)
c. �Agency Element Owner

a. �Change management and 
communication programs and 
related material

b. �Participation reports/attendance 
logs for the programs

c. �Post training survey reports

Consultancy services 
for design and 
implementation of 
capacity building and 
change management 
programs

50,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.004.003 Implement 
Changes to the 
PFM IT Systems

a. �Configure/enhance existing IT systems to implement revised UACS
b. �Test the systems for verification of updated UACS and transactions and 

reports based on updated UACS
c. �Resolve issues and rollout the UACS in the systems
d. �Implement helpdesk/support measures to clarify/resolve user issued 

adoption of updated UACS

PFM Roadmap a. �Overlapping and inconsistent coding structures among agencies
b. �TWG to list the challenges requiring revision of UACS

a. �Updated IT systems for UACS
b. �UACS rolled out for all agencies

a. �Updated IT systems for UACS: N/A
b. �UACS rolled out for all agencies: N/A

a. �Updated IT systems for UACS: N/A
b. �UACS rolled out for all agencies: N/A

a. �Updated IT systems for UACS: 1
b. �UACS rolled out for all agencies: 315 

agencies

a. �Updated IT systems for UACS: 1
b. �UACS rolled out for all agencies: 315 

agencies

N/A a. �Lack of technical support arrangements to implement 
enhancements needed in the systems to incorporate 
UACS revisions

b. �Lack of budget allocations for system enhancements
c. �Gaps in incorporating revised UACS into the IT systems 

impacting transaction encoding, accounting and reporting
d. �Issues in data integration/exchange with few systems not 

migrating to new UACS

a. �Budget allocations for system enhancements
b. �Ensure contractual arrangements for system 

enhancements
c. �Policy mandate to ensure all related IT systems are 

enhanced to incorporate updated UACS
d. �Comprehensive testing and certification of enhanced 

systems with updated UACS

2027 2028 a. �UACS Technical Working Group
b. �DBM (PFM Committee Secretariat 

and ICTSS)
c. �Agency Element Owner

a. �Reports on system impact 
assessments and design

b. �UAT reports for upgraded reports
c. �System generated reports based on 

updated UACS

Consultancy services 
for IT systems 
enhancements

25,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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Intervention 5: Design and implement a comprehensive system controls framework for Public Financial Management (PFM) IT systems, and operationalize it to ensure the integrity, accuracy, and completeness of financial transactions and data

06.06.005.001 Develop system 
controls 
framework for 
critical PFM IT 
systems

a. �Identify the critical PFM IT systems that requires development of 
comprehensive system controls framework. 

b. �Constitute TWGs for development of system controls framework for each 
IT system

c. �Engage consultancy support for development of system controls 
framework

d. �Develop the system controls framework capturing the relevant controls 
needed in the systems to ensure compliance with the (i) PFM policies, 
regulations & guidelines, (ii) Accounting and auditing guidelines and 
standards, (iii) transaction security standards and guidelines etc.

e. �Gap assessment for existing systems for their support for implementation 
of automated controls for the PFM system controls frame and prepare 
scope of enhancements needed for the systems

f. �Impact assessment on reduction of compliance and audit efforts on 
account of implementation of the system controls

g. �Impact assessment on existing legislative/regulatory framework to 
identify changes needed to transfer the audit burden from compliance/
manual audits to system controls framework

h. �Develop implementation plan for system controls framework
i. �Approval of System controls framework and implementation plan

PFM Roadmap a. �Lack or assurance on the reliability and security of IT systems processing financial 
transactions

b. �Continued reliance on manual procedures, signatures and submissions despite 
multiple IT systems in place for PFM

c. �Potential vulnerabilities in system controls that could lead to unauthorized access 
and transactions and data breaches

d. �Absence of systematic assessment of whether IT systems comply with PFM laws, 
rules, and regulations

e. �Limited evaluation of data integrity, accuracy, and completeness in automated 
financial processes

f. �Insufficient documentation of system controls and audit trails for key financial 
transactions

a. �Approved PFM system controls 
framework

b. �Approved implementation plan for 
system controls framework

a. �Approved PFM system controls 
framework: N/A

b. �Approved implementation plan for 
system controls framework: N/A

a. �Approved PFM system controls framework: 
2026

b. �Approved implementation plan for system 
controls framework: 2026

N/A N/A N/A a. �Lack of ownership/drive from oversight agencies for 
definition and agreement on system controls framework 
for PFM IT systems

b. �Lack of understanding/appreciation on need for systems 
controls framework and its benefits in reduction of 
manual transactions/check points and compliance audit 
efforts

c. �Lack of consensus and approval on system controls 
framework that takes into account the applicable rules/
guidelines from all oversight agencies

d. �Delays in approval of systems control framework
e. �Limitations in the policy and regulatory framework 

limiting discontinuation of manual procedures/ records 
/signatures/reports limiting the benefits from system 
controls framework

a. �Sensitization workshops for the stakeholders on 
need and benefits from system controls framework

b. �PFM committee support for implementation of PFM 
system controls framework

c. �Support from oversight agencies in allocation of 
relevant domain experts for inputs into development 
of framework and its review and finalization

d. �Budget allocation for development of system 
controls framework

e. �Approval of changes to the policy and regulatory 
framework to discontinue reliance on manual 
procedures/ records /signatures/reports limiting the 
benefits from system controls framework

2026 2026 Lead: DBM and COA 
Members: COA, BTr, DOF, DICT

a. �PFM Committee Approved System 
Controls Framework

b. �Policy Mandate for implementation of 
approved system controls framework for 
all PFM IT systems

Consultancy 
services to support 
the development of 
the system controls 
framework for PFM IT 
Systems

15,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.005.002 Pilot for PFM 
system controls 
framework

a. �Detailed system enhancements/requirements study for BTMS and other 
core PFM IT systems to implement system controls framework

b. �Customize/enhance BTMS and other core PFM IT systems to implement 
the system controls framework

c. �Comprehensive systems testing, including third party testing, for systems 
on implemented controls

d. �Pilot testing of enhanced systems for select agencies on effectiveness of 
system controls and reliability of system enforced controls and system 
generated reports

e. �Address the gaps from the pilot phase and implement necessary 
changes to the controls framework and the systems

f. �Benefits assessment from system controls framework on reduction of 
manual efforts, manual documents, manual signatures and reports 
submission

g. �Finalize the changes needed to the policies, guidelines and accounting 
and auditing manuals to discontinue manual procedures, signatures, 
reports etc

h. �finalize the system controls audit and certification framework to test and 
verify the effectiveness of system controls on a periodic basis

PFM Roadmap a. �Lack or assurance on the reliability and security of IT systems processing financial 
transactions

b. �Continued reliance on manual procedures, signatures and submissions despite 
multiple IT systems in place for PFM

c. �Potential vulnerabilities in system controls that could lead to unauthorized access, 
data breaches, or fraud

d. �Absence of systematic assessment of whether IT systems comply with PFM laws, 
rules, and regulations

e. �Limited evaluation of data integrity, accuracy, and completeness in automated 
financial processes

f. �Insufficient documentation of system controls and audit trails for key financial 
transactions

a. �No. of systems enhanced and certified 
for compliance with the approved 
system controls framework

b. �No. of agencies benefitted from 
reduction/elimination of manual 
procedures/signatures/documents/
reports

c. �% reduction in manual transactions 
and reports

a. �No. of systems enhanced and 
certified for compliance with 
the approved system controls 
framework: 0

b. �% reduction in manual transactions 
and reports: 0

a. �No. of systems enhanced and certified 
for compliance with the approved system 
controls framework: 0

b. �% reduction in manual transactions and 
reports: 0

a. �No. of systems enhanced and 
certified for compliance with 
the approved system controls 
framework: 1

b. �% reduction in manual transactions 
and reports: 30%

a. �No. of systems enhanced and certified 
for compliance with the approved 
system controls framework: 1

b. �% reduction in manual transactions and 
reports: 50%

N/A a. �Lack of ownership/drive from oversight agencies for 
implementation of system controls framework for PFM 
IT systems

b. �Limitations in the systems to support in implementation 
of system controls framework

c. �Delays in approval of changes to the policy and regulatory 
framework for discontinuation of manual procedures/ 
records /signatures/reports limiting the benefits from 
system controls framework

d. �Lack of budget and technical support for system 
enhancements

a. �PFM committee support for implementation of 
system controls framework

b. �Budget allocations for system enhancements
c. �Timely approvals for changes to the policy and 

regulatory framework to discontinue reliance 
on manual procedures/ records /signatures/
reports limiting the benefits from system controls 
framework

2027 2028 Lead: DBM and COA 
Members: COA, BTr, DOF, DICT

a. �Documents/circulars confirming changes 
to the existing policies/guidelines/ 
manuals on adoption of system controls 
framework and discontinuation of manual 
records/signatures/reports

b. �Stakeholder Survey Reports on impact 
of implementation of system controls 
framework

Consultancy services to 
support in enhancement 
of IT systems to 
implement the system 
control framework

50,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.005.003 Rollout the PFM 
system controls 
framework

a. �Design and implement capacity building and communication programs 
for rollout of systems controls framework

b. �Rollout system controls framework for the agencies in a phased manner
c. �Develop policy on mandatory audit of system controls framework 

implemented for PFM IT systems including responsibilities and intervals 
for undertaking such audits

d. �Allocate budgets for undertaking system controls audits for PFM IT 
systems

e. �Conduct audits for critical PFM IT systems at defined intervals, review 
the findings and strengthen the system controls framework and their 
implementation in the PFM IT systems

PFM Roadmap a. �Lack or assurance on the reliability and security of IT systems processing financial 
transactions

b. �Continued reliance on manual procedures, signatures and submissions despite multiple 
IT systems in place for PFM

c. �Potential vulnerabilities in system controls that could lead to unauthorized access, data 
breaches, or fraud

d. �Absence of systematic assessment of whether IT systems comply with PFM laws, rules, 
and regulations

e. �Limited evaluation of data integrity, accuracy, and completeness in automated financial 
processes

f. �Insufficient documentation of system controls and audit trails for key financial transactions

a. �No. of systems enhanced and certified 
for compliance with the approved 
system controls framework

b. �No. of agencies benefitted from 
reduction/elimination of manual 
procedures/signatures/documents/
reports

c. �% reduction in manual transactions 
and reports

a. �No. of systems enhanced and 
certified for compliance with 
the approved system controls 
framework:0

b. �No. of agencies benefitted from 
reduction/elimination of manual 
procedures/signatures/documents/
reports: 0

c. �% reduction in manual transactions 
and reports: 0

N/A N/A a. �No. of systems enhanced and certified 
for compliance with the approved 
system controls framework: 1

b. �No. of agencies benefitted from 
reduction/elimination of manual 
procedures/signatures/documents/
reports: 0

c. �% reduction in manual transactions and 
reports: 0

a. �No. of systems enhanced and 
certified for compliance with 
the approved system controls 
framework: 1

b. �No. of agencies benefitted 
from reduction/elimination of 
manual procedures/signatures/
documents/reports: 315

c. �% reduction in manual 
transactions and reports: 80

a. �Lack of sustained commitment from stakeholders in 
adoption of system controls framework

b. �Continued reliance on manual procedures/ records/ 
reports/submissions

a. �Approved policy and regulatory framework to 
discontinue reliance on manual procedures/ 
records /signatures/reports limiting the benefits 
from system controls framework

b. �Leadership reinforcement for adoption of system 
controls framework and discontinuation of manual 
procedures and documents

c. �Periodic testing and certification of systems for 
their compliance with system controls framework 
to provide assurance to stakeholders on their 
effectiveness

2028 2029 Lead: DBM and COA 
Members: COA, BTr, DOF, DICT

a. �Documents/circulars confirming changes 
to the existing policies/guidelines/ 
manuals on adoption of system controls 
framework and discontinuation of manual 
records/signatures/reports

b. �Stakeholder Survey Reports on impact 
of implementation of system controls 
framework

c. �Periodic testing reports for PFM systems 
for their compliance with system controls 
framework and their effectiveness

Consultancy services to 
support in enhancement 
of IT systems to 
implement the system 
controls framework

100,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

Intervention 6: Sustain implementation of the eGovPay platform for government payments and collections

06.06.006.001 Current State 
Assessment 
for eGovPay 
Platform and 
develop its 
rollout plan

a. �Engage technical assistance to support in the assessment
b. �Assess the eGovPay platform implementation and adoption progress 

across the agencies
c. �Review the eGovPay platform system functionalities, integration with 

other related systems and identify enhancements needed, if any, to 
accelerate its implementation across agencies

d. �Identify the limitations/ challenges constraining rollout of the eGovPay 
platform

e. �Recommend measures needed for eGovPay platform rollout across 
agencies and its adoption by the citizens and businesses

f. �Develop detailed rollout plan for eGovPay including policy, institutional 
and resource support needed for rolling out eGovPay

PFM Roadmap a. �Limited or poor uptake of the common government payment gateway or system for all 
receipts/ payments related to government receipts

b. �Fragmented collection channels leading to inconsistent tracking and reconciliation of 
government revenues

c. �Increased risk of revenue leakages, delayed remittances, and unauthorized diversions 
of public funds

d. �Lack of real-time visibility into cash inflows and outflows across ministries, 
departments, and agencies

e. �Higher transaction costs due to duplication of payment systems and vendor contracts
f. �Difficulty in enforcing standardized payment protocols, audit trails, and financial 

controls

a. �Assessment Report on eGovPay 
Platform implementation and its 
adoption

b. �Report on recommendations for rollout 
of eGovPay platform

a. �Assessment Report on eGovPay 
Platform implementation and its 
adoption: 0

b. �Report on recommendations for 
rollout of eGovPay platform: 0

a. �Assessment Report on eGovPay Platform 
implementation and its adoption: 1 (Q4 2026)

b. �Report on recommendations for rollout of 
eGovPay platform: 1 
(Q4 2026)

N/A N/A N/A a. �Lack of stakeholder willingness and support for current 
state assessment

b. �Unavailability of data on current list of agencies on 
boarded, number of transactions processed by the 
system

c. �Lack of inputs from stakeholders on issues impacting the 
system adoption

a. �PFM committee support for the intervention and this 
assessment

b. �Buy in from the eGovPay platform owner agency and 
other related stakeholders for the assessment

c. �Allocation of budgets/technical support to 
undertake the assessment and to formulate 
recommendations

2026 2026 Lead: EO 170 TWG, DICT a. �Assessment Report on eGovPay Platform
b. �Report on recommendations for rollout of 

eGovPay platform

Consultancy services 
to support the 
assessment of the 
e-EGovPay platform 
and to formulate 
recommendations for its 
adoption/rollout

12,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.006.002 Implement 
rollout plan 
for eGovPay 
Platform

a. �Implement system changes/enhancements needed for the platform as 
recommended in rollout plan

b. �Develop/amendments for policy framework for enforcement of eGovPay 
across the Government agencies

c. �Design and implement awareness building campaigns for eGovPay 
Platform to enhance its adoption.

d. �Rollout eGovPay platform across stakeholders in a phased manner

PFM Roadmap a. �Limited or poor uptake of the common government payment gateway or system for all 
receipts/ payments related to government receipts

b. �Fragmented collection channels leading to inconsistent tracking and reconciliation of 
government revenues

c. �Increased risk of revenue leakages, delayed remittances, and unauthorized diversions 
of public funds

d. �Lack of real-time visibility into cash inflows and outflows across ministries, 
departments, and agencies

e. �Higher transaction costs due to duplication of payment systems and vendor contracts
f. �Difficulty in enforcing standardized payment protocols, audit trails, and financial 

controls

a. �Policy Framework established to 
mandate government payments 
through eGovPay Platform

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
eGovPay Platform

c. �No. of services onboarded for payment 
through eGovPay platform

d. �No. of transactions processed through 
eGovPay Platform

a. �Policy Framework established to 
mandate government payments 
through eGovPay Platform: 0

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
eGovPay Platform: 0

c. �No. of services onboarded for 
payment through eGovPay platform: 
0

d. �No. of transactions processed 
through eGovPay Platform: 0

a. �Policy Framework established to mandate 
government payments through eGovPay 
Platform: N/A

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on eGovPay 
Platform: N/A

c. �No. of services onboarded for payment through 
eGovPay platform: N/A 

d. �No. of transactions processed through 
eGovPay Platform: N/A Task Team to provide 
inputs

a. �Policy Framework established to 
mandate government payments 
through eGovPay Platform: N/A

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
eGovPay Platform: 32

c. �No. of services onboarded for 
payment through eGovPay  
platform: 32

d. �No. of transactions processed 
through eGovPay Platform: 32

a. �Policy Framework established to 
mandate government payments through 
eGovPay Platform: N/A

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on eGovPay 
Platform: 136

c. �No. of services onboarded for payment 
through eGovPay platform: 136

d. �No. of transactions processed through 
eGovPay Platform: 136

a. �Policy Framework established 
to mandate government 
payments through eGovPay 
Platform: N/A

b. �No. of Agencies onboarded on 
eGovPay Platform: 70

c. �No. of services onboarded for 
payment through eGovPay 
platform: 70

d. �No. of transactions processed 
through eGovPay Platform: 70

a. �Technical limitations in the platform to support 
integration with systems at banks and other agencies

b. �Perceived competition to the other existing platforms for 
the agencies

c. �Lack of willingness/incentives for agencies to adopt 
eGovPay platform

d. �Lack of awareness among citizens/businesses on the 
platform and its benefits

a. �Policy endorsement from PFM Committee and 
Treasury leadership to mandate adoption of 
eGovPay platform

b. �Updated Treasury circulars to formalize eGovPay 
use

c. �Communication campaigns for enhanced 
awareness on the platform and its benefits

2027 2028+ Lead: EO 170 TWG, DICT Treasury Circular and Policy Issuances

List of onboarded agencies and partner 
institutions

System-generated analytics dashboards 
and reports on transactions/payments 
processed through the system

Consultancy services 
to support for the 
following:
a. �ICT system 

enhancements and 
rollout support

b. �Capacity building and 
awareness building 
programs for rollout of 
e-EGovPay Platform

25,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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Intervention 7:Implement an Integrated Project Monitoring and Reporting System (IPMRS) for PIP and other critical Government projects

06.06.007.001 Develop 
conceptual 
design and 
implementation 
plan for IPMRS

a. ��Develop the Terms of Reference for engaging the experts/firm to support in 
developing the conceptual design for IPMRS

b. �Procure/engage the experts/firms for development of IPMRS including a 
dedicated TWG with representatives from relevant agencies

c. �Identify all the stakeholders and their roles and responsibilities for Project 
Monitoring and reporting for PIP and other critical projects

d. �Requirements assessment for IPMRS
e. �Develop the conceptual design for IPMRS including functional scope and 

design for IPMRS including standardized reporting formats
f. �Review and approval of conceptual design for IPMRS
g. �Evaluate existing systems (PIPOL, DIME or any other existing systems) for their 

fitment to the IPMRS and ease of their expansion to the IPMRS
h. �Finalize the suitable option for IPMRS implementation (expand any existing 

system or develop a new system)
i. �Develop implementation plan for IPMRS
j. �Develop detailed requirements and specifications for IPMRS including Terms of 

Reference for IPMRS implementation
k. �Recommend changes needed to the existing guidelines/manuals for 

successful adoption of IPMRS

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented project monitoring systems across agencies with no standardized 
reporting protocols

b. �Lack of real-time visibility into project implementation status and deviations from 
planned timelines or budgets

c. �Inconsistent reporting formats impeding data consolidation, cross-agency analysis, 
and performance benchmarking

d. �Incomplete tracking of financial and physical milestones for major capital projects
e. �Limited visibility into project-level risks, delays, and issues requiring timely 

management action
f. �Poor integration of project execution data with fiscal planning and budget execution 

systems

a. �Approved conceptual design for IPMRS
b. �Approved implementation roadmap 

for IPMRS
c. �Approved Terms of Reference and 

Specifications for IPMRS

a. �Approved conceptual design for IPMRS: N/A
b. �Approved implementation roadmap for 

IPMRS: N/A
c. �Terms of Reference and Specifications for 

IPMRS: N/A

a. �Approved conceptual design for 
IPMRS

b. �Approved implementation roadmap 
for IPMRS

c. �Terms of Reference and 
Specifications for IPMRS

N/A N/A N/A a. �Fragmented legacy systems/data sources and lack of 
interoperability across agencies 

b. �Resistance from stakeholders to participate and support 
in the study

c. �Delayed approvals for conceptual design and 
specifications for IPRMS

a. �Leadership commitment and support from oversight 
agencies and NGAs 

b. �Budget allocation for feasibility study
c. �Agreement on standardized reporting formats, data 

fields, and performance metrics
d. �Timely review and approvals for conceptual design and 

implementation roadmap

2026 2026 Lead: DBM, PS, GPPB-TSO 
Members: Oversight agencies 
and selected implementing 
agencies (under DIME)

a. �Approved conceptual design for IPMRS
b. �Approved implementation roadmap for 

IMPRS
c. �Approved Terms of Reference and 

Specifications for IPMRS

Consultancy services for 
conceptual design and 
scoping for IPMRS

15,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.007.002 Procurement 
of Solutions 
and Service 
Provider for 
Implementation 
of IPMRS

a. �Develop bidding documents for IPMRS Procurement
b. �Procurement and award of contract for IPMRS implementation

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented project monitoring systems across agencies with no standardized 
reporting protocols

b. �Lack of real-time visibility into project implementation status and deviations from 
planned timelines or budgets

c. �Inconsistent reporting formats impeding data consolidation, cross-agency analysis, 
and performance benchmarking

d. �Incomplete tracking of financial and physical milestones for major capital projects
e. �Limited visibility into project-level risks, delays, and issues requiring timely 

management action
f. �Poor integration of project execution data with fiscal planning and budget execution 

systems

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of IPMRS

b. �Agreement/Contract with the IPMRS 
System Integrator

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement of 
IPMRS: N/A

b. �Agreement/Contract with the IPMRS System 
Integrator: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of IPMRS

b. �Agreement/Contract with the IPMRS 
System Integrator: N/A

a. �Agreement/Contract with the IPMRS 
System Integrator

N/A N/A a. �Lack of budget allocations for IPMRS
b. �Lack of expertise for evaluation and selection of suitable 

products/platforms for IPRMS
c. �Delays in procurement and award of contract

a. �Approved conceptual design and implementation plan 
for IPMRS

b. �Budget allocation for IPMRS implementation
c. �Review and approval of bidding documents and contract 

documents

2026 2027 Lead: DBM, PS, GPPB-TSO 
Members: Oversight agencies 
and selected implementing 
agencies (under DIME)

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement of 
IPMRS

b. �Bid evaluation reports
c. �Agreement/Contract with the IPMRS 

System Integrator

Consultancy services 
procurement and 
contracting support

5,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.007.003 Develop/
customize IPMRS

a. �Finalize the system design for IPMRS including functionality including 
integrations needed with other systems,

b. �Customize/develop the system for the IPMRS
c. �User Acceptance Testing (UAT) for IPMRS

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented project monitoring systems across agencies with no standardized reporting 
protocols

b. �Lack of real-time visibility into project implementation status and deviations from planned 
timelines or budgets

c. �Inconsistent reporting formats impeding data consolidation, cross-agency analysis, and 
performance benchmarking

d. �Incomplete tracking of financial and physical milestones for major capital projects
e. �Limited visibility into project-level risks, delays, and issues requiring timely management 

action
f. �Poor integration of project execution data with fiscal planning and budget execution 

systems

a. �Approved design document for IPMRS
b. �Pilot ready system for IPMRS

a. �Approved design document for IPMRS: N/A
b. �Pilot ready system for IPMRS: N/A

a. �Approved design document for 
IPMRS: N/A

b. �Pilot ready system for IPMRS: N/A

a. �Approved design document for 
IPMRS

a. �Pilot ready system for IPMRS N/A a. �Resistance from stakeholders to participate and support 
in the study

b. �Limitations in systems requiring interface with IPMRS 
lacking support for integration/data exchange

c. �Delayed approvals from stakeholders on design for 
IPRMS

d. �Developed system not addressing the requirements of 
stakeholders adequately

e. �Delayed sign-offs from stakeholders on UAT and system 
acceptance

a. �Availability of domain experts from relevant agencies 
(TWG) during design and development

b. �Timely review and approval of design documents, UAT 
and other outputs

c. �Provision of test data for the projects

2027 2028 Lead: DBM, PS, GPPB-TSO 
Members: Oversight agencies 
and selected implementing 
agencies (under DIME)

a. �Approved design document for IPMRS
b. �UAT reports

Goods: IT Tools and IT 
infrastructure for IPMRS
Consultancy services for 
development of IPMRS

10,0000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.007.004 Pilot 
implementation 
of IPMRS

a. �Finalize the list of agencies and projects for the pilot phase
b. �Data digitization/migration for the pilot phase
c. �Training for the stakeholders covered in the pilot phase
d. �Pilot launch for the system including system use and stabilization for a defined 

period.
e. �Identify and address the challenges and learnings from the pilot phase

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented project monitoring systems across agencies with no standardized reporting 
protocols

b. �Lack of real-time visibility into project implementation status and deviations from planned 
timelines or budgets

c. �Inconsistent reporting formats impeding data consolidation, cross-agency analysis, and 
performance benchmarking

d. �Incomplete tracking of financial and physical milestones for major capital projects
e. �Limited visibility into project-level risks, delays, and issues requiring timely management 

action
f. �Poor integration of project execution data with fiscal planning and budget execution 

systems

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
IPMRS & recommendations for rollout 
phase

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the IPMRS: 0
b. No. of projects onboarded onto the IPMRS: 0
c. �No. of progress reports submitted through 

IPMRS: 0
d. �Report on pilot implementation of IPMRS & 

recommendations for rollout phase: 0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 0

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
IPMRS & recommendations for rollout 
phase:0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 0

d. �Report on pilot implementation 
of IPMRS & recommendations for 
rollout phase:0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the IPMRS: 
32

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 32

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 32

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
IPMRS & recommendations for rollout 
phase: 32

N/A a. �Resistance to adoption of the system, standardized 
reporting formats and their timely submission

b. �Incomplete or inconsistent baseline data for ongoing and 
pipeline projects 

c. �Lack of sustained use of the system resulting in dated 
and incomplete reports

d. �Continued parallel IT systems similar to IPMRS and 
continued reliance on manual procedures for progress 
report preparation and submission

a. �Leadership commitment and support from oversight 
agencies and NGAs included in pilot phase

b. �Availability of reliable baseline data and project 
documentation 

c. �User participation from oversight agencies and NGAs in 
training and system usage in pilot phase

d. �Timely resolution of issues from system integrator for 
issues in pilot phase

2028 2028 Lead: DBM, PS, GPPB-TSO 
Members: Oversight agencies 
and selected implementing 
agencies (under DIME)

a. �Training Reports
b. �Project monitoring reports for pilot 

projects and agencies
c. �System-generated dashboards with 

project status, milestone tracking, and 
variance reports

d. �Audit logs confirming timely data entry 
and updates by agencies

e. �System Usage analytics

Consultancy services 
for pilot implementation 
of IPMRS

15,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.007.005 IPMRS Rollout a. �Develop the rollout plan for the IPMRS including sequencing of agencies 
and their projects for inclusion in IPRMS including time timelines for their 
implementation

b. �Develop the capacity building and communications management plan for 
IPMRS implementation

c. �Data digitization and migration for agencies and projects in the rollout phase
d. �Implement capacity building and communication programs for stakeholders
e. �Establish helpdesk/support mechanisms for stakeholders for IPMRS
f. �System rollout across sectors/agencies and projects
g. �Implement policy and regulatory changes to enforce adoption of IPMRS

PFM Roadmap a. �Fragmented project monitoring systems across agencies with no standardized 
reporting protocols

b. �Lack of real-time visibility into project implementation status and deviations from 
planned timelines or budgets

c. �Inconsistent reporting formats impeding data consolidation, cross-agency analysis, 
and performance benchmarking

d. �Incomplete tracking of financial and physical milestones for major capital projects
e. �Limited visibility into project-level risks, delays, and issues requiring timely 

management action
f. �Poor integration of project execution data with fiscal planning and budget execution 

systems

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS

c. �Policy changes supporting 
enforcement of IPMRS

d. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the IPMRS:0
b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the IPMRS:0
c. �Policy changes supporting enforcement of 

IPMRS: 0
d. �No. of progress reports submitted through 

IPMRS: 0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 0

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
IPMRS & recommendations for rollout 
phase:0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 0

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 0

d. �Report on pilot implementation 
of IPMRS & recommendations for 
rollout phase:0

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the IPMRS: 
4

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
IPMRS: 4

c. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through IPMRS: 4

d. �Report on pilot implementation of IPMRS 
& recommendations for rollout phase:4

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto 
the IPMRS: 315

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto 
the IPMRS: 315

c. �No. of progress reports 
submitted through IPMRS: 315

d. �Report on pilot implementation 
of IPMRS & recommendations 
for rollout phase:315

a. �Resistance to adoption of the system, standardized 
reporting formats and their timely submission

b. �Incomplete or inconsistent baseline data for ongoing and 
pipeline projects 

c. �Connectivity and infrastructure gaps in remote or field-
level project sites

d. �Lack of sustained use of the system resulting in dated 
and incomplete reports

e. �Continued parallel IT systems similar to IPMRS and 
continued reliance on manual procedures for progress 
report preparation and submission

a. �Leadership commitment and support from oversight 
agencies and NGAs included in rollout phase

b. �Availability of reliable baseline data and project 
documentation 

c. �Budget allocation for system development, training, and 
change management

d. �Policy issuances to mandate and enforce adoption of 
IPMRS

2028 2029 Lead: DBM, PS, GPPB-TSO 
Members: Oversight agencies 
and selected implementing 
agencies (under DIME)

a. �Training Reports
b. �Project monitoring reports for pilot 

projects and agencies
c. �System-generated dashboards with 

project status, milestone tracking, and 
variance reports

d. �Audit logs confirming timely data entry 
and updates by agencies

e. �System Usage analytics
f. �Circulars/policy documents mandating 

usage of IPMRS

Consultancy services for 
rollout of IPMRS

25,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners



STRATEGIC FOCUS AREA 6  |  DIGITAL PFM

C. STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

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 8: Introduce a National Government HR and Payroll System (NGHRPS)

06.06.008.001 Design blueprint 
for National 
Government 
HR and Payroll 
System

a. �Establish Technical Working Group (TWG) to lead design and coordination of 
the national system

b. �Engage specialized consultancy to support TWG in blueprint development 
and technical advisory

c. �Conduct comprehensive inventory and assessment of existing HRIS and 
payroll systems across NGAs

d. �Undertake feasibility study to evaluate implementation options (new build, 
upgrade, or integration)

e. �Present options to PFM Committee for review, selection, and formal approval
f. �Develop conceptual design for the selected implementation pathway
g. �Prepare detailed functional specification and implementation plan and Terms 

of Reference for procurement of solutions and system integrator for NGRHMS

PEFA 
recommendation

Fragmented HR and payroll systems across national government agencies leading to 
following gaps/challenges:
a. �No centralized employee database hindering workforce planning and HR analytics 

across government
b. �Redundant investments in standalone HR/payroll systems and costly integration 

efforts
c. �Inefficient data collation, compilation, and reporting across fragmented platforms
d. �Difficulty in detecting ghost employees, duplicate records, and unauthorized 

payments
e. �Manual payroll processing in non-digitized agencies causing errors, delays, and 

administrative burden

a. �Approved conceptual design for 
NGHRPS

b. �Approved implementation roadmap 
for NGHRPS

c. �Approved Terms of Reference and 
Specifications for NGHRPS

a. �Approved conceptual design for NGHRPS: 
N/A

b. �Approved implementation roadmap for 
NGHRPS: N/A

c. �Approved Terms of Reference and 
Specifications for NGHRPS: N/A

a. �Approved conceptual design for 
NGHRPS

b. �Approved implementation roadmap 
for NGHRPS

c. �Approved Terms of Reference and 
Specifications for NGHRPS

N/A N/A N/A a. �Fragmented legacy systems and inadequate stakeholder 
support challenging blueprint standardization and data 
architecture design for NGHRMS

b. �Incomplete and inconsistent employee records requiring 
extensive data mapping and validation 

c. �Concerns over data privacy, access controls, and 
institutional ownership of HR data 

a. �Availability of baseline employee data across agencies 
for mapping and validation 

b. �Agreement on common HR data set, standards, 
classification codes, and HR/payroll definitions 

c. �Leadership endorsement for centralized HR/payroll 
reform and system unification 

d. �Engagement of all relevant stakeholders during design 
phase 

e. �Budget allocation for design-phase activities including 
consultations and technical studies 

2026 2026 Lead: DBM and CSC 
Members: CSC, CSC 
Modernization Program Teams

a. �Approved blueprint for central NGHRMS
b. �Approved implementation roadmap

Consultancy services 
for conceptual design of 
NGHRMS

50,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA) 

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.008.002 Procurement 
of Solutions 
and Service 
Provider for 
Implementation 
of NGHRMS

a. �Secure budget allocations for implementation of NGHRMS
b. �Develop bidding documents for NGHRMS Procurement
c. �Procurement and award of contract for NGHRMS implementation

PEFA 
recommendation

Fragmented HR and payroll systems across national government agencies leading to 
following gaps/challenges:
a. �No centralized employee database hindering workforce planning and HR analytics 

across government
b. �Redundant investments in standalone HR/payroll systems and costly integration 

efforts
c. �Inefficient data collation, compilation, and reporting across fragmented platforms
d. �Difficulty in detecting ghost employees, duplicate records, and unauthorized 

payments
e. �Manual payroll processing in non-digitized agencies causing errors, delays, and 

administrative burden

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of NGHRMS

b. �Agreement/Contract with the NGHRMS 
System Integrator

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement of 
NGHRMS: N/A

b. �Agreement/Contract with the NGHRMS 
System Integrator: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of NGHRMS: N/A

b. �Agreement/Contract with the 
NGHRMS System Integrator: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement 
of NGHRMS

b. �Agreement/Contract with the 
NGHRMS System Integrator

N/A N/A a. �Lack of budget allocations for NGHRMS
b. �Lack of expertise for evaluation and selection of suitable 

products/platforms for NGHRMS
c. �Delays in procurement and award of contract

a. �Approved conceptual design and implementation plan 
for NGHRMS

b. �Budget allocation for NGHRMS implementation
c Review and approval of bidding documents and contract 
documents

2026 2027 Lead: DBM and CSC 
Members: CSC, CSC 
Modernization Program Teams

a. �Bidding documents for NGHRMS
b. �Bid Evaluation Reports
c. �Contractual documents for 

implementation of the system

Consultancy services 
for procurement and 
contracting support for 
selection of solution and 
system integrator for 
NGHRMS

15,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.008.003 Develop/
customize 
NGHRMS

a. �Finalize the system design for NGHRMS including functionality including 
integrations needed with other systems,

b. �Customize/develop the system for the NGHRMS
c. �User Acceptance Testing (UAT) for NGHRMS
d. �Develop data migration strategy for the system

PEFA 
recommendation

Fragmented HR and payroll systems across national government agencies leading to 
following gaps/challenges:
a. �No centralized employee database hindering workforce planning and HR analytics 

across government
b. �Redundant investments in standalone HR/payroll systems and costly integration 

efforts
c. �Inefficient data collation, compilation, and reporting across fragmented platforms
d. �Difficulty in detecting ghost employees, duplicate records, and unauthorized 

payments
e. �Manual payroll processing in non-digitized agencies causing errors, delays, and 

administrative burden

a. �Approved design document for 
NGHRMS

b. �Pilot ready system for NGHRMS

a. �Approved design document for NGHRMS: 
N/A

b. �Pilot ready system for NGHRMS: N/A

a. �Approved design document for 
NGHRMS: N/A

b. �Pilot ready system for NGHRMS: N/A

a. �Approved design document for 
NGHRMS: N/A

b. �Pilot ready system for NGHRMS: N/A

a. �Approved design document for 
NGHRMS: 1

b. �Pilot ready system for NGHRMS: 1

N/A a. �Resistance from stakeholders to participate and support 
in the NGHRMS design

b. �Limitations in systems requiring interface with NGHRMS 
lacking support for integration/data exchange

c. �Delayed approvals from stakeholders on design for 
NGHRMS

d. �Developed/customized system not addressing the 
requirements of stakeholders adequately

e. �Delayed sign-offs from stakeholders on UAT and system 
acceptance

a. �Availability of domain experts from relevant agencies 
(TWG) during design and development

b. �Timely review and approval of design documents, UAT 
and other outputs

c. �Provision of test data for NGHRMS

2027 2028 Lead: DBM and CSC 
Members: CSC, CSC 
Modernization Program Teams

a. �Approved system design for NGHRMS
b. �UAT Reports

Goods: Licenses 
for NGHRMS, IT 
Infrastructure for 
NGHRMS
Consultancy services: 
For design and 
customization and 
finalization of NGHRMS 
for GOP

500,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.008.004 Pilot 
implementation 
of NGHRMS

a. �Finalize the list of agencies and projects for the pilot phase
b. �Data digitization, data quality assurance and data migration for the pilot phase
c. �Training for the stakeholders covered in the pilot phase
d. �Pilot launch for the system including system use and stabilization for a 

defined period.
e. �Identify and address the challenges and learnings from the pilot phase

PEFA 
recommendation

Fragmented HR and payroll systems across national government agencies leading to 
following gaps/challenges:
a. �No centralized employee database hindering workforce planning and HR analytics 

across government
b. �Redundant investments in standalone HR/payroll systems and costly integration 

efforts
c. �Inefficient data collation, compilation, and reporting across fragmented platforms
d. �Difficulty in detecting ghost employees, duplicate records, and unauthorized 

payments
e. �Manual payroll processing in non-digitized agencies causing errors, delays, and 

administrative burden

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS
d. �Report on pilot implementation of 

NGHRMS & recommendations for 
rollout phase

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the NGHRMS: 
0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the NGHRMS 
ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 0
d. �Report on pilot implementation of NGHRMS 

& recommendations for rollout phase: N/A

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 
0

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
NGHRMS & recommendations for 
rollout phase: N/A

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 
0

d. �Report on pilot implementation of 
NGHRMS & recommendations for 
rollout phase: N/A

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 0
d. �Report on pilot implementation of 

NGHRMS & recommendations for rollout 
phase: N/A

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto 
the NGHRMS: 40

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 40

c. �No. of payrolls run through 
NGHRMS: 40

a. �Resistance in stakeholders in adoption of the system 
b. �Incomplete and inconsistent employee records requiring 

extensive data mapping and validation 
c. �Lack of sustained use of the system resulting in dated 

and incomplete data
d. �Continued parallel IT systems similar to NGHRMS and 

continued reliance on existing systems and manual 
procedures

a. �Availability of baseline employee data across agencies 
for mapping and validation for pilot phase

b. �Leadership commitment and support from oversight 
agencies and NGAs included in pilot phase

c. �User participation from oversight agencies and NGAs in 
training and system usage in pilot phase

d. �Timely resolution of issues from system integrator for 
issues in pilot phase

e. �Discontinue the existing systems in pilot agencies post 
successful stabilization of pilot period.

2028+ 2028+ Lead: DBM and CSC 
Members: CSC, CSC 
Modernization Program Teams

a. �Data digitization and migration reports
b. �Reports from NGHRMS on migrated 

employee data
c. �System onboarding records for agencies
d. �Payroll transaction logs and reconciliation 

reports from the unified platform 
e. �Decommissioning reports for legacy 

systems 

Consultancy services 
support for Pilot 
implementation of 
NGHRMS, capacity 
building, data 
migration and change 
management services

100,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.008.005 NGHRMS Rollout a. �Develop the rollout plan for the NGHRMS including sequencing of agencies 
and their offices for inclusion in NGHRMS including time timelines for their 
implementation

b. �Develop the capacity building and communications management plan for 
NGHRMS implementation

c. �Data digitization, quality assurance and migration for the rollout phase
d. �Implement capacity building and communication programs for stakeholders
e. �Establish helpdesk/support mechanisms for stakeholders for NGHRMS
f. �System rollout across agencies/offices
g. �Implement policy and regulatory changes to enforce adoption of NGHRMS

PEFA 
recommendation

Fragmented HR and payroll systems across national government agencies leading to 
following gaps/challenges:
a. �No centralized employee database hindering workforce planning and HR analytics 

across government
b. �Redundant investments in standalone HR/payroll systems and costly integration 

efforts
c. �Inefficient data collation, compilation, and reporting across fragmented platforms
d. �Difficulty in detecting ghost employees, duplicate records, and unauthorized 

payments
e. �Manual payroll processing in non-digitized agencies causing errors, delays, and 

administrative burden

a. �No. of NGAs onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS

b. �No. of projects onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS

c. �Policy changes supporting 
enforcement of NGHRMS

d. �No. of progress reports submitted 
through NGHRMS

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the NGHRMS: 
0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the NGHRMS 
ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 0

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 
0

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 
0

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS: 0

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 0

c. �No. of payrolls run through NGHRMS: 0

a. �No. of offices onboarded onto 
the NGHRMS: 315

b. �No. of staff onboarded onto the 
NGHRMS ESS: 315

c. �No. of payrolls run through 
NGHRMS: 315

a. �Resistance in stakeholders in adoption of the system 
b. �Incomplete and inconsistent employee records requiring 

extensive data mapping and validation 
c. �Lack of sustained use of the system resulting in dated 

and incomplete data
d. �Continued parallel IT systems similar to NGHRMS and 

continued reliance on existing systems and manual 
procedures

a. �Availability of baseline employee data across agencies 
for mapping and validation for rollout phase

b. �Leadership commitment and support from oversight 
agencies and NGAs

c. �User participation from oversight agencies and NGAs in 
training and system usage

d. �Timely resolution of issues from system integrator
e. �Discontinue the existing systems post successful 

migration to the NGHRMS

2028+ 2028+ Lead: DBM and CSC 
Members: CSC, CSC 
Modernization Program Teams

a. �Data digitization and migration reports
b. �Reports from NGHRMS on migrated 

employee data
c. �System onboarding records for agencies
d. �Payroll transaction logs and reconciliation 

reports from the unified platform 
e. �Decommissioning reports for legacy 

systems 
f. �Annual audit reports highlighting 

improvements in payroll governance and 
control 

Consultancy services 
support for Rollout of 
NGHRMS, capacity 
building, data 
migration and change 
management services

250,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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C. �STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

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 9: Implement a unified platforms (portal and mobile applications) consolidating all fiscal documents, reports, and citizen-friendly summaries in a single, easily navigable platform

06.06.009.001 Design of 
interventions for 
strengthening 
the transparency, 
efficiency and 
effectiveness in 
PFM information 
dissemination to 
the stakeholders 
(both internal 
and external)

a. ���Establish Technical Working Group (TWG) to lead and coordinate the 
intervention

b. ��Engage specialized consultancy to support TWG in in the intervention
c. ��Conduct comprehensive review of existing platforms and mechanisms 

across the PFM data lifecycle in use for information dissemination to the 
stakeholders

d. �Assess alignment of current systems and information dissemination 
arrangements with IMF Fiscal Transparency Code and other relevant 
frameworks

e. �Undertake stakeholder consultations and surveys (internal and external) to 
identify expectations and information gaps

f. �Benchmark global good practices in public-facing PFM data dissemination
g. �Gap assessment in current environment and identify the specific challenges 

and root causes resulting in current gaps
h. �Design legal, policy, and institutional mechanisms to strengthen public 

access to fiscal information and sustain such information dissemination
i. �Design IT system enhancements and specifications for implementation of PFM 

information dissemination requirements for stakeholders
j. �Prepare implementation roadmap including institutional responsibilities and 

budget estimates and sequencing of interventions
k. �Review and approval of interventions and implementation roadmap

PFM Roadmap a. �Fiscal data fragmented across multiple platforms, hindering easy public access and 
navigation

b. �No unified portal for budget documents, financial reports, audit reports, and fiscal 
performance data

c. �Low public engagement and limited understanding of government budgets and 
spending priorities

d. �Technical content not simplified or formatted for non-specialist audiences
e. �Limited mobile optimization restricting access for remote and underserved 

populations
f. �Poor user experience undermining transparency despite document availability and 

legal compliance

a. �Current State Assessment Report
b. �Report on recommendations for 

enhancements to the IT systems to 
strengthen transparency and efficiency 
in PFM data dissemination

c. �Policy for PFM Data Dissemination
d. �Recommendations for institutional 

arrangements for PFM Data 
dissemination

a. �Current State Assessment Report: N/A
b. �Report on recommendations for 

enhancements to the IT systems to 
strengthen transparency and efficiency in 
PFM data dissemination: N/A

c. �Policy for PFM Data Dissemination: N/A
d. �Recommendations for institutional 

arrangements for PFM Data dissemination: 
N/A

a. Current State Assessment Report
b. �Report on recommendations for 

enhancements to the IT systems 
to strengthen transparency and 
efficiency in PFM data dissemination

c. �Policy for PFM Data Dissemination
d. �Recommendations for institutional 

arrangements for PFM Data 
dissemination

N/A N/A N/A a. �Lack of ownership/commitment from stakeholders for 
the initiative

b. �Integration challenges with legacy systems and siloed 
data sources

c. �Delays in review and approval of proposed interventions

a. �PFM Committee ownership and drive for the initiative
b. �Documented accountability for implementation of the 

intervention
c. �Timely review and approval of outputs from the activity

2026 2026 Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved Current State Assessment 
Report

b. �Approved recommendations for 
enhancements to the IT systems to 
strengthen transparency and efficiency in 
PFM data dissemination

c. �Approved Policy for PFM Data 
Dissemination

d. �Approved recommendations for 
institutional arrangements for PFM Data 
dissemination

Consultancy services 
for:
a. �Current State 

Assessment Report
b. �Report on 

recommendations 
for enhancements 
to the IT systems 
to strengthen 
transparency and 
efficiency in PFM data 
dissemination

c. �Policy for PFM Data 
Dissemination

d. �Recommendations 
for institutional 
arrangements for PFM 
Data dissemination

30,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.009.002 Procurement 
of Solutions 
and Service 
Provider for 
Implementation 
of intervention 
for strengthening 
the transparency, 
efficiency and 
effectiveness in 
PFM information 
dissemination to 
the stakeholders

a. �Secure budget allocations for implementation or upgrade of existing systems
b. �Develop bidding documents for IT systems Procurement
c. �Procurement and award of contract for IT systems enhancement and 

implementation

PFM Roadmap a. �Fiscal data fragmented across multiple platforms, hindering easy public access and 
navigation

b. �No unified portal for budget documents, financial reports, audit reports, and fiscal 
performance data

c. �Low public engagement and limited understanding of government budgets and 
spending priorities

d. �Technical content not simplified or formatted for non-specialist audiences
e. �Limited mobile optimization restricting access for remote and underserved 

populations
f. �Poor user experience undermining transparency despite document availability and 

legal compliance

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement
b. �Agreement/Contract with the System 

Integrator

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement: N/A
b. �Agreement/Contract with the System 

Integrator: N/A

a. �Bidding Documents for procurement
b. �Agreement/Contract with the System 

Integrator: N/A

a. �Agreement/Contract with the System 
Integrator

N/A N/A a. �Lack of budget allocations for system enhancements
b. �Lack of expertise for evaluation and selection of suitable 

products/platforms for the intervention
c. �Delays in procurement and award of contract

a. �Approved design for IT system enhancements
b. �Budget allocation for IT systems enhancements
c. �Timely review and approval of bidding documents and 

contract documents

2026 2027 Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved bidding documents
b. �Bid Evaluation Reports
c. �Contract documents/agreements signed 

with the system integrators

Consultancy services 
for procurement and 
contracting support for 
selection of solution and 
system integrator

10,000.00 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.009.003 Implement IT 
interventions 
for PFM Data 
Dissemination

a. �Finalize the system design for enhancements for existing IT systems/
information delivery channels including integrations needed with other 
systems

b. �Define standardized formats and publishing frequency for all participating 
agencies

c. �Customize/develop the systems
d. �User Acceptance Testing (UAT)
e. �Develop data migration strategy for the system
f.  �Design and implement necessary interfaces/integration to ensure relevant 

data updates at regular intervals through the platform
g. �Data migration
h. �Capacity building for the users engaged in information dissemination 

activities
i.  �Capacity building for the technical staff in management of the systems
j.  �Go-Live of the systems

PFM Roadmap a. �Fiscal data fragmented across multiple platforms, hindering easy public access and 
navigation

b. �No unified portal for budget documents, financial reports, audit reports, and fiscal 
performance data

c. �Low public engagement and limited understanding of government budgets and 
spending priorities

d. �Technical content not simplified or formatted for non-specialist audiences
e. �Limited mobile optimization restricting access for remote and underserved 

populations
f. �Poor user experience undermining transparency despite document availability and 

legal compliance

a. �Approved design document
b. �Developed/enhanced systems for PFM 

data dissemination
c. �Capacity building programs for data 

administrators
d. �Capacity building programs for system 

administrators
e. �Go-Live of the systems

a. �Approved design document: N/A
b. �Developed/enhanced systems for PFM data 

dissemination: N/A
c. �Capacity building programs for data 

administrators: N/A
d. �Capacity building programs for system 

administrators: N/A
e. �Go-Live of the systems: N/A

a. �Approved design document: N/A
b. �Developed/enhanced systems for 

PFM data dissemination: N/A
c. �Capacity building programs for data 

administrators: N/A
d. �Capacity building programs for 

system administrators: N/A
e. �Go-Live of the systems: N/A

a. �Approved design document 
b. �Developed/enhanced systems for 

PFM data dissemination

a. �Capacity building programs for data 
administrators

b. �Capacity building programs for system 
administrators

c. �Go-Live of the systems

N/A a. �Resistance from stakeholders to participate and support 
in the systems design, review and sign-off

b. �Lack of interfacing systems support for integration and to 
provide data needed for information dissemination

c. �Gaps in quality and completeness of information
d. �Delayed approvals from stakeholders on design
e. �Developed/customized system not addressing the 

requirements of stakeholders adequately
f. �Delayed sign-offs from stakeholders on UAT and system 

acceptance

a. �Availability of relevant experts from relevant agencies 
(TWG) during design and development

b. �Timely review and approval of design documents, UAT 
and other outputs

c. �Support from stakeholders to ensure integration with their 
systems and to publish needed data at regular intervals 
to the developed system for PFM data dissemination. 

2027 2028 Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Approved design reports for the IT 
systems

b. �UAT reports
c. �Go-Live report/certificate
d. �Compliance audit reports and 

accessibility test results (e.g. WCAG or 
IMF Transparency code etc)

Consultancy services for 
IT systems development/
enhancement and its 
implementation support

100,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.009.004 Implement 
awareness 
building 
programs and 
stakeholder 
satisfaction 
surveys on PFM 
Information 
Dissemination to 
the stakeholders

a. �Develop communications plan to promote awareness of new transparency 
measures

b. �Roll out communications plan across stakeholder groups and media 
channels

c. �Provide e-learning material on usage of the information dissemination tool 
and to interpret /understand the data and reports in the platform

d. �Conduct post-implementation stakeholder survey to assess effectiveness 
and identify improvement areas

e. �Implement corrective measures based on survey findings and usage analytics
f. �Implement online feedback mechanisms to receive continued stakeholder 

feedback
g. �Enact legal mandate for timely fiscal data disclosure via the unified platform
h. �Establish independent oversight mechanism for monitoring compliance and 

data quality

PFM Roadmap a. �Fiscal data fragmented across multiple platforms, hindering easy public access and 
navigation

b. �No unified portal for budget documents, financial reports, audit reports, and fiscal 
performance data

c. �Low public engagement and limited understanding of government budgets and 
spending priorities

d. �Technical content not simplified or formatted for non-specialist audiences
e. �Limited mobile optimization restricting access for remote and underserved 

populations
f. �Poor user experience undermining transparency despite document availability and 

legal compliance

a. �Approved Communication Plan for 
PFM Information Dissemination 
Measures implemented by the 
Government

b. �No. of stakeholder surveys and 
participants

c. �Stakeholder satisfaction on PFM Data 
Dissemination

N/A N/A N/A N/A a. �Approved Communication 
Strategy for PFM Information 
Dissemination Measures 
implemented by the 
Government

a. �Lack of sustained commitment from stakeholders to 
publish data in required format and frequency

b. �Integration challenges with legacy systems and siloed 
data sources

c. �Poor data quality and incomplete document uploads
d. �Low portal adoption due to limited awareness or usability 

issues
e. �Reluctance to disclose sensitive fiscal information due to 

political or reputational concerns
f. �Absence of clear mandates or incentives for proactive 

data sharing
g. �Weak feedback loops to improve content relevance and 

user experience

a. �Legal mandate and enforcement measures for timely 
fiscal data disclosure via the unified platform

b. �Dedicated budget for platform maintenance and 
upgrades

c. �Capacity-building plan for data stewardship
d. �Independent oversight mechanism for monitoring 

compliance and data quality
e. �Public feedback mechanisms to improve platform 

usability and relevance

2028+ 2028+ Lead: DBM 
Members: DICT, Oversight 
Agencies

a. �Stakeholder survey reports and 
survey datasets (internal and external 
respondents)

b. �Event records and attendance logs for 
awareness programs

c. �Pre- and post-campaign survey analytics 
on public awareness levels

d. �System-generated logs with timestamps 
for statutory compliance tracking

e. �User feedback dashboards and portal 
usage analytics

Consultancy services 
for implementation 
of awareness 
building programs 
and stakeholder 
satisfaction surveys 
on PFM Information 
Dissemination to the 
stakeholders

25,000.00 General Appropriations Act 
(GAA)

Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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C. �STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

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 10: Strengthen IT Infrastructure at Regional and LGU Levels

06.06.010.001 IT Infrastructure 
Gap Assessment

a. Finalize the methodology for the comprehensive gap assessment.
b. �Assign resources and define responsibilities for conducting the 

assessment.
c. Execute the gap assessment across targeted LGUs and regions.
d. Review, validate, and document findings from the assessment.

Regional 
Consultation

a. I�nadequate hardware (e.g., computers, printers, UPS) at the Local Government Unit 
(LGU) and regional levels.

b. Poor internet connectivity and low bandwidth, hindering the adoption of IT systems.
c. �Uneven infrastructure distribution across LGUs and regions, leading to disparities in 

system rollout.
d. Fragmented procurement practices and insufficient budget allocations.

a. �Percentage of target LGUs/regional 
offices assessed against approved 
minimum IT infrastructure standards.

b. �Consolidated IT infrastructure gap 
assessment report approved.

a. �No consolidated IT infrastructure baseline 
exists for target LGUs/regional offices.

b. �Assessment methodology and minimum 
IT infrastructure standards are not yet 
approved.

c. �0% assessed under a common framework.

N/A a. �Assessment methodology and minimum 
IT infrastructure standards approved.

b. �At least 50% of target LGUs/regional 
offices assessed.

c. �Initial IT infrastructure baseline database 
prepared.

a. �100% of target LGUs/regional offices 
assessed.

b. �Consolidated IT infrastructure gap 
assessment report approved and 
endorsed for implementation planning.

Annual updating of IT 
infrastructure readiness baseline 
institutionalized.

a. Limited availability of reliable baseline data.
b. Inconsistent participation from LGUs.
c. �Resource constraints affecting field assessments.

a. Availability of skilled assessment teams.
b. Active cooperation from LGUs and regional offices.
c. Timely allocation of necessary resources and budget for 
gap assessment

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Approved methodology document.
b. Assessment reports.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.002 IT Infrastructure 
Requirements 
Definition and 
Costing

a. �Define the IT Infrastructure requirements for regions and LGUs (Bill of 
material and specifications including quantification of requirements per 
region

b. �Estimate costs for procurement, delivery, and installation, including total 
requirement, quantification per region

c. �Develop procurement and implementation plan for IT infrastructure 
sequencing the locations (regions/LGUs) in terms of their 
implementation priority

d. Identify potential funding sources and secure budget allocations.
e. Prepare a consolidated report on requirements and costing.

Regional 
Consultation

a. �Inadequate hardware (e.g., computers, printers, UPS) at the Local Government Unit 
(LGU) and regional levels.

b. Poor internet connectivity and low bandwidth, hindering the adoption of IT systems.
c. �Uneven infrastructure distribution across LGUs and regions, leading to disparities in 

system rollout.
d. Fragmented procurement practices and insufficient budget allocations.

a. �Approved minimum IT infrastructure 
package, bill of materials, and 
technical specifications for target 
LGUs/regional offices.

b. �Approved costed implementation plan 
based on the gap assessment.

a. �No harmonized minimum IT infrastructure 
specifications, bill of materials, or costed 
implementation plan for target LGUs/
regional offices.

N/A a. �Draft minimum standards, bill of 
materials, technical specifications, and 
costing model prepared and validated for 
pilot/priority sites.

Final minimum standards, bill of materials, 
technical specifications, and costed rollout 
plan approved for all target LGUs/regional 
offices.

Minimum standards, bill 
of materials, and costing 
assumptions reviewed and 
updated periodically.

a. �Difficulty in standardizing specifications due to the 
diversity of LGUs.

b. �Budgetary constraints and potential delays in the 
approval process.

a. Access to technical expertise for specification 
development.
b. Availability of accurate market pricing data.
c. Timely completion of budget approval processes.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. BoM and Specifications Documents
b. Budget estimates and approval records.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.003 Procurement for 
IT Infrastructure

a. Develop procurement documents.
b. Conduct vendor selection and evaluation processes.
c. Finalize and sign contracts with selected vendors.
d. Establish mechanisms to monitor the procurement process.

Regional 
Consultation

a. �Inadequate hardware (e.g., computers, printers, UPS) at the Local Government Unit 
(LGU) and regional levels.

b. Poor internet connectivity and low bandwidth, hindering the adoption of IT systems.
c. �Uneven infrastructure distribution across LGUs and regions, leading to disparities in 

system rollout.
d. Fragmented procurement practices and insufficient budget allocations.

a. �Percentage of approved IT 
infrastructure procurement packages 
awarded within the approved 
schedule.

b. �Percentage of required equipment/
connectivity packages procured for 
approved target sites.

a. �No standardized procurement package for IT 
infrastructure upgrades.

b. �0% procured under this intervention.

N/A a. �Procurement documents finalized.
b. �Procurement initiated and/or awarded for 

pilot/priority sites.

a. �100% of approved 2028 IT infrastructure 
procurement packages awarded 
or completed, subject to budget 
availability.

b. �Required equipment/connectivity 
packages delivered for approved rollout 
sites.

Procurement framework used 
for succeeding replacement, 
expansion, or refresh cycles.

a. �Delays in tendering and contracting procedures.
b. Limited vendor capacity in specific regions

a. Availability of procurement expertise.
b. �Transparent and timely execution of procurement 

processes.
c. �Vendor willingness and capacity to deliver across region

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Tender documents.
b. Vendor evaluation reports.
c. Signed contracts.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.004 Rollout of IT 
Infrastructure

a. Implement a pilot installation of IT infrastructure in selected LGUs.
b. Scale up infrastructure rollout to the regional level.
c. Provide technical support and troubleshooting during the rollout phase.
d. Conduct a post-installation review and system stabilization.

Regional 
Consultation

a. �Inadequate hardware (e.g., computers, printers, UPS) at the Local Government Unit 
(LGU) and regional levels.

b. Poor internet connectivity and low bandwidth, hindering the adoption of IT systems.
c. �Uneven infrastructure distribution across LGUs and regions, leading to disparities in 

system rollout.
d. Fragmented procurement practices and insufficient budget allocations.

a. �Percentage of approved target LGUs/
regional offices meeting minimum IT 
infrastructure standards.

b. �Percentage of installed equipment 
accepted and operational.

c. �Average uptime/connectivity 
availability in upgraded sites.

a. �Current compliance with minimum IT 
infrastructure standards is to be determined 
through the gap assessment.

b. �0 sites upgraded under this intervention.

N/A a. �Pilot installation completed in selected 
priority sites.

b. �Baseline uptime/connectivity data 
established for pilot sites.

a. �At least 80% of approved rollout 
sites meet minimum IT infrastructure 
standards.

b. �At least 95% of installed equipment 
accepted and operational.

c. �Upgraded sites meet agreed uptime/
connectivity targets.

Additional target sites 
progressively upgraded; uptime/
connectivity performance 
sustained based on agreed 
service levels.

a. �Logistical difficulties in reaching remote LGUs.
b. �Delays in equipment delivery and installation.
c. Limited local capacity for technical support.

a. Timely delivery of equipment by vendors.
b. Availability of technical support teams.
c. �Cooperation from LGUs during the installation process.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Installation reports.
b. System uptime logs.
c. Post-installation review reports.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.005 IT Capacity Gap 
Assessment

a. Finalize the methodology for assessing skills and competencies.
b. Assign resources and responsibilities for conducting the assessment.
c. Conduct surveys and interviews across LGUs and regions.
d. Review, validate, and analyze findings from the assessment.

Regional 
Consultation

a. Low IT literacy among staff at LGU and regional levels.
b. Limited training programs and a lack of structured capacity building.
c. High turnover of trained personnel, resulting in the loss of institutional knowledge.

a. �Percentage of target LGU/regional 
personnel assessed using an approved 
IT competency assessment tool.

b. �IT capacity gap assessment report 
approved.

a. �No consolidated IT competency baseline 
exists for target LGU/regional personnel.

b. �0% assessed under a common competency 
tool.

N/A a. �IT competency assessment tool 
approved.

b. �At least 50% of target personnel 
assessed.

c. Initial capacity baseline prepared.

a. �100% of target personnel assessed.
b. �Capacity gap assessment report and 

competency database approved.

Periodic competency 
reassessment institutionalized.

a. Limited participation from staff.
b. Inconsistent data quality.
c. �Resource constraints for conducting comprehensive 

assessments.

a. Availability of skilled assessment teams.
b. Cooperation from LGUs and regional offices.
c. Timely allocation of resources

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Approved methodology document.
b. Assessment reports.
c. Minutes from validation workshops.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.006 Requirements 
Definition and 
Budgeting 
for Capacity 
Building

a. Define training needs and design the capacity-building program.
b. Estimate costs for the implementation of training programs.
c. Identify funding sources and secure budget allocations.
d. Prepare a consolidated report on requirements and costing.

Regional 
Consultation

a. Low IT literacy among staff at LGU and regional levels.
b. Limited training programs and a lack of structured capacity building.
c. High turnover of trained personnel, resulting in the loss of institutional knowledge.

a. �Approved capacity-building 
curriculum/program design based on 
identified IT competency gaps.

b. �Approved costed capacity-building 
implementation plan.

a. �No standardized IT capacity-building 
curriculum or costed training plan linked to 
assessed competency gaps.

N/A a. �Draft curriculum/program design and 
costed training plan prepared and 
validated with stakeholders.

Final capacity-building curriculum/program 
design and budget approved for all target 
sites/personnel.

Capacity-building plan 
updated based on post-training 
assessment results and emerging 
system requirements.

a. �Difficulty in standardizing training needs across diverse 
LGUs.

b. �Budgetary constraints and delays in approvals.
c. �Limited availability of qualified training providers.

a. Access to technical expertise for training design.
b. Availability of accurate costing data.
c. Timely budget approval.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Training program documents.
b. Costing reports.
c. Budget approval records.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.007 Procurement 
for Capacity 
Building 
Programs

a. �Develop procurement guidelines and tender documents for training 
providers.

b. Conduct vendor selection and evaluation.
c. Finalize contracts with selected training providers.
d. Establish mechanisms to monitor training delivery.

Regional 
Consultation

a. Low IT literacy among staff at LGU and regional levels.
b. Limited training programs and a lack of structured capacity building.
c. High turnover of trained personnel, resulting in the loss of institutional knowledge.

a. Percentage of approved capacity-
building procurement packages awarded 
within the approved schedule.
b. Number of qualified training providers 
contracted/onboarded.

a. �No training provider or training package 
procured under a standardized capacity-
building program.

N/A a. �Procurement documents finalized.
b. �Provider selection initiated and/or 

awarded for pilot training.

a. �100% of approved capacity-building 
procurement packages awarded or 
completed.

b. �Qualified providers contracted for rollout 
implementation.

Training procurement 
arrangements renewed or 
updated based on continuing 
capacity-building needs.

a. �Delays in tendering and contracting processes.
b. Limited vendor capacity in certain regions.
c. �Risk of non-compliance with procurement rules.

a. Availability of procurement expertise.
b. Transparent procurement processes.
c. Vendor willingness and capacity to deliver.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Tender documents.
b. Vendor evaluation reports.
c. Signed contracts.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.010.008 Rollout of 
Capacity 
Building 
Programs

a. Conduct pilot training sessions in selected LGUs.
b. Scale up training rollout to the regional level.
c. Provide technical support during training sessions.
d. Conduct post-training evaluations and gather feedback.

Regional 
Consultation

a. Low IT literacy among staff at LGU and regional levels.
b. Limited training programs and a lack of structured capacity building.
c. High turnover of trained personnel, resulting in the loss of institutional knowledge.

a. Percentage of target personnel trained.
b. �Average improvement in post-training 

assessment scores.
c. Average participant satisfaction rating.

a. �Training coverage and competency baseline 
to be established through the capacity gap 
assessment.

b. �0 personnel trained under this intervention.

N/A a. �Pilot training completed.
b. �At least 25% of target personnel trained.
c. �Baseline pre/post-training assessment 

scores established.

a. �At least 80% of target personnel trained.
b. �Average post-training assessment score 

improves by at least 20 percentage 
points.

c. �Average participant satisfaction rating of 
at least 80%.

Refresher and advanced training 
institutionalized; competency 
levels maintained or improved.

a. Resistance to change among staff.
b. �Scheduling conflicts with regular work duties.
c. Risk of attrition of trained staff.

a. Availability of skilled trainers.
b. Adequate budget allocation.
c. Staff willingness to participate.

2027+ 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Training attendance records.
b. Pre/post-training assessments.
c. Feedback surveys.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners
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C. �STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

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 11: Optimize IT infrastructure for hosting PFM systems to reduce costs and improve efficiency

06.06.011.001 Assessment of 
Current Hosting 
Models

a. create an inventory of hosting locations.
b. Conduct a cost analysis of current hosting arrangements.

a. Fragmented hosting of PFM IT systems across multiple data centers.
b. Duplication of costs due to separate hosting arrangements.
c. Inefficient resource utilization and lack of optimization.

a. �Percentage of target PFM systems with 
completed hosting inventory covering 
hosting location, cost, utilization, SLA, and 
security posture.

b. �Current hosting cost and utilization 
baseline established.

a. �PFM system hosting arrangements are 
fragmented across multiple environments.

b. �No consolidated hosting inventory, cost 
baseline, or utilization baseline exists.

N/A a. �Hosting inventory template approved.
b. �At least 75% of target PFM systems 

inventoried.
c. �Preliminary hosting cost and 

utilization baseline prepared.

a. �100% of target PFM systems inventoried.
b. �Consolidated hosting cost, utilization, 

SLA, and security baseline approved.

Hosting inventory updated 
annually and before major 
hosting decisions.

a. Limited access to hosting data.
b. Inconsistent reporting formats.

a. Cooperation from agencies.
b. Availability of accurate data.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Hosting inventory reports.
b. Cost analysis documents.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.011.002 Gap Assessment a. Identify inefficiencies in existing hosting models.
b. Highlight duplications and redundancies.

a. Fragmented hosting of PFM IT systems across multiple data centers.
b. Duplication of costs due to separate hosting arrangements.
c. Inefficient resource utilization and lack of optimization.

a. �Percentage of identified hosting 
inefficiencies, duplications, security 
gaps, and compliance gaps validated and 
documented.

b. Gap assessment report approved.

No validated enterprise-wide gap assessment 
of PFM hosting inefficiencies, duplications, 
and risks.

N/A a. �Initial gap assessment completed for 
inventoried systems.

b. �Priority gaps ranked based on cost, 
operational risk, security risk, and 
migration complexity.

a. �Final gap assessment approved covering 
all target PFM systems.

b. �Remediation and migration priorities 
endorsed.

Hosting gaps tracked through 
periodic infrastructure 
governance review.

a. Resistance from agencies with legacy systems.
b. Difficulty in quantifying inefficiencies.

a. Stakeholder cooperation.
b. Availability of technical expertise.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Gap assessment reports.
b. Minutes from validation workshops.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.011.003 Feasibility 
and Benefits 
Assessment

a. Conduct a technical feasibility study.
b. Undertake a cost-benefit analysis.

a. Fragmented hosting of PFM IT systems across multiple data centers.
b. Duplication of costs due to separate hosting arrangements.
c. Inefficient resource utilization and lack of optimization.

a. �Technical feasibility study and cost-benefit 
analysis approved.

b. �Estimated cost savings, risk reduction, and 
migration requirements quantified.

No approved feasibility study or cost-benefit 
analysis for shared or optimized PFM hosting 
infrastructure.

N/A a. �Assessment methodology and 
options analysis prepared.

b. �Preliminary shared hosting/
optimization options identified.

a. �Feasibility study and cost-benefit 
analysis approved.

b. �Preferred shared hosting or optimization 
model and roadmap endorsed.

Benefits realization tracked 
against the approved business 
case.

a. Technical risks associated with migration.
b. Data security concerns.

a. Availability of a central data center.
b. Strong cybersecurity framework.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Feasibility study reports.
b. Cost-benefit analysis documents.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.011.004 Implementation 
of Shared 
Infrastructure

a. Develop a roadmap for consolidation.
b. Pilot consolidation with selected systems.
c. Scale consolidation across PFM systems.

a. Fragmented hosting of PFM IT systems across multiple data centers.
b. Duplication of costs due to separate hosting arrangements.
c. Inefficient resource utilization and lack of optimization.

a. �Percentage of approved target PFM 
systems/environments migrated to shared 
or optimized hosting infrastructure.

b. �Percentage reduction in hosting cost 
compared with approved baseline.

c. �Average uptime/availability of migrated 
systems against agreed SLA.

a. �0 systems/environments migrated under this 
intervention.

b. �Current cost, utilization, and uptime 
baseline to be confirmed through 
assessment.

N/A a. �Shared infrastructure roadmap 
approved.

b. �Pilot migration or optimization 
completed for selected system(s) or 
environment(s).

a. �At least 50% of approved target systems/
environments migrated or optimized.

b. �Hosting cost reduction realized against 
baseline.

c. �Migrated systems meet agreed uptime/
availability SLA.

Remaining approved systems/
environments migrated or 
optimized; cost savings and SLA 
compliance sustained.

a. Resistance from agencies.
b. Technical migration risks.
c. Coordination challenges.

a. Resistance from agencies.
b. Technical migration risks.
c. Coordination challenges.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Migration reports.
b. System performance logs.
c. Cost savings reports.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

D. MINOR IMPROVEMENTS

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 12: Formulate and adopt IT policies to provide guidance on emerging technologies, cybersecurity, source code ownership, and compliance for PFM systems

06.06.012.001 Policy Gap 
Assessment

a. Review existing policy frameworks.
b. Benchmark against global best practices.
c. Identify priority policy areas.

a. Absence of an AI/emerging technology roadmap for PFM.
b. Lack of a national cybersecurity policy for safeguarding financial data.
c. No legal framework for source code ownership of PFM IT systems.
d. Absence of compliance assessment standards for system sustainability.

a. �Policy gap assessment completed covering 
AI/emerging technologies, cybersecurity, 
source code ownership, and PFM IT 
compliance.

b. �Priority policy areas validated and 
endorsed.

No harmonized PFM IT policy framework exists 
for AI/emerging technologies, cybersecurity, 
source code ownership, and compliance 
assessment.

N/A a. �Policy inventory and benchmarking 
completed.

b. �Priority policy gaps identified and 
validated with key stakeholders.

Consolidated policy gap assessment 
approved and endorsed for policy drafting/
action.

Policy gap assessment refreshed 
periodically as laws, standards, 
and technologies evolve.

a. Limited availability of comparative data.
b. Resistance to acknowledging policy gaps.

a. Availability of policy experts.
b. Stakeholder cooperation.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Gap assessment report.
b. Benchmarking documents.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.012.002 Drafting Policies a. Draft an AI roadmap for PFM.
b. Draft a national cybersecurity policy for IFMIS.
c. Draft a framework for source code ownership.

a. Absence of an AI/emerging technology roadmap for PFM.
b. Lack of a national cybersecurity policy for safeguarding financial data.
c. No legal framework for source code ownership of PFM IT systems.
d. Absence of compliance assessment standards for system sustainability.

a. �Number of draft PFM IT policies/frameworks 
prepared and submitted for legal and 
technical review.

b. �Percentage of priority policy areas covered 
by draft issuance.

0 draft policies/frameworks prepared under 
this intervention.

N/A a. �Initial draft policies/frameworks 
prepared for priority areas.

b. �At least 50% of priority policy areas 
covered by draft issuance.

Draft policies/frameworks for all priority 
policy areas submitted for legal and 
technical review/finalization.

Supplemental guidelines 
issued as needed based on 
implementation feedback and 
emerging requirements.

a. �Legal complexities in drafting enforceable policies.
b. Limited technical expertise.

a. Access to legal and technical expertise.
b. Political will.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Draft policy documents.
b. Review notes.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.012.003 Stakeholder 
Consultation

a. Organize workshops with LGUs, ministries, and IT experts.
b. Collect feedback and incorporate revisions into policy drafts.

a. Absence of an AI/emerging technology roadmap for PFM.
b. Lack of a national cybersecurity policy for safeguarding financial data.
c. No legal framework for source code ownership of PFM IT systems.
d. Absence of compliance assessment standards for system sustainability.

a. �Number of stakeholder consultations 
conducted.

b. �Percentage of material comments resolved, 
incorporated, or formally addressed.

c. �Representation of key stakeholder groups in 
consultations.

No structured consultation process or 
comments-resolution matrix exists for the 
proposed PFM IT policy issuances.

N/A a. �Consultation plan approved.
b. �Consultations conducted for initial 

drafts.
c. �Comments matrix prepared.

a. �Consultations completed for all priority 
policy issuances.

b. �At least 80% of material comments 
resolved, incorporated, or formally 
addressed.

Regular policy review and 
stakeholder consultation 
mechanism institutionalized.

a. Limited stakeholder participation.
b. Conflicting interests among stakeholders.

a. Stakeholder willingness to engage.
b. Availability of resources for consultation.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Workshop reports.
b. Revised policy drafts.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.012.004 Approval and 
Adoption

a. Conduct legal vetting of policies.
b. Secure government endorsement and approval.

a. Absence of an AI/emerging technology roadmap for PFM.
b. Lack of a national cybersecurity policy for safeguarding financial data.
c. No legal framework for source code ownership of PFM IT systems.
d. Absence of compliance assessment standards for system sustainability.

a. �Number/percentage of priority PFM IT 
policies approved, issued, or formally 
adopted.

b. �Average approval turnaround time from final 
draft to issuance/adoption.

0 priority policies approved or adopted under 
this intervention.

N/A a. �Legal and management review 
completed for initial policy 
issuances.

b. �At least one priority policy endorsed 
for approval/adoption.

All priority PFM IT policies for AI/emerging 
technologies, cybersecurity, source code 
ownership, and compliance assessment 
approved, issued, or formally adopted.

Policies reviewed and updated 
based on implementation 
feedback and regulatory 
changes.

a. Delays in approval processes.
b. Political sensitivities.

a. Readiness of the legal framework.
b. Political will.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Approval records.
b. Endorsement documents.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners

06.06.012.005 Implementation 
and Monitoring

a. Disseminate approved policies to stakeholders.
b. Conduct compliance audits.

a. Absence of an AI/emerging technology roadmap for PFM.
b. Lack of a national cybersecurity policy for safeguarding financial data.
c. No legal framework for source code ownership of PFM IT systems.
d. Absence of compliance assessment standards for system sustainability.

a. �Percentage of covered PFM systems 
assessed for compliance with approved 
policies.

b. �Percentage of high-risk compliance gaps 
remediated within the agreed timeline.

c. �Percentage of new covered PFM IT 
procurements/contracts containing 
required cybersecurity, source code 
ownership, and compliance clauses.

a. �No compliance monitoring mechanism 
exists for the new policy framework.

b. �0 covered PFM systems assessed under the 
new policies.

c. �Standard cybersecurity, source code 
ownership, and compliance clauses are 
not yet consistently embedded in covered 
procurements/contracts.

N/A a. �Compliance monitoring framework 
and checklist drafted.

b. �Pilot compliance assessment 
conducted for selected PFM 
systems.

a. �At least 80% of covered PFM systems 
assessed for compliance.

b. �100% of new covered PFM IT 
procurements/contracts include 
required clauses.

c. �At least 60% of high-risk compliance 
gaps closed or under approved 
remediation plan.

Annual compliance review 
implemented; high-risk gaps 
closed within agreed remediation 
timelines.

a. Weak enforcement capacity. a. �Establishment of institutional mechanisms for 
monitoring.

b. Stakeholder cooperation.

2027 2028+ Lead: DICT 
Members: DBM, Oversight 
Agencies

a. Compliance audit reports.
b. Incident monitoring logs.

N/A 5,000,000 Technical Assistance from 
Development Partners

Implementation Budget from 
Development Partners


