PART 2: GSO Engagement & Analysis of the 2012 Budget

Alternative .
Budget
Initiative

Introduction

THE ALTERNATIVE BUDGET INITIATIVE (ABI) HAS BEEN PURSUING PARTICIPATORY
budgeting for almost half a decade now and has made further strides in budget advocacy work by
being effectively engaged in key avenues of civil society participation in the efforts to reform the
budget process.

ABI sees the need to engage the arena of public budgeting as part of its effort to hold
government accountable to its commitment and responsibility to protect human rights, promote
social justice and pursue sustainable development.

While it welcomes the government’s initiative to put in place new policies to open the
2012 budget preparation process to consultations with civil society organizations (CSOs) and
other stakeholders, ABI believes that assessing the implementation of mechanisms set forth by
the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) and key agencies is vital for gauging its
effectiveness and foreseeing the necessary reforms to make the policies more meaningful.

Policies on CSO Participation in the 2012 Budget Preparation Phase

2012 Budget Call: National Budget Memorandum 107

THE 2012 BUDGET CALL, ALSO KNOWN AS THE NATIONAL BUDGET MEMORANDUM
107 which the DBM issued on December 30, 2010, provided guidelines for the conduct of
consultations at the central and regional levels of key government agencies with CSOs, private
sector and other stakeholders to secure feedback on agency programs and projects.

Section 6.3 of NBM 107 mandated six departments to implement pilot budget
consultations. These are the Department of Agriculture, Department of Agrarian Reform,
Department of Education, Department of Health, Department of Public Works and Highways,
and the Department of Social Welfare and Development.

Section 6.3.1 of NBM 107 stated the principles of CSO engagement which would help
guide in the conduct of consultations, namely, transparency, accountability, integrity,
partnership, consultation and mutual empowerment, respect for internal process, sustainability
and national interest.



National Budget Memorandum 109

DBM AND SELECTED CSOS WITH THE ABI CAME TOGETHER IN TWO CONSULTATIVE
meetings -- on December 29, 2010 and February 8, 2011 -- to discuss and form consensus on the
draft another DBM Circular to enhance the engagement.

On February 17, 2011, the circular was formally issued as NBM 109, providing the
mechanism which involves the coverage, procedure, execution, and institutionalization of the
partnership and participation of CSOs and other stakeholders in the preparation of budget
proposals. It sets specific guidelines on CSO consultations at both national (through the central
offices) and regional (through regional development councils) levels.

Implementers of NBM 109 include the six pilot departments assigned to implement NBM
107 as well as three government-owned and —controlled corporations (GOCCs), namely, the
National Food Authority, National Housing Authority and the National Home Mortgage Finance
Corporation.

Other national government agencies (NGAs) and GOCCs are not obviously precluded in
the process but may partner with CSOs within the parameters stated in Section 2 of NBM 109.

The DBM has implemented citizen participation through formal engagement called
Budget Partnership Agreement (BPA) wherein interested CSOs are required to submit
supporting documents such as board resolution and proofs of existence and intent (Section 5.5.3,
NBM 109). (Please see attached Annéxof NBM 109 or the Budget Partnership Agreement form.)

Critique on the Policies

WHILE IT WELCOMED THE DBM’S INITIATIVE TO ENSURE CSO ENGAGEMENT IN
the budget preparation phase, ABI raised several issues regarding the process and content of
NBM 109, more specifically the BPA as mechanism of participation. ABI specifically expressed
these concerns:

ABI BELIEVES THAT THE INTENT TO SUPPOSEDLY OPEN THE BUDGET PREPARATION
phase to CSO participation would become exclusive rather than inclusive of interested CSOs
because of the tedious registration process before qualifying as party to the BPA.

ABI registered this concern in the February 2011 consultative meeting and called for an
inclusive rather than restrictive approach to the BPA. DBM however still upheld the registration
requirement under NBM 109.

ABI also raised concern on the coverage of the BPA: DBM allowed CSO participation to
take place in only a limited number of executive agencies and GOCCs, thus leaving out other
key departments or clusters such as the environment.

Not listed as those to pilot CSO engagement, these key departments and GOCCs logically
did not feel obliged to respond to CSOs, including ABI cluster members which submitted letters
of intent to engage the budget preparation phase. They ignored, argued that the terms of the
department’s CSO engagement was still under negotiation, or simply denied the request for CSO
engagement due to lack of time and capacity to accommodate such.
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Lack of access to hudget information

THE ISSUE OF HOW CSOs WOULD BE REFERRED TO WAS ALSO BROUGHT UP DURING
the February 2011 consultative meeting. CSOs would initially be called formal partners once
they entered the BPA, or informal members if they were not under any agreement but were
taking part through formal partners. Section 3.8 of NBM 109 finally said that CSOs would be
called either Partner CSO or non-partner CSO.

ABI expressed concern on the effect of these terms to the groups’ access to budget information
and documents. It asserted in the consultative meeting that participating CSOs, whether or not they
enter partnership agreements, should be provided equal access to information on the budget.

ABI POINTED OUT THAT NBM 109 AND THE BPA FORM (ANNEX A, NBM 109) LIMIT THE
CSOs’ participation merely to budget monitoring/tracking of ongoing programs and projects (PAPs).

ABI argued that policy advocacy on the budget requires more participation to influence
policy goals in all cycles of the budget process.

Participation in the FY 2012 Budget Preparation Phase:
The ABI Experience

ABI HAS SUSTAINED EFFORTS TO ENGAGE THE GOVERNMENT FOR PARTICIPATORY
budgeting, which has been the coalition’s core advocacy in the last five years.

This year, ABI has engaged the government in the budget preparation phase mostly
outside of mechanisms which NBM 109 provided. While this policy has provided overall vision
and strategy in engaging the new administration on the budget, ABI has given its members per
cluster free hand to engage key agencies under the BPA mechanism and to explore other forms
of partnership with respective agencies.

ABI has documented the experiences and challenges which its clusters met during the
engagement, which it deemed as important reference to other organizations and agencies aiming
to replicate similar strategies:

Reflections inEngaging DepEd in théBudget Formulation for 2012

The Civil Society Network for Education Reforms (E-Net Philippines) in close
partnership with Social Watch Philippines has been into the budget work since 2005 where it
engaged the Legislature and consistently argued for equity in access and quality for basic
education. It strongly advocated for programs and interventions to ensure education for all (EFA)
for marginalized groups guided by its firm belief that education is a right that should be
guaranteed by the government.

DBM’s framework and guidelines for participatory budgeting within government
agencies broadened the spaces for the E-Net Philippines and its constituency, mostly working
and residing in marginalized communities to have their voices heard in crafting the education
budget. Recognizing the agency budget preparation as a decisive juncture in defining the




education budget priorities, E-Net Philippines mobilized its members for the regional and
national level budget meetings. In consideration of the short period given for engagements and
preparations needed for orienting its members in the budget process, scrutinizing the DepEd
budget and research needed for evidence-based budget proposals, the network was able to
participate in three regions --- Region III, Region IV-A, Region VI and Region XI. At the
national level, E-Net Philippines had more substantive participation in the three consultative
meetings and in the Internal Budget Hearing conducted in Mimosa, Clark, Pampanga.

E-Net Philippines and SWP prepared an Alternative Budget for Education 2012 that detailed
out the urgent situations in education and how these can be addressed through a prioritization of
the education budget. The alternative budget for education emphasized the need for DepEd to
address the:

x Hiring of new teachers towards achieving 1:45 pupil ratio
Medical benefits for teachers to pay for laboratory fees, treatment of tuberculosis
National Competency Based Teacher Standards (NCBTS)

Health and Nutrition Program

Every Child a Reader Program

Basic Madrasah Education in public School System

Indigenous Peoples Education

Government Assistance to Students and Teachers in Private Education (GASTPE)
Strengthened Tech-Voc Education Program in Basic Education

Education in Emergencies

Gender and Development programs including those that address violence in school
(Please see attached Alternative Budget policy paper on the budget.)

X X X X X X X X X X

Gains

In terms of participatory processes for budget preparations, E-Net Philippines gathered

feedback from its members, the highlights of which are the following:

1. The overall leadership provided by the DBM and the all-agency consultations with civil
society in crafting the guidelines for participatory budgeting were commendable and
provided an overview of the objectives, principles and strategies for participatory
budgeting. It motivated education advocates to appreciate budget participation within a
national level push for participatory budgeting and transparency.

2. The enthusiasm of a few regions in contacting E-Net Philippines indicated openness to
engage civil society in the budget preparations. Regional engagements provided a
platform for local NGOs and people’s organizations to influence the education budget in
their localities. These also facilitated links between the regional division offices and the
civil society groups which can be maximized for future endeavors.

3. The participatory budgeting jumpstarted the creation and/or deepening of partnerships
between civil society organizations themselves bound by the vision towards transparency
and accountability in government.

4. The working relations developed and/or already existing between career officers within
the national and regional DepEd offices and the focal persons in the civil society groups
were crucial in ensuring information flow, sharing of schedules and ‘“negotiating”
participation in key budget meetings.

5. Opening up the internal budget hearing to civil society representatives was a bold step in
trust-building between DepEd and CSOs which is crucial for continued participatory
budgeting beyond 2012 and beyond the current administration. This venue was a learning
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process for the CSO to understand the meticulous budget preparations and the offices that
can be engaged all throughout the budget cycle.

The series of meetings at the national level -- from orientation to consultations to internal
budget hearing -- provided different levels and opportunities for civil society to present
its alternative budget for education and engage the budget items forwarded by Major
Final Outputs (MFOs).

Challenges

1.

The overarching framework for DepEd programs for 2012 based on the country’s
Education for All commitments and within the Medium-Term Philippine Development
Plan was not discussed. This could have provided the principles and reasons for the
priority programs for the 2012 budget and an opportunity for government and civil
society to have a dialogue on the vision of education and how this is translated into
education financing priorities.

Members of E-Net Philippines raised the need for more pertinent documents such project
reports and detailed budget ceiling for each program in DepEd, other than the budget
ceilings released by DBM. E-Net and Social Watch were given a list of flagship
programs, with brief descriptions of each programs but these are a rough listing of
DepEd’s programs with data on reach, outputs and outcomes.

The regional discussions/orientation jump-started even before DepEd national called for
an orientation which brought confusion as to the guidelines for consultations. Similarly,
the schedules called by DepEd were somehow erratic — one regional meeting was called
two days before the schedule without formal notice while other meetings were postponed.
To be fair, there were two regions where formal invitation was given way ahead of time.
There was limited time to discuss the gender perspective of the DepEd programs and
budget and articulate affirmative action/budget beyond gender parity and towards gender-
fair education.

Evaluation of the DepEd programs under the zero-budgeting framework was not
implemented because of the unavailability of documents. As mentioned, it is important
that aside from the list of programs, documents on their budgets, reach, outputs,
outcomes and assessment of implementation are crucial to enable civil society make
informed opinions.

One-day consultation between regional DepEd and civil society is not enough to facilitate
understanding and genuine dialogue on the education budget. There was little room for
NGOs and POs to comment because the regional budget was presented on the day of
consultation itself and in certain instances were announced as almost final.

Ways Forward: Recommendations from the ABI Education Cluster

1.

A review/presentation of the DepEd vision and strategic framework as it is translated into
the budget is important for a more substantive dialogue. The articulations of contributions
of each MFO to the overarching framework of DepEd would enable civil society to
analyze the gaps better and recommend education strategies from the civil society
perspective. The debate on the rhetoric, however, must be balanced by evidence-based
budget discussions to ensure meaningful discussions on education financing.




2. A series of meetings (instead of one-off regional meeting) at the national and regional
levels with clear timelines and objectives for the meeting would facilitate better CSO
preparations for their participation and deeper grasp of opportunities for engagements.

3. Provision of pertinent documents (as mentioned above) before the meetings is important
to ensure substantive and informed participation. Likewise, minutes of the meetings
should be disseminated to all stakeholders present in the meeting.

4. Similarly, civil society groups should submit their proposed budget and recommendations
backed up by research and framework way before the meeting with DepEd.

5. Pursue DepEd-civil society partnerships in all aspects of the budget cycle to facilitate
better understanding and participation in the next budget formulation and to ensure
continuing transparency and accountability. It is also important to identify areas for
partnerships.

Agriculture Cluster

Background

The ABI Agriculture Cluster’s engagement for the 2012 budget was very much different
from the past. For one, it was able to engage the Department of Agriculture (DA) this season
during the early budget preparation phase. Two of the cluster’s individual members took part and
signed in the Open Budget Partnership-Budget Partnership Agreement (OBP-BPA) which took
effect for the first time this year, although the cluster as a whole did not enter.

Seeing early signs of DA’s reluctance to open up to the participatory budgeting process,
ABI cluster member Alyansa Agrikultura sought the help of Senator Francisco Pangilinan, head
of the Congressional Oversight Committee on Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization
(COCAFM).

The Senate’s COCAFM, in response, initiated to hold a Tripartite Agriculture and
Fisheries” 2025 Visioning Consultation among agriculture stakeholders in partnership with DA
and the private sector led by Ka Ernie Ordonez back in February 2011. The consultation resulted
in a comprehensive “wish list” for major commodity groups which was later formally submitted
to the DA for consideration in its program and budget planning for 2012.

This engagement through the COCAFM further snowballed and in a way became more
meaningful since the cluster was able to engage different DA offices as follow up to the
Agriculture and Fisheries (AF) Summit 2025.

The COCAFM follow-up sessions continued from March to May 2011, wherein selected
commodity leaders were invited to join specific commodity Task Forces to further sift the wish
list of private agriculture stakeholders. The follow-up sessions provided the ABI Agriculture
Cluster the opportunity to involve respective commodity association leaders of Alyansa
Agrikultura and other commodity players outside the ABI but took part in the COCAFM
visioning consultation to review the DA-proposed commodity budgets. Commodity task forces
were formed to further discuss and refine the outputs. These meetings of the task forces were
held from March to August 2011.

Consultation Process
Apart from the internal ABI Agriculture Cluster meetings, the COCAFM task forces
discussed and proposed sectoral and commodity plans for 2012 to the DA. Majority of the
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cluster’s members took part in the follow-up discussions with DA units assigned in programs
such as:

X Commodity programs (HVCC, Rice, Livestock, Fisheries, Coconut)

X PCIC on crop insurance

X NIA and BSWM for irrigation

X Inter-departmental budgets for climate change adaptation

The task forces then consolidated budget and program proposals, from which the ABI
Agriculture Cluster based the 2012 proposal. The cluster internally discussed the budget proposal
to its constituencies for refinement.

The task forces’ proposals were presented in COCAFM-organized dialogues with DA on
July 2011. The cluster also took part in the DBM-organized consultation on agriculture and rural
development in the department’s office last August 10, 2011.

DA Secretary Proceso Alcala himself attended this consultation. Unfortunately, his response
proved to be disappointing because he believed that the AF 2025 consultation is a different
process from the programming/budgeting process of the DA, thus implying that these two have
no links. The engagements of the cluster, however, continued even after this DBM consultation
to ensure that alternative budget proposals are integrated in the DA budget, particularly during
budget deliberations in Congress and Senate.

Lessons and Recommendations

1. Make the Open Budget Partnership Agreement more meaningful by including in the level
of engagement the crafting of priorities based on the needs of agricultural stakeholders
and not just limiting it to the budget.

2. While the cluster recognizes the role of National Agricultural and Fishery Council
(NAFC) as the consultation arm of the DA, the presence of other actors to facilitate
consultation processes in agriculture already indicates weakness in the department’s
existing consultation platforms. The NAFC’s role should be strengthened as far as budget
and program planning is concerned.

3. While the process of participatory budgeting has notably moved forward, much is to be
desired in terms of genuine stakeholder engagement. Involving the stakeholders
themselves in the evaluation/assessment of DA’s current programs and in the defining of
its strategic direction and targets down to the level of setting indicators and methods of
verification would have been better.

As a matter of fact, CSO participation in the 2012 budget preparation was mainly
facilitated by COCAFM and not through the Open Budget-Budget Partnership
Agreement project of the DBM. It likewise becomes quite disappointing if the agency,
such as the DA, remains oblivious to the true essence of the Open Budget program of
the DBM, which is participatory budgeting and planning.

4. Highlight the role of the Commission on Audit (COA) into this process particularly in the
evaluation/assessment of the department’s absorptive capacity, efficiency and others as
an input to the assessment/planning process.

5. Capacitate the private sector up to the NAFC level in monitoring as well as crafting
strategic local plans which are interlinked with regional and national plans. As it is,
strategic planning for local agriculture development is not something which local
government units automatically do, including eliciting participation of the private sector
in local agriculture planning.




Inclusive Budget Partnership

The ABI Health Cluster, like in the past several years of working with the DOH, was openly
accommodated by the department for CSO participation in the 2012 budget preparation phase.

On the February 24 BPA meeting, the DOH, ABI Health Cluster and other health CSOs
decided not to formalize budget partnership due to a common view that the BPA actually
hampers participation. The ABI Health Cluster immediately saw the inherent weakness of the
BPA, more especially its excessive requirements for inclusion in the said agreement. Formalizing
participation is not necessary since budget partnership with DOH is inclusive and cordial due to
the department’s smooth relationship with CSOs.

National LevelConsultations

At the national level, two DOH Central Office budget consultative meetings were held
with CSOs (March 9 and April 6, 2011) where DOH presented the budget in general with the
thrust of the government working towards universal health care (UHC) framework. DOH
authorities admitted that the figures presented during the initial meeting were not yet complete
and were not yet finalized during the April 6 meeting, when cluster members were able to submit
proposals in the agency level proposed budget.

Prior to the last consultative meeting, the cluster convened a meeting on March 30 to
prepare the strategy of engagement with DOH. These included agreed upon steps: determine how
the budget proposals are to be presented either individually or as a group; strategize to extend
capacity in the regions for the regional consultations; and accomplish letter request to demand
space for budget preparation based on the policy set by DBM and line agencies.

Regional Level Consultations
The cluster also took part in the regional consultations which were held in Regions 2, 3,
4-B and 12. These were the remarks:

General remarks
X While officials prepared and presented budget proposal to CSOs, there was no
discussion of coordination with the Central Office except for checking if formal
invitations were sent;
X Some Centers for Health Development (CHDs) were not really consulted and not
fully educated on the CSO participation in the budget preparation;
X There is no budget for adolescent health in the regions.

Specific remarks

X Regional consultation in Region 3 had DOH CHDs in full attendance but no clear
budget proposal was presented. DOH Region 3 cannot significantly move while
waiting for the proposed budget from the Central Office;

X In case of Region 4-B, their budget proposals were not integrated in the national
level. Thrust and programs were discussed but with no amounts presented. The DBM
point person advised that the budget for the region should be presented with the
proposed figures
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2012 BudgefPreparation Phase Engagements

Although major agencies which the ABI Environment Cluster (ABI-ENVI) engaged were
excluded in the pilot implementation of the CSO participation for the budget preparation phase,
cluster members engaged the following agencies, resulting in varying degrees of success in the
consultation process:

La Liga Policy Institute (referred as La Liga), the ABI-ENVI secretariat, sent letters of
intent to DENR and other concerned line agencies. Here were the responses:

X DENR — Secretary Ramon Paje expressed openness to citizen participation despite
the department’s non-inclusion in the budget memorandum but did not respond to the
cluster’s request.

X DA — La Liga was not accommodated;

X DOE - The department allegedly could not accommodate time for participation
because of time constraints

Partido Kalikasan Institute (PKI), another cluster member, also sent letters demanding for
participation in the budget preparation phase. Here were the responses:

X DENR — On March 2011, Secretary Paje confirmed receipt of the letter request and
turned over to the proper office. A consultation meeting was held in developing
guidelines for citizen participation.

X DOE — The department denied request due to lack of time and inability to
accommodate CSO participation for the 2012 budget; PK demanded to accommodate
participation in the budget preparation for 2013.

X DOST — As of March 2011, the department had no response to the letter demanding
participation in the budget preparation.

DBM has directed expected outputs for CSOs to accomplish in accordance with the BPA.

An evaluation report containing analyses and recommendations is needed for submission as
requisite to the consultation process (Section 6, NBM 109).

ABI-ENVI member PKI entered into BPA with the DA on the last week of March. But
due to the department’s deficiency in providing sufficient time to facilitate proper engagement,
PKI was not able to completely accomplish the requirements of expected CSO outputs in
accordance with the BPA.

At the regional level, the cluster observed the DA regional field offices’ designation of
CSOs point persons in connection with citizens’ participation in budget preparation phase. At the
local level, the cluster stressed that the NCCAP should be able to reflect on the Annual
Investment Plan to influence the regional development councils.

Achievements in Ageneievel Prepared Budgets

The ABI-ENVI Cluster since 2010 has broadened the alternative budget campaign from
DENR alone to other departments and key agencies with direct programs and budgets related to
climate change. A total of almost PhP 2 billion in increased allocations for climate change
actions have been adopted since then.

Despite the lack of concrete engagement in the 2012 budget preparation phase, the cluster
was still able to participate and hold significant activities in promoting climate-sensitive budget
and ensuring climate financing.




The cluster pushed for climate sensitive budget proposals for key departments through
direct engagements with them and their Secretaries and by submitting proposals to the Climate
Change Commission (CCC) which reviews and proposes climate related items in the budgets of
key departments.

In May 2011, the cluster reported its meetings/consultations with the CCC regarding the
National Climate Change Action Plan (NCCAP). The passage of the NCCAP is significant to
ensure concrete initiatives are made towards promoting a climate-sensitive budget.

ABI-ENVI also pushed for the DBM’s mandate for CCC to review climate related budget
items in fulfillment of the call for a climate-sensitive budget. The pilot departments are DA,
DENR, DPWH, and DOST.

Background

The Persons with Disabilities sector first met with Social Watch Philippines through
Professors Marivic Raquiza and Alvic Padilla in May 2011 as part of the efforts of the Philippine
Coalition on the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

The Core Group of the Coalition is an alliance composed of 15 disabled peoples’
organizations (DPOs) advocating for the nine different disability constituencies: the visually-
impaired, speech-impaired, deaf, deaf-blind, mobility-challenged, persons with: intellectual
disabilities, psychosocial disabilities, chronic illness, and extensive disabilities.

At the time that the sector started to join the cluster meetings of ABI, the budget cycle
and CSO engagement process was well underway in the other four clusters. Thus, the Disability
Sector is still very much in the learning stage of the advocacy.

Consultation Process

There is no formal engagement process yet at this point by the Disability Cluster.
However, members of the Coalition led have been holding meetings with the Department of
Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) as part of efforts to establish a Preparatory
Committee to ensure full and effective participation of PWDs in this government agency. (Note
that the National Council for Disability Affairs is now under the DSWD.)

Through the individual disability constituencies, the cluster held meetings with the
Department of Labor and Employment (by the Visually-Impaired for Livelihood/ Employment
concerns), the judiciary (by the Deaf sector in June 2011, with the Supreme Court, Office of the
Court Administrator for the institutionalization of sign language interpreting funding in trial
courts), and the DSWD (c/o Life Haven for Personal Assistants).

Inputs from CSOs
During the ABI General Meeting on July 7, 2011, ABI gave these comments/suggestions
with regard to the disability sector:
X Consider that it is more difficult to insert new items than to lobby for expansion of
existing items;
X Some °‘creative’ solutions may work (according to SWP convener Prof. Leonor
Briones); E.g. For the PhP 8 million proposal on Personal Assistants, the PWD
cluster can ask even for instance the DPWH to give up some amounts from their
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infrastructure budgets which would already go a long way toward improving the
quality of life of PWDs.
X Involve media more to increase public attention to situation of PWDs;
X On alternative budget proposals ‘competing’ with each other for a ‘slice of the pie’,
the strategy may be to mainstream disability concerns as crosscutting agenda (from
Prof. Alvic Padilla)
On the part of the stakeholders, the International Disability Alliance, the cluster’s partner,
suggested to network and engage with SWP. National budget monitoring and implementation is
a continuing area of collaboration with them.

Lessons and Recommendations
The cluster intends to request for a training workshop for our sector on preparing
Alternative Budget proposals.

ABI CLUSTERS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH DIFFERENT KEY AGENCIES FOR THE 2012
budget preparation phase resulted in different levels of experience, gains and challenges. Some
agencies opened avenues through the BPA for participation but there remained problems in the
implementation. Most clusters however, participated in the agency-level budget preparation even
without the BPA.

The NBM 109 helped extend the partnership at the regional level. Some cluster members,
such as the E-Net’s network organizations in the education cluster, were able to participate in
regional consultations.

Problems and issues understandably came along the way in the piloting of CSO
engagement for budget preparation, but the ABI expects and hopes these will be sufficiently
addressed especially because the mechanism would still be used in the future. Since
transparency, accountability, substantial participation and democratic governance are the anchors
of this initiative, the government should put all efforts to make this process more inclusive and
accessible.

The essence and operationalization of participatory budgeting should not be constrained
with budget tracking as much as ABI practices budget advocacy as a policy advocacy. Agencies
should start rethinking their decision-making thrusts and strategies to accommodate citizens’
groups in the budget process. As it is now, the level of openness is uneven.

On our part, we at the ABI consider this policy both as an opportunity and a challenge.
Expansion of regional capacities stands to be a major concern. The strengths and weaknesses of
the engagement likewise serve as learning experience towards improving meaningful
participation in the budget process. And since the bill on people’s participation in budgeting is in
progress, ABI advocates are optimistic on the institutionalization of participatory budgeting.




