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3.3. Financial and other Support for Ex-situ Conservation

Financial support to ex-situ conservation is more evident in captive breeding, wildlife refuge and rescue centers for few selected animals and in seed/gene storage and tissue culture collections for plants. There’s a limited number of privately operated captive breeding facilities and zoological parks. While government conservation programs started as early as 1969. the financial remained limited over the years.

The 1997 government budget provided for the following ex-situ conservation programs/projects:

	Philippine Eagle Conservation Project
	Phil. P 8982000

	Pawikan Conservation Project
	4814000

	Tamaraw Conservation Project
	5000000

	Operation and Maintenance of Crocodile Farm
	13118000

	Pilot plantation establishment of selected forest species
	23696000

	National Seed Industry Council
	2437000

	Production of seeds and plant materials
	10991000

	Seed quality control services
	19392000

	Management of plant pest disease
	9561000

	Development of aquatic resources
	50381000

	Development of livestock sector (Poultry/cattle/small ruminants)
	51119000

	Total
	P199491000


6.0
financial resources

6.1 Financial support and incentives for biodiverstiy conservation activities

For a few years now, there have been several sources of financial support for biodiversity conservation in the country. While the government started fundding specific conservation programs as early as three decades ago, the amounts have been limited relative to what should be undertaken. The government however undertakes development programs that contribute to biodiversity conservation in more ways than just alleviating poverty. As a developing country, the Philippines has adopted the “clean up as we grow” approach to development. This policy is reflected in the budget of expenditures over the last few years.

Some international and local non-government organizations also provide funds for biodiversity conservation. The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), was the first international NGO to provide substantial support for conservation programs and draw attention to biodiversity. Innovative funding mechanism such as the debt-for-nature swap paved the way for the participation of the local NGOs in conservation programs in 1989. The debt-for nature swap program was the first partnership between the government and the HGOs (WWF, Haribon, other local NGOs and some academic institutions). The favorable experience of the NGO participation in the debt-swap-program led to the establishment of a US $25 million endowment fund under the US AID Natural Resources Management Program. The fund is being managed by a local NGO, the Foundation for Philippine Environment (FPE) which was established in 1990. FPE provides funding to local NGOs for biodiversity conservation programs all over the country. Local NGOs also get funding support from international NGOs/funding institutions such as Mac Arthur Foundation, WWF, Conservation International, Novib, etc. Development funds that support community management of resources as a means of alleviating poverty and fostering development also contribute to the conservation of biodiversity.

There are also multi- and bi-lateral agreements for the management of particular protected areas and for the protection and management of specific ecosystems or habitats such as forest, agricultural, coastal and wetlands. The more substantial support for biodiversity conservation come from these sources.

The local private participation in biodiversity conservation is present mostly in ex-situ conservation, such as the private zoos and botanical gardens. The government has provided limited incentives for private investments in biodiversity conservation.

6. I. I Government support

The Philippine government supports a number of specific biodiversity conservation programs, some on its own and some others with foreign funding. However, conservation of biodiversity is an objective that is invariably achieved through programs and projects that manage, protect and/or rehabilitate the different ecosystems. Programs such as integrated area development or community-based resource like the watershed, coastal and forest management projects while primarily aimed at development contribute to biodiversity through habitat rehabilitation or protection. It is, therefore, difficult to come up with an exact figure of the support provided to biodiversity conservation. Nevertheless, a good estimate of the level of government support may be glimpsed from the 1997 appropriations for the following operational activities, programs and projects:
A. Under the Department of Environment and Natural Resources, which has a total appropriation of (Phil Pesos) P 4,761,084,000 about 56% of the programs and projects are related to biodiversity conservation:

	Coastal environmental program
	114252000

	Conservation of priority protected areas project (Local Counterpart)
	18300000

	Conservation, protection and development of caves and caves resources
	6101000

	Development and rehabilitation of Hinulugang Taktak National Park
	5852000

	Development and rehabilitation of the Mt. Apo National Park
	3500000

	ENR Sector Adjustment Loan Project Local Counterpart
	51219000

	Forest management services
	810973000

	Forest protection development of Camp John Hay Reservation
	2107000

	Forest Protection
	118818000

	Integration of environment management for sustainable development (Local Counterpart)
	2166000

	Lon-oy watershed development project (Region 1)
	11838000

	Maasim watershed project (Region VI)
	6266000

	Natural Resources Management Program (Local Counterpart)
	16516000

	Ninoy Aquino Park and Wildlife Nature Center operation maintenance
	17226000

	Operation and maintenance of Crocodile Farm Institute in Irawan, Palawan
	13118000

	Pasig river rehabilitation project (Local Counterpart)
	4305000

	Pawikan conservation project
	4814000

	People-oriented forestry program
	290761000

	Philippine eagle conservation project
	8982000

	Pilot plantation establishment of selected forest species
	236960000

	Plantation establishment and maintenance
	255347000

	Production and dissemination of technical and popular materials on conservation development of natural resources
	41633000

	Protected areas and wildlife resources development
	235543000

	Reforestation/greening projects
	30000000

	Rehabilitation of riverbanks and lakeshore project
	1090000

	Soil conservation and watershed management
	458883000

	Survey and delineation of ancestral lands
	96677000

	Tamaraw conservation project
	5000000

	Total
	P2654983000


B. Under the Department of Agriculture, biodiversity conservation related programs are focused on activities to better utilize biological resources for food, crop or raw material production. The Department has a total budget of P1852084000 and about 52% are related to biodiversity conservation:

	Development of crop sector (Support & Operations)
	501360000

	Development of fisheries sector (Support & Operations)
	186192000

	Development of livestock sector (Support & Operations)
	271684000

	Total 
	P959236000


Attached to the Department of Agriculture are offices which undertake research and development programs on certain biological resources; they are:

	Cotton Research and Development Institute
	27406000

	Fiber Industry Development Authority
	110156000

	Livestock Development Council
	9668000

	National Stud Farm
	9072000

	Philippine Carabao Center
	22525000

	Total
	P178827000


C. Under the Department of Science and Technology are programs and offices/agencies concerned with research and development of the forest, agriculture, natural, marine and aquatic resources. They are the following:

	Forest products and research and industries development
	40501000

	Operation and maintenance of National Committee on Biosafety of the Philippines
	431000

	Philippine Council for Agriculture, Forestry and Natural Resources Research and Development (including P4M counterpart fund for foreign assisted projects)
	142646000

	Philippine Council for Aquatic and Marine Research and Development
	27542000

	Total
	P211120000


D. Integrated Area Development are undertaken with loan and/or grant support and they require local counterpart. The following are programs with components that include activities related to biodiversity conservation:

	Aurora Integrated Area Development Project (peso requirement)
	P9660000

	Bondoc Development Program (with counterpart fund)
	30203000

	Total
	P39863000


Total amount appropriated for the above programs is P or about 9% of the total appropriations for 1997. The list is in no way complete nor exact as to the amount allocated for biodiversity conservation. It is however, as mentioned earlier, a good indication of the level of support the government provides for conservation.

6. 2 Sources of funds for Local NGOs’ Biodiversity Conservation

Local NGOs are active partners of the government in conservation programs, particularly, in the management of the protected areas under the GEF-Funded (thru the World Bank) Conservation of Priority Protected Areas Project with a funding of US $22 million. About 80% of the grant amount is managed by the NGOs for Integrated Protected Areas, Inc. or NIPA, a consortium of 18 development NGOs set up for the purpose. The Project involves the establishment, management and development of ten priority sites over a seven-year period.
The FPE has provided funding to local NGOs for biodiversity conservation since 1992. Below are the grants provided by FPE to the local NGOs.

Table 16 FPE Grants to local non-government organizations
	Type of Grant
	1992-1993
	1994
	1995
	1996

	
	no
	pesos
	no
	pesos
	no
	pesos
	no
	pesos

	Proactive
	8
	10467709
	5
	8096984
	13
	6906713
	12
	19572619

	Responsive
	30
	33713078
	24
	24236003
	7
	1265804
	4
	4214771

	Action
	34
	3109985
	32
	2543000
	54
	4131500
	98
	8512958

	Site-Focused
	
	
	6
	9159125
	11
	12317520
	14
	27375304

	Total
	72
	47290772
	67
	44035112
	85
	24621537
	128
	59675652


The UNDP- GEF Small Grants Programme for the Philippine is also providing funding support to NGOs. The Programme focuses in the following major areas of assistance: a) Conservation and Restoration of Philippine Biodiversity; b) Community-based Resource Development and Management; and, c) Alternative Energy Development and Management. From 1992 to date, the Programme approved 35 projects with funding grants amounting to Philippine P 18 M.

The Biodiversity Conservation Network (BCN) provided funds for three major projects focused on sustainable utilization of biodiversity resources. The recipients of these grants are: Manila Observatory World Wide Fund for Nature Philippine Program and Kalahan Educational Foundation (BCN, 1996).

Local NGOs are also beneficiaries of support from international NGOs such as Mac Arthur Foundation, WWF, etc. Presented below are the approved grants of Mac Arthur Foundation in 1996.

Table 17 MacArthur Foundation authorized grants, 1996
	Fund for Nature of the Philippines (FNP) or KKP, Quezon City, Philippines
	$110,000 in support of a program to improve the management of protected areas in the Philippines (over three years).

	Haribon Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources, San Juan, Philippines
	$70,000 in support of a biodiversity conservation program in southern Luzon (over two years).

	Haribon Palawan (HP) Puerto City, Philippines
	$60,000 in support of an integrated sustainable development program in Palawan (over two years).

	Legal Rights and Natural Resources Center (LRNRC), Quezon City, Philippines
	$65,000 for legal and policy research programs and activities to uphold the traditional land claims of indigenous peoples (over two years).

	Mindanao State University (MSU), Iligan City, Philippines
	$70,000 in support of a biodiversity field research and training program (over two years).

	National Museum of the Philippines, Manila, Philippines
	$135,000 in support of biodiversity conservation programs (over three years).

	Palawan Council for Sustainable Development (PCSD), Puerto City, Philippines
	$150,000 in support of plant inventory and database development programs (over two years).

	Philippine Eagle Conservation Foundation (PECF), Davao City, Philippines
	$90,000 in support of community development, wildlife management, and environmental education programs in Mindanao (over two years).

	Tambuyog Development Center (TDC), Quezon City, Philippines
	$70,000 in support of training for local leaders in a sustainable coastal area development program (over two years).

	Total
	$820,000


Kabang Kalikasan ng Pilipinas or the WWF- Philippines undertakes programs and projects on a) marine and small islands ecosystems conservation; b) conservation science research extension; c) community and resource management and entrepreneurship; d) public information and education. KKP operates on a budget of US $ 1687164 for 1998 it’s budget for US1116600 for 1997.
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Financial resources for the implementation of this Article was limiting.  At the national level, the budget given to the Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the primary agency responsible for biodiversity conservation is only Philippine Peso 5.1 billion for the year 2001.  

Biodiversity conservation cuts across many sectors.  This implies that initiatives with their corresponding budgets spent by other relevant sectors (i.e. Department of Agriculture, Department of Science and Technology, Department of Health, Department of Tourism, Department of Trade and Industry, Department of National Defense) which are directly or indirectly benefitting biodiversity conservation should also be accounted for as investments towards this purpose.  However, since there is still no standardized financial reporting for this purpose, it was very difficult to ascertain given the limited time period.  Thus, it is recommended that efforts should be initiated towards standardizing reporting and monitoring financial resources given to biodiversity conservation initiatives.

The country received new and additional funds from the financial mechanism but this was not enough to meet the agreed incremental costs of implementing measures which fulfill the obligations to the Convention.  For the period under review, financial resources for biodiversity conservation were mainly for the continuing activities of the CPPAP and NIPAP.  CPPAP is scheduled for completion this June 2002, while NIPAP was completed in March 2001.  The only new significant financial support for the past four years are the UNDP-GEF project which commenced in 2001, the Samar Integrated Biodiversity Programme (US$5.8 million) and Mount Malindang Project (US$2.5 million).
Monitoring Financial Support to Biodiversity Conservation

To date, only financial support to government implemented projects can be monitored although not in a very systematic manner.  This can be explained by the fact that biodiversity conservation cuts across many sectors.  This implies that initiatives with their corresponding budgets spent by other relevant sectors (i.e. Department of Agriculture, Department of Science and Technology, Department of Health, Department of Tourism, Department of Trade and Industry, Department of National Defense) which are directly or indirectly benefitting biodiversity conservation should also be accounted for as investments towards this purpose.  However, since there is still no standardized financial reporting for this purpose, it was very difficult to ascertain given the limited time period.  Thus, it is recommended that efforts should be initiated towards standardizing reporting and monitoring financial resources given to biodiversity conservation initiatives both by the government and the private sector.  It should be noted that both the government and the NGOs have been very aggressive in sourcing funds for biodiversity projects.
The Global Environment Facility (GEF)

In the Philippines, the Global Environment Facility has played a vital role in biodiversity conservation activities promotive of the country’s commitments to the Convention.  The Philippines is one of the 25 global hotspots.  On a per unit area basis, the Philippines is the top megadiversity country and the hottest of the hotspots.  Considering these, the Philippines needs financial and technical assistance from developing countries in order to implement commitments to the Convention. The GEF had been providing financial support but is not adequate considering the magnitude and urgency of the problem. 

Financial Mechanisms at the National Level for the Conservation of Biodiversity

Very little attention was given to strengthen local financial mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use.  Existing local financial institutions have to be strengthened to include biodiversity conservation aspects in their priorities.  Likewise, local financial mechanisms have to be looked into to expand sources of support for biodiversity conservation.

The Philippines was able to strengthen its capacity in the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity through the financial and technical assistance from the GEF.  The GEF funded the Conservation of Priority Protected Areas (CPPAP), the second phase of the Integrated Protected Areas System (IPAS) program that is pilot-testing the NIPAS Law (National Integrated Protected Areas System).  The CPPAP has a budget of US$20 million, financed by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) through the World Bank.  The CPPAP is due for completion this June 2002.  The GEF also funded enabling activities for biodiversity conservation amounting to US$457,000.00.  GEF grants for the past four years for major projects on biodiversity conservation amount to approximately US$10 million.  These are however, not enough to cover the incremental costs of conservation efforts that has to be undertaken by the Philippines in order to maintain its biodiversity resources not just for its own for the benefit but for the world as well.

To make the GEF a more responsive financial mechanism, it should simplify application and approval procedures, shorten the duration of project application and enhance the efficiency of evaluation and approval.  These measures would enable developing countries to access funding as quickly as possible and thus will be able to implement COP decisions effectively.

One difficulty in accessing the fund is the limited understanding at the national level of the concept of incremental cost.  To a large extent, the preparation of project proposals has been hampered by this constraint.  It would be of great help if national experts could have more opportunities to participate in the preliminary process of project application in order to familiarize them with the procedures.

In sum, GEF as the major funding mechanism for the CBD had played a vital role in the overall efforts for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.  It had been instrumental in the progress the country has made in this area.
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Financing the implementation of the NBSAP and the Convention

The NBSAP and its successor plan, the PBCP, are jointly or severally implemented by various stakeholders at the level of the national government through its several national agencies, the local government units, research and academic institutions, civil society organizations, and private sector groups. It is difficult to provide an overall estimate of financial resources poured into the implementation of these strategies and action plans. However, some estimates can be provided on particular programs, projects and activities, where data are available.

As early as 1999, the issue of funding NBSAPs has been identified as a major concern. Countries in the Southeast Asia region faced the reality that government funding for biodiversity conservation was diminishing and that innovative financing was necessary to push the conservation agenda. The private sector was seen to play a key role both in funding and as an actor in NBSAP planning and implementation. There was also recognition that biodiversity conservation may not always means more funds but behavioral change or reorientation of existing programs.

Implementing the provisions of the Convention has always remained a major challenge, especially in terms of financial resources. For example, public expenditure for the environment and natural resources (ENR) sector is low. Analysis done by the USAID-EcoGov2 Project noted the government’s lack of priority for ENR programs, with a very limited budget appropriated for the DENR. In 2007 and 2008, the DENR budget was PhP 7.5 Billion (.67% of national budget) and PhP 8.3 Billion (.68% of national budget), respectively, with about 80% allocated for personnel costs and capital outlay, leaving only a small portion for programs. For 2009, DENR proposed a budget of PhP 12.4 Billion, 40.71% higher than the 2008 budget (Figure 24). The 2009 budget represents roughly 1% of the proposed total national budget of PhP 1.415 Trillion.

Despite the seeming increase, public expenditure still remains low considering the expanding mandate brought about by the enactment of recent laws and executive issuances.
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Other development assistance (ODA) in the form of loans, grants and technical assistance has helped DENR pursue its programs and projects, especially those that require capital investments. In 2007, sectoral distribution of the ODA was as follows: multi-sectoral or integrated ENR projects (US$140 million or 38%); environment (US$77.85 million or 21.3%); coastal and marine (US$64.87 million or 17.7%); lands (US40.59 million or 11.1%); forestry (US$ 20.44 million or 5.6%) and biodiversity/protected areas (US$13.73 million or almost 4%) for two (2) projects.

The level of ODA has been fluctuating from 2001-2007 reaching its lowest in 2004. DENR (2007) attributes this to several factors: a) the prevailing country assistance strategy and priorities of donors and financing institutions; b) the budget available to absorb new projects, and, c) the lengthy project preparation and approval process. In 2007, 33 development and technical assistance projects with an estimated total cost of USD365 million or roughly PhP18 billion was approved, representing an increase of 55% over the 2006 level of USD235 million.

Loan projects account for 15% of annual increments in the DENR budget. The main contributors for loans are World Bank (48.9%), Asian Development Bank or ADB (36.7%) and Japan Bank for International Cooperation or JBIC (15.3%). For grants, the largest contributors are the Global Environment Facility (GEF) administered by the UNDP, World Bank, and ADB (28%) and the Multilateral Fund of the Montreal Protocol, administered by the World Bank (21%). Other donors include the Australian Agency for International Development or AusAid (13%), United States Agency for International Development or USAID (13 %), Japan International Cooperation Agency or JICA (9%), German Technical Cooperation or GTZ (8%), the Netherlands Government (3%) and New Zealand Agency for International Development or NZAID (2%) (DENR, 2007).

USAID and EcoGov2 (2008) noted a decline in external funding for biodiversity conservation and forest rehabilitation and that there have been no big projects over the last 5 years except for the EU fund for Mt. Malindang Protected Area in Misamis Occidental, and the USAID- EcoGov Project, Fisheries for Improved Sustainable Harvest (FISH), and Philippine Tropical Forest Conservation Foundation (PTFCF).

LGUs have likewise poured their own resources into biodiversity conservation. The USAID-EcoGov2 Project reports an increasing number of LGUs allocating support for protected area management from their own Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA). Figure 26 shows a summary of some LGU budgets for coastal, forest and urban management from 2005 to 2007. LGUs have also shown capacity to support local activities such as MPAs and MPA networking and provide support to holders of CADTs and communitybased forest management, especially those related to water, livelihood, and agroforestry systems. In 2007, part of the 20% of the LGU IRA of PhP 133 Billion has been allocated for environment and natural resources management.

In addition to the government’s general annual appropriations and ODA, another source of fund for biodiversity-related concerns is the Integrated Protected Areas Fund (IPAF) created under the NIPAS Act. As of May 2008, the IPAF has generated about PhP 139.45 Million in revenues to sustain operations of protected areas (Table 18). Seventy-five percent of IPAF funds are used by protected areas that generate the fund while 25% goes to the central fund to finance other protected areas that do not generate income to support their activities.

Table 18. Summary of Integrated Protected Areas Fund from 1996 to 2008 (PAWB, 2008)

	-
	PA Sub-Fund (75%)
	PA Central Fund (25%)
	Total (100%)

	Deposited 
	104,434,302.34 
	34,870,167.80 
	139,453,127.22

	Disbursed 
	98,694,178.48 
	595,350.00 
	99,289,528.48

	Balance 
	7,136,760.93 
	34,274,817.80 
	41,411.578.74


Based on IPAF records managed by PAWB, 15 protected areas have generated an income of more than a million pesos as of December 2008 (Table 19). The Ninoy Aquino Park and Wildlife Center, Apo Island Protected Landscape and Seascape and Hinulugang Taktak top the list. The rest of the PAs generated less than a million pesos.

Table 19. List of protected areas and income generated as of December 2008 (PAWB, 2008)

	Rank 
	Protected Area 
	Income Generated (PhP)

	1 
	Ninoy Aquino Park and Wildlife Center 
	66,588,063.35

	2 
	Apo Island Protected Landscape and Seascape 
	21,693,274.43

	3 
	Hinulugang Taktak National Park 
	11,153,969.00

	4 
	Apo Reef Marine Reserve 
	4,585,440.00

	5 
	Manleluag Hot Spring National Park 
	3,964,077.67

	6 
	Biak-Na-Bato National Park
	 3,707,805.00

	7 
	Mt. Pulag National Park 
	3,223,389,84

	8 
	Roosevelt National Park 
	2,110,793.43

	9 
	St. Paul Subterranean River National Park 
	2,085,503.17

	10 
	Mt Kitanglad Range Natural Park 
	1,740,131.50

	11 
	Northern Sierra Madre Natural Park 
	1,563,219.50

	12 
	Batanes Protected Landscape and Seascape 
	1,404,296.60

	13 
	El Nido-Taytay Managed Resource Area 
	1,371,078.95

	14 
	Bangan Hill NP 
	1,253,500.00

	15 
	Bataan National Park 
	1,235,932.01


In summary, there is general lack of funds to support biodiversity conservation. However, various modes of environmental user fees are being explored to ensure sustainability.
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