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Executive Summary 
 
 

 
The state of forest lands and marine resources in the Philippines is critical and thus merits the 
attention of policymakers (cf. 3.2.1). eCCT is an innovative approach that is targeting a key challenge 
faced in both areas. Whether in the uplands or in coastal zones, residents are often faced with an 
income depression when moving to more sustainable practices. This puts these sustainable practices 
out of their reach, even when these would be financially viable over the longer term. eCCT proposes 
to bridge the transition period with conditional payments that remove barriers to sustainable 
practices, and thus, in a larger sense, to sustainable rural development (cf. 3.1, 3.2). 
 
The purpose of this paper is to review the eCCT concept as laid out by GIZ last year and formulate a 
framework for its implementation. A focus is put on reviewing the economic mechanism 
underpinning the concept and the criteria that need to be fulfilled to prevent mistargeting – a 
recurrent problem with environmental payment schemes. On this basis, a workflow for 
implementation is put forward and initial progress of piloting activities is reviewed. This report 
therefore provides a foundation and road map for subsequent preparatory activities; these notably 
include the finalization of site assessments, decisions on environmental conditionalities and cash 
disbursement, and the setup of monitoring and evaluation procedures.  
 
This paper highlights that eCCT critically rests on conceptual assumptions that should be verified 
before eCCT is implemented in a site (cf. 3.2.2). Experience from other countries shows that 
mechanisms such as eCCT can achieve meaningful results, but run the risk of non-additionality when 
not properly implemented (cf. 2.3). Key conceptual assumptions underlying eCCT include 
unsustainable resource use, the financial viability of sustainable alternatives, and the prohibitive 
nature of the temporary income dip experienced during the transition phase (cf. 3.2.2). A household-
level intervention, eCCT will require appropriate funding to verify the applicability of these 
assumptions to site and households considered for inclusion in the scheme (cf. 4.7.2). 
 
In this context, we lay out two different approaches to eCCT implementation (cf. 4). The ‘full eCCT’ 
approach (cf. 4.3) puts an emphasis on reaching the correct assessment, both at the site level and the 
household level, and proposes differentiated payment levels according to households’ opportunity 
cost profiles. This helps ensure a high level of targeting, but it also leads to higher costs of 
implementation. The ‘simplified eCCT’ approach (cf. 4.4) relies on the assumption that covering 
households’ rice consumption needs in exchange for meeting environmental conditionalities will 
suffice to achieve the desired environmental impact. If it works, it will likely be a significantly less 
resource-intensive way of implementing eCCT, though costs for any household-level intervention will 
likely remain high. 
 
We recommend selecting the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot (cf. 4.5). This approach can help 
ensure that the costs of the pilot can be kept in check and that the roll-out of the first payments can 
begin as soon as possible. It also maximizes synergies with the social CCT program of the DSWD. 
However, using the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot does not come without certain risks (cf. 
4.5, 4.7, 5.4). These might include lower levels of additionality, lower adoption rates for the uplands, 
weaker implementation for the lowlands and negative income effects on certain poor fisher folk. 
These risks will need to be adequately monitored, so that remedial action can be taken and proper 
lessons can be drawn for upscaling. These lessons may include shifting to more differentiated 
payments. 
 
Consideration is also given to the integration of eCCT into its wider policy environment (cf. 3.3). An 
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attractive program for LGUs, eCCT can catalyze the adoption of land-use planning practices as these 
are a prerequisite for LGU enrollment. eCCT can substantially benefit from synergies with the DSWD 
CCT program, though it is not recommended that eCCT payments be adjusted downward for CCT 
recipients. eCCT can complement CBFM as it promotes the allocation of tenure rights in forest lands, 
or alternatively could support long-term financially viable activities within CBFM areas. Similarly, it 
can be associated to the NGP for tree planting activities that are financially viable over the longer 
term. Finally, by supporting the creation of large MPAs, eCCT can play a critical role in advancing the 
nationwide objective of 15% of MPAs in municipal waters. 
 
Preparatory activities for eCCT pilot implementation in Silago, Southern Leyte are ongoing (cf. 5.2). 
GIZ is assisting the LGU in finalizing spatial planning documents that are prerequisites for eCCT 
implementation. Available data is being collected; data collection activities can be completed when 
spatial planning documents are ready (cf. 5.2.2). However, two key issues have recently arisen for the 
forestry component. First, findings so far suggest that the concept’s requirements for eligible plots 
are too stringent for Silago forest lands (cf. 5.3.1). Second, the issuance of sub-agreements in co-
management areas may be limited to collective rights similar to the existing CBFM approach, but with 
stronger LGU involvement (cf. 5.3.2). Since eCCT was conceived as a household-level program that 
would especially cater to newly registered individual tenure right holders, such a change in regulatory 
framework conditions would require the concept to be adapted. An approach is currently being 
developed by GIZ to address both these issues by meaningfully re-focusing the program on larger 
sustainability issues rather than sustainability of land use at the individual plot level, and preparing 
for a possible re-orientation toward a collective approach (cf. 5.3.3). 
 
An overview of next steps is provided in 5.3. These notably include the completion of ‘LGU Readiness’ 
activities (finalization of spatial planning documents); the completion of data collection for the Site 
Eligibility Assessments and a final decision on pilot sites; decisions on possible adaptations to the 
upland component of eCCT as required; the definition of environmental conditionalities and the 
conduct of Household Eligibility Assessments (HEA); and the development of operational procedures 
for remaining roll-out preparations and M&E activities. It is hoped that a detailed proposal for pilot 
implementation can be submitted to the eCCT Regional Advisory Group for approval by September 
2012 and the roll-out can begin in late 2012 or early 2013. 
 
Summary of key recommendations: 
 
1. Adoption of the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot and subsequent re-assessment 

For the pilot project, it is recommended to adopt the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach to identifying 
suitable sites, households and incentive levels. It is recommended that this decision be re-
assessed once the pilot is implemented and changes be made if necessary for upscaling (cf. 
Executive Summary, 4. and 4.5.). 

2. Full payout of eCCT incentives to CCT beneficiaries 
It is not recommended that eCCT payments be adjusted downward for CCT recipients as this is 
expected to lead to lower adoption rates in the uplands, and lower compliance rates or negative 
income effects in the lowlands (cf. 3.3.1). 

3. Adoption of the Project Workflow proposed in 3.5. 
4. Adoption of the Implementation Workflow proposed in 4.1. 
5. Taking note of the critical assumptions and key risks outlined in 4.7. 
6. Taking note of the key risks for the eCCT pilot outlined in 5.3. 
7. Adoption of the next steps for pilot implementation proposed in 5.4. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In response to the continuing degradation of upland forest areas and coastal resources in the 
Philippines, the DSWD, the members of the NCI and GIZ jointly decided in 2011 to launch a pilot 
project on ‘Conditional Cash Transfers for Environmental Services’ (eCCT). 
 
As laid out in the MOA signed by the parties in early 2012, GIZ has committed to providing key 
inputs to the development of the eCCT concept and to provide initial funding for its pilot 
implementation in Southern Leyte. The present paper, which reviews the eCCT concept as originally 
laid out in 2011 and sets out a framework for its implementation, thus forms part of GIZ’s 
commitment in this respect. 
 
The objective of this paper is two-fold. First, it seeks to provide a sound conceptual basis to eCCT 
that goes beyond the policy brief released in 2011 and takes into account the various discussions 
that have taken place between partners since. Second, it seeks to formulate a framework for eCCT 
implementation and provide an overview of the preparatory works already started in Southern 
Leyte. 
 
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces Payments for Environmental 
Services (PES) as a conceptual framework for eCCT in the Philippines, provides an overview of key 
theoretical aspects and reviews three examples of government-run PES schemes from other 
countries. Section 3 takes an in-depth look at the eCCT concept, its underlying assumptions and 
mechanics, its integration with other policies, its legal basis (the MOA) and the general project 
workflow from concept development through pilot implementation to upscaling. Section 4 puts 
forward a comprehensive generic workflow for implementing eCCT in a particular site. It then 
formulates two approaches to implementing eCCT: a ‘full eCCT’ featuring a higher level of targeting 
and a multi-level payment mechanism differentiated according to households’ needs, and a 
‘simplified eCCT’ proposing uniform payments based on households’ rice consumption needs and 
self-selection of households into the scheme. Implications of each option are discussed and 
recommendations are provided, including a more detailed analysis of data requirements for the 
recommended option. Finally, crucial assumptions and risks underlying the concept are reviewed. A 
Section 5 then turns to the pilot activities in Silago, Southern Leyte, provides some background 
information on the municipality, reviews the state of preparatory works for the pilot, issues 
recommendations on next steps, and discusses the risks faced in Silago and possible mitigating 
strategies. Finally, Section 6 provides conclusions and summarizes the recommendations provided in 
this paper. 
 
Of note, most sections do not contain a conclusions or summary section. Instead, a blue “This 
section in a nutshell” box is provided at the beginning of each section to that effect.  



eCCT Concept Review and Framework for Implementation  July 2012 
 

11 
 

2. Review of PES theory and practice 
 
This section introduces Payments for Environmental Services (PES) as a conceptual framework for 
eCCT. We review the context in which PES can be placed, present the main conceptual features of 
PES and illustrate this using three examples of government-financed PES schemes implemented in 
other countries. 
 

Section 2 in a nutshell 

 The concept of PES is based on the notion that natural resource management can be improved 
when environmental services (ES) provided by land owners can be bought and sold in market-like 
settings. 

 There are user-financed and government-financed PES schemes. In the former, ES beneficiaries 
pay ES providers directly, e.g. downstream water utilities paying upstream farmers to protect 
watersheds by preserving forests. In the latter, government recognizes ES as services to society 
that government should paid for on society’s behalf. 

 There are use-restricting PES schemes that pay for conservation, and asset-building PES schemes 
that pay for shifting to more ecological land uses. 

 PES can drive the implementation of land-use planning objectives, but its voluntary nature also 
implies that planned land uses may be rejected by land owners. 

 Payments need to be high enough to incentivize land users to agree to associated 
conditionalities. If lower, adoption rates will be low and the impact of the PES scheme will be 
small. If higher, the PES scheme becomes inefficient since lower payments can already deliver the 
desired outcome. 

 Payments should only be made where ES delivery would otherwise be disrupted (for use-
restricting PES) or not occur (for asset-building PES). Payments made to agents who will provide 
ES anyway are not additional and thus wasteful. 

 Examples from abroad show that government-financed PES schemes are often prone to 
inefficiencies, and in particular to a lack of additionality due to inclusion of inadequate or non-
vulnerable lands. 

 
 
2.1 Sustainability, property rights and investment 
 
The Brundtland Commission defined sustainable development as ‘development that meets the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs’ (WCED 1987). How to practically apply this concept has been the subject of much debate. An 
economic adaptation of this definition provided by Neumayer (1999; cf. also Solow 1986; Mäler 
1991; Pezzey 1992) proposes that development is sustainable when it ‘does not decrease the 
capacity to provide non-declining per-capita utility for infinity.’ While this definition captures the 
intergenerational dimension of sustainable development, it eclipses distribution, as utility is 
averaged, and in addition substitutes the broader notion of ‘utility’ to the more restrictive notion of 
‘needs.’ 
 
In economics, the capacity to provide utility is represented by the notion of ‘capital’ – whether 
produced, natural, human or institutional – i.e. a set of ‘stocks’ from which ‘flows’ of utility can be 
derived (Neumayer 1999). In Neumayer’s definition, these stocks have to be kept at least constant 
on a per-capita basis, and thus grow when the population grows, for development to be sustainable. 
While it is generally suggested that many forms of capital are substitutable with each other, many 
authors also assert that certain assets have no substitutes, e.g. natural capital forms such as the 
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global climate system (Pearce 1997). In general, however, a loss of natural capital (e.g. 
deforestation) is seen as acceptable when the proceeds are reinvested into other forms of natural or 
non-natural capital in such a way that the resulting additional value of the newly invested capital is 
at least as high as the value destroyed (Pearce and Atkinson 1993). When this condition is met, the 
overall value of the ‘portfolio’ of capital stocks is maintained. 
 
The general assessment made today is that by and large, natural capital is not adequately invested 
into in most countries, and/or the proceeds of natural capital destruction often are not adequately 
reinvested. In practical terms, the environment is often being degraded in situations where it would 
be socially beneficial to not degrade it. There is thus a market failure: Markets, and governments in 
charge of providing framework conditions, have been unable to ensure that resource allocation is 
socially efficient. A practical example of such a market failure is the wider issue that eCCT seeks to 
address: poor rural residents in developing countries who (a) pursue ecologically damaging land-use 
and fishing practices and (b) spend much of the proceeds on their consumption needs, rather than 
re-investing them appropriately. 
 
Among the causes for such inadequate resource management, two stand out in the context of PES 
and eCCT. A first explanatory factor is thought to be lacking, ambiguous or insufficiently enforced 
property and use rights (Engel et al. 2008). In essence, property rights ensure that basic benefits 
yielded by an asset accrue to its owner, who only then is willing to invest in that asset. For example, 
de Soto (2000) highlights the importance of a unambiguous and well-enforced property rights 
regime as a condition for small-scale investment by the poor in Peru, and thus for (often rural) 
economic development. De Soto asserts property rights were instrumental in the rise of European 
economies over the past centuries, and conversely, concludes that a lack thereof has been a key 
factor in keeping many of today’s developing countries from shaking off large-scale poverty (ibid.). 
 
A second cause are positive external effects. Even with basic property rights, not all the benefits of 
an asset are necessarily captured by its owner. This in turn can result in socially suboptimal 
investments and inadequate management of environmental resources. The social value of a good is 
defined by the sum of all present and future discounted net benefits it provides to society; however, 
private investment in such a good by the owners or tenants will only be commensurate to the value 
of the benefits they accrue themselves. Thus, a forest worth preserving or restoring from a societal 
point of view may be permanently destroyed by its private owner, due to insufficient private returns. 
A point can hence be made that property rights should extend to all benefits provided by an asset, if 
technically possible, so that the owner can invest in the asset according to its importance to society 
and sell the benefits to interested parties. External benefits are thus ‘internalized’ (FAO 2010a). This 
is the conceptual foundation for ‘Payments for Environmental Services,’ discussed further below, 
which basically propose to bring demand and supply for such benefits into the fold of the market 
economy. 
 
 
2.2 Payments for Environmental Services: Theory 
 
Among the new approaches to conservation and natural resource management that have been 
developed since the 1992 Rio Conference, Payments for Environmental (or Ecosystem) Services (PES) 
schemes have emerged as a particularly promising group of instruments. Initiatives like Costa Rica’s 
Pagos por servicios ambientales (PSA) program have featured prominently in the environmental 
debate and it has been argued that the PES concept has led to a veritable paradigm shift in 
conservation and natural resource management (Wunder 2005). 
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PES schemes typically consist of voluntary payments to individuals or groups of individuals for the 
purpose of maintaining, restoring or establishing ecosystems that provide services to other actors. 
These payments can made by ES beneficiaries (or ‘users’) or by the government (Neuman et al. 
2010). The objective of the payments is to create incentives for landowners (‘ES providers’) to 
manage their land in a more sustainable way. 
 
An often-cited definition by Wunder (2005) lays out the following criteria for PES: 
 

‘a (i) voluntary transaction where (ii) a well-defined environmental service (or land-use likely 
to secure that service) (iii) is being ‘bought’ by a (minimum one) environmental service buyer 
(iv) from a (minimum one) environmental service provider (iv) if and only if the 
environmental service provider secures environmental service provision (conditionality).’ 
(Wunder 2005, p.3) 

 
Under this definition, a transaction is considered voluntary when the potential recipient(s) of the 
payment may choose whether or not to take part in the scheme. There can be more than one buyer 
or provider per service, for example in cases of collective land ownership. Further to this, payments 
should be conditional, i.e. ‘contingent upon monitored service provision’ (ibid.). It should also be 
noted that payments can be monetary, in-kind, or a combination of the two. Wunder (2005) 
recognizes that schemes often do not conform fully to these criteria in practice. 
 
A classic example for PES involves payments by downstream water users to upland farmers to 
protect watersheds. Most of the PES schemes in place today focus on water, carbon and biodiversity 
services; however, there are also examples of schemes targeting landscape amenities, e.g. in the 
context of eco-tourism (FAO 2010b). 
 
Fig.  1 – Basic functioning of Payments for Environmental Services (adapted from World Bank 2010). 

 
 
The basic functioning of PES is represented in fig. 1 (World Bank 2010). It shows two land uses, A and 
B. Land use A (light blue) is preferred by the land users as it yields higher benefits than land use B 
(light green). However, downstream populations have to bear significant costs as a result from this 
choice (red). Alternatively, they may pay land users to choose land use B. If the payment amount is 
high enough (dark green), land users will now prefer land use B over land use A. If the payment is 
lower than the costs they incur in the case of land use A, downstream populations will realize a net 
gain through this transaction. It is thus a win-win situation for both groups. In many cases, 
government may be paying on behalf of downstream populations, but this can still be more efficient 
than the initial scenario. 
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It should be noted that the PES concept represents a departure from the ‘polluter pays’ principle 
that underlies much of environmental policy (Engel et al. 2008; Pirard et al. 2010). With PES, the 
beneficiary pays, and thus the polluter gets. This is generally justified by the fact that the recipients 
are usually poor or very poor and thus should not (or simply could not) bear the burden of public 
policy measures (Engel et al. 2008). From an economic perspective, it does not necessarily matter 
who pays, as long as property rights are allocated unambiguously and transaction costs are low 
(Coase 1960). However, some authors argue that care should be taken not to undermine the notion 
of self-responsibility for environmental degradation embodied by the ‘polluter pays’ principle (Pirard 
et al. 2010). When setting up PES schemes, it thus appears important to ensure that applying a 
‘polluter gets’ approach can be justified from an equity perspective. 
 
Fig.  2 – User-financed versus government-financed PES schemes (Neuman et al. 2010). 

 
 
A general distinction to be made is between user-financed and government-financed schemes (cf. 
fig. 2). User-financed schemes are sometimes referred to as ‘markets for environmental services’ 
(MES), with the level of payment being determined by supply and demand for the specified ES on an 
ES ‘market’. From an economic perspective, these schemes have the potential to generate a more 
efficient allocation of resources, as the market mechanism ensures that such schemes ‘conserve 
services whose benefits exceed the cost of providing them, and do not conserve services when the 
opposite is true’ (Pagiola 2011). By contrast, government-financed schemes put the emphasis on 
the role of the state in allocating payments to ES providers. They offer significant economies of scale 
compared to user-financed schemes, where contracts need to be determined individually (Blackman 
and Woodward 2009). They also offer the possibility to introduce social and equity criteria in the 
allocation process. However, even when no other allocation criteria are introduced, government 
financing tends to be less targeted, less additional, and thus more inefficient on the whole 
(Blackman and Woodward 2009; Pagiola 2011). 
 
A further distinction should be made between use-restricting and asset-building PES schemes 
(Wunder 2005). Use-restricting schemes aim to safeguard continued ES delivery. They thus typically 
involve paying land users for conservation measures in otherwise threatened areas, for example by 
limiting or stopping agricultural conversion or timber and non-timber product extraction in forest 
areas. By contrast, asset-building schemes aim to improve ES delivery. They thus typically involve 
paying land users for restoration and enhancement measures, including e.g. the planting of trees in 
denuded forest areas or the planting of ecologically beneficial crops in agricultural areas. 
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PES can at times replace or complement other approaches to natural resource management. PES 
schemes propose payments that are requited or conditional; this sets them apart from traditional 
environmental taxes, but creates an overlap with certain environmental subsidy schemes that 
include conditionalities. PES schemes are an alternative to command and control mechanisms, 
whereby an environmentally undesirable behavior is simply prohibited or legally restricted (Engel et 
al. 2008). PES may be advantageous wherever implementation of command-and-control appears to 
be difficult, e.g. due to weak institutions. However, property right allocation efforts that may 
precede PES creation are command-and-control-type instruments in themselves, meaning that PES 
and command and control will in fact often need work together to achieve the sought-for result.1 
More generally, it is noted that PES projects are increasingly implemented as part of broader policy 
efforts (Pagiola and Platais 2007). 
 
 PES can drive the implementation of land-use planning objectives. When desired land uses are not 
profitable, introducing PES can help provide the incentives needed to achieve the land-use planning 
objectives that have been laid out. However, PES arguably also implies that land users have the right 
to choose not to engage in the land uses determined by the land use plan, since payments should be 
voluntary (Wunder 2005). It is thus important to ensure payments are sufficiently incentivizing for 
land owners to voluntarily conform to planning objectives. 
 
Engel et al. (2008) make out five key inefficiencies PES schemes – and particularly government-
financed schemes – can be faced with. First, PES may be proposing payments that are too low to 
incentivize beneficiaries, thereby jeopardizing the success of the scheme. Second, PES may be 
proposing payments that are too high, meaning beneficiaries will receive more money than 
necessary to be incentivized and possibly engage in preserving more environmental services than 
sensible from a societal perspective. Third, PES may be paying for services delivered anyway, 
therefore offering no additionality over the business-as-usual scenario. Fourth, PES may be 
displacing environmentally harmful behavior rather than stopping it, a phenomenon referred to as 
leakage. Fifth, PES schemes may be faced with difficulties to exist over the long-term, and thus, a 
lack of permanence (ibid.). The first, second and third risks can be mitigated by strictly applying the 
market mechanism and user financing; in the case of government-financed PES, careful handling of 
these issues is thus necessary. We will refer to these risks when we discuss the design and 
implementation of eCCT in Sections 4 and 5. 
 
 
2.3 Payments for Environmental Services: Examples  
 
This sub-section provides three examples of PES programs from Costa Rica, Mexico and China. It 
focuses on three PES programs that are primarily government-financed, as this is the mode of 
funding most relevant in the context of eCCT. As the Philippine policy context will be discussed in 
3.3, the examples provided are exclusively from overseas. 
 
2.3.1 Costa Rica: The Pagos per Servicios Ambientales (PSA) program 
The first PES program established at a national level, Costa Rica’s Pagos por servicios ambientales 
(PSA) program was created in 1997 with the objective of protecting the country’s remaining rain 
forests from deforestation and degradation (Pagiola 2006). While all four typical environmental 
services have theoretically been targeted by the PSA (watershed, biodiversity, carbon and landscape 
amenity services), the overwhelming focus of the program has so far been on watershed services 
(ibid.). By 2005, the PSA Program had been implemented across almost 500,000 hectares of privately 
owned land (Hartshorn et al. 2005). 

                                                           
1
 This is also proposed for eCCT. Cf. 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3. 
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The PSA program is a mainly government-financed scheme but it includes user financing as well 
(Blackman and Woodward 2009). At over 80% of total funding, outside agencies have been the main 
source of financing, including loans and grants from the World Bank, donations from the GEF, and 
further financing from the German KfW development bank. In addition, 3.5% of national fuel tax 
revenues and 25% of national water tariff revenues are being channeled to FONAFIFO, the 
government authority in charge of the PSA scheme. Direct user financing only accounts for 3% of 
total funding (Blackman and Woodward 2009). 
 
The PSA program includes three types of contracts that are concluded between FONAFIFO and land 
owners. Forest conservation contracts last for 5 years and do not permit any land use change. 
Reforestation contracts are concluded for a 15-year period and are designed for planting trees in 
non-forested areas. Finally, sustainable forest management contracts also extend over 15 years and 
allow selective logging that does not disrupt the provision of environmental services (Sanchez-
Azofeifa et al. 2007). 
 
While the PSA program has been applauded as one of the first attempts to implement the PES 
approach at a larger scale, it has also been criticized for its inefficiencies. Most importantly, the 
program has been criticized as not being sufficiently targeted at areas that provide sought-for ES and 
that truly face a risk of deforestation (Blackman and Woodward 2009). According to Blackman and 
Woodward (2009), ‘the lion’s share of land enrolled in the program has been ill-suited for 
agriculture, pasture, and other cleared land uses and very probably would have remained forested 
absent the program.’ Since ES providers can self-select into the program, it appears that (a) payment 
levels have not been sufficient to incentivize those owning lands at risk, or that (b) forest lands were 
generally not at risk when the PSA program was introduced. 
 
 
2.3.2 Mexico: The PSA-H, PSA-CABSA and PROÁRBOL programs 
The Mexican PES program – under the designations PSA-H, PSA-CABSA and PROÁRBOL – is one of 
the world’s largest PES schemes (McAfee and Shapiro 2010). Created in 2000 as PSA-H, its primary 
environmental objective is to ensure the provision of critical environmental services through forest 
protection; in addition, poverty alleviation has taken on an increasingly important role as a co-
objective of the program (ibid.). From an initial exclusive focus on hydrological services, the program 
expanded in 2004 with the designation PSA-CABSA to include such ES as biodiversity conservation, 
carbon sequestration, and agroforestry (ibid.). By 2007, the year in which the name was changed to 
PROÁRBOL, almost 700,000 hectares of forest land had been incorporated into the program (ibid.). 
 
The Mexican PES program is a pure government-financed PES scheme. During the PSA-H and PSA-
CABSA phases, funding of over US$100m came from the Mexican federal government. For 
PROÁRBOL, the federal government secured a IBRD loan and a GEF grant in parallel to providing its 
own financing (ibid.). 
 
Unlike in many other countries, Mexico’s forest lands are usually not owned by the government 
(Alix-Garcia et al. 2009). Instead, 80 percent of forest land is owned collectively (McAfee and Shapiro 
2010). As a result, payments under the PES scheme can go to ejidos, comunidades (rural 
communities), or individuals, depending on the specific tenure arrangements (Alix-Garcia et al. 
2009). Landholders are paid to conserve forests under five-year contracts; payments are made 
annually (ibid.; McAfee and Shapiro 2010). Payments are uniform across sites, with higher payments 
for cloud forests than for other types of forests. The main conditionality is forest cover preservation 
(McAfee and Shapiro 2010). 
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Criticisms leveled against the Mexican PES program essentially mirror those made with regard to the 
Costa Rican program. In an analysis of payments in 2003 and 2004, Alix-Garcia et al. (2009) assert 
that the funds have been mostly allocated to land that could not provide critical watershed 
protection services, and that the plots benefitting from PES were typically too far apart from each 
other to constitute a critical mass for watershed protection service delivery. Thus, additionality does 
not to appear to have been achieved at a sufficient scale. They also question the payment level as 
potentially inadequate. Muñoz-Piña et al. (2008) point out that a reverse auction, or bidding system, 
was originally to be put in place to have land owners compete for conservation contracts; however, 
this was subsequently scrapped and replaced by the less efficient, standardized payments. 
 
 
2.3.3 China: The Sloping Land Conversion Program (SLCP) 
The Sloping Land Conversion Program (SLCP) was created in 1999 with the objective of reducing 
water and soil erosion by afforesting steeply sloping and marginal agricultural lands (Xu et al. 2010; 
Bennett and Xu 2008). With a target of afforesting 14.67m hectares by 2010, Xu et al. (2010) assert it 
is presently the ‘largest land retirement program in the developing world.’ Once completed, the 
SLCP may have increased China’s national forest cover by 10 to 20 percent, with a corresponding 
decrease in agricultural lands (Hyde, Belcher and Xu, 2003, and ZGTJNJ, 2001, in Xu et al. 2010). The 
SLCP has a budget of over US$40bn and up to 60 million participating households (Bennet and Xu 
2010; Xu et al. 2010). 
 
The SLCP is entirely funded by the central government, whose payments transit though local 
implementing agencies before reaching farmers’ households (Xu et al. 2010). Payments are fixed and 
comprise an in-kind grain subsidy, cash and free seedlings. Both the grain and cash subsidies are 
adjusted to regional average yields in the Yangtze and Yellow River Basins, respectively, and vary 
depending on conditionalities. Farmers can choose between planting ‘ecological forests’ (timber-
producing forests), ‘economic forests’ or orchards, or simple grassland (Xu et al. 2010); subsidies are 
highest for ecological forests (ibid.). 
 
While the SLCP is generally found to have been a success, there are nonetheless several criticisms 
that have been levelled against it. First, Xu et al. (2010) report that significant mistargeting has 
occurred, with fertile flatlands being routinely retired from agricultural production as part of the 
program. Farmers’ participation, officially voluntary, is often forced by local officials even when 
farmers do not possess eligible lands or do not wish to engage in land retirement activities. Second, 
there are little incentives for farmers to maintain forest or grassland cover over the longer term, 
after payments have ended. Third, Xu et al. (2005, cited in Bennett and Xu 2008) assert that the 
program operating costs include a very substantial hidden subsidy of RMB 9.8bn to the ‘ailing’ State 
Grain Bureau (SGB), from which grain was purchased at above-market-price rates. 
 
 
2.3.4 Conclusion 
Despite being among the most prominent examples of PES introduced so far, all three programs 
have had to face significant criticism. In particular, the finding that both the Costa Rican and Mexican 
schemes have had little additionality raises serious questions about the targeting of households and 
the incentive level provided. 
 
The Chinese case is slightly different: It also appears to feature significant mistargeting, but 
afforestation efforts seem to have been largely successful thus far. The main criticisms are 
unnecessarily high program costs and a possible lack of permanence, with payments ending after a 
few years and little incentives for maintaining forest cover being given. 
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It should be noted that all three programs focus on forest ecosystems, as does eCCT in its upland 
component. However, desired outcomes are limited to forest preservation or 
reforestation/afforestation, while eCCT aims more broadly at sustainable land use practices that can 
include non-forest-related activities where these are deemed ‘sustainable’ (more on this in 3.1 and 
3.2). Funding is mostly or exclusively public, as for eCCT. 
 
For eCCT, a first lesson from these experiences is that the criteria for selecting sites and households 
need to be carefully chosen and be in line with the original intent of facilitating a transition from 
unsustainable land uses and fishing practices to sustainable ones. A second lesson is that the 
payment level needs to be high enough to properly incentivize the right households, which means 
that opportunities foregone by participating the scheme must be given proper consideration. 
Targeting and incentive level design are complex issues for most PES schemes, which is why much of 
this paper is focused on reviewing them (cf. especially 3.2 and 4).  
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3. Introducing the eCCT Concept 
 
The purpose of the Conditional Cash Transfers for Environmental Services – or eCCT – is to catalyze 
sustainable forest land use and coastal zone planning in the Philippines by providing meaningful 
incentives to poor upland farmers and fisher folk to transition from their destructive, present-day 
livelihoods to sustainable ones. To that effect, eCCT will not only disburse cash to eligible 
households, but also drive the attribution of appropriate user rights to upland and coastal residents. 
Overall, the vision of eCCT are public forest lands and coastal areas where user rights allocation is 
clear and transparent and – importantly – part of a wider spatial planning strategy that safeguards 
environmental-economic systems and promotes truly sustainable rural economic development. 
 
eCCT strives to build on the CCT program pioneered by DSWD, the ‘Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino 
Program’ (‘4P’). A social cash transfer program, its aim is to incentivize poor households to invest in 
human capital by availing of appropriate pregnancy and early childhood health care, attending 
Family Development Sessions (FDS) and ensuring their children attend school regularly. In the same 
spirit, eCCT is to be a household-level incentive mechanism for poor and disadvantaged rural 
residents to invest in natural capital. 
 
We begin this chapter with GIZ’s initial proposal for eCCT before proceeding with an in-depth review 
of the concept and its mechanics. We then discuss the role eCCT can play in the wider policy 
landscape of the Philippines, review the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that forms the legal 
basis for eCCT, and present the general strategy and process flow for project implementation. 
 

Section 3 in a nutshell 

Under the hood: The mechanics of eCCT 

 eCCT aims to provide incentives to farmers and fisher folk as they transition from unsustainable 
practices (e.g. inadequate agricultural practices on steeply sloping lands or overfishing) to 
sustainable practices (such as agroforestry or sustainable fishing) and are faced with a temporary 
loss of income during that period. 

 eCCT can be qualified a government-financed, asset-building PES scheme that is different from 
typical PES schemes in that it only provides temporary support. 

 The eCCT concept chiefly relies on the assumption that sustainable resource use is financially 
viable in the longer term, but residents are locked into unsustainable practices due to the 
temporary income depression they face when transitioning to sustainable practices. When this 
assumption is not accurate in a given site, eCCT is unlikely to be an appropriate policy response. 

 Key to the success of eCCT is to provide incentives that ‘tilt the balance’ toward choosing 
sustainable practices. This requires taking into account beneficiaries’ opportunity costs. As these 
differ from household to household, a system offering several payment levels based on 
household opportunity cost profiles would help ensure higher success rates. However, this must 
be balanced with resource constraints and implementation costs. 

 Incentives can be cash and non-cash. Incentive delivery costs should be considered when 
designing the incentive mix. 

 If eCCT is to be a pro-poor environmental policy measure, incentives provided to compliant 
beneficiaries should always be positive, i.e. leave beneficiaries better off than they would be 
without eCCT. 

Integration with other policies 

 There are a number of synergies between the DSWD CCT program and eCCT: eCCT can draw from 
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CCT experience and economies of scale may be achieved. But the two programs remain 
fundamentally different policies with separate conditionalities. It is not recommended that eCCT 
incentives are adjusted downward for CCT recipients, as this would likely result in lower eCCT 
adoption or compliance rates. 

 eCCT will catalyze best-practice land-use planning and the attribution of tenure rights to farmers 
by setting these as prerequisites for LGUs to qualify for the program. 

 eCCT can complement CBFM agreements by driving the allocation of tenure rights in non-CBFM 
forest lands, including areas co-managed by DENR and the LGUs. eCCT can further complement 
CBFM by providing additional incentives for sustainable forest management within CBFM areas 
themselves, specifically where there is insufficient funding for activities that would be financially 
viable over the long term. 

 An integration of eCCT and NGP can be envisioned for NGP tree-planting activities that can be 
part of a transition to financially viable land uses. 

 eCCT will provide an example of a working disbursement mechanism for household-level forest-
land related payments with environmental conditionalities, and thus provides useful lessons for 
REDD+. Conversely, international REDD+ funding could possibly be tapped into for financing eCCT 
in the future. 

 In its fisheries component, eCCT focuses on enabling the creation of larger-scale Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs) where significant temporary income losses are to be expected. It can 
thus play a critical role in advancing the nationwide objective of 15% of MPAs in municipal 
waters. 

Institutional setup: Review of the MOA 

 eCCT is a joint project between NCI members (DA, DAR, DENR), DSWD and GIZ. These partners 
signed the MOA creating eCCT in March 2012. 

 Other agencies and LGUs are associated in eCCT. These include CCC, NAPC, Region 8, the Province 
of Southern Leyte and Silago LGU, among others. 

 NCI members are responsible for facilitating planning processes, providing technical extension 
services, and coordinating with DSWD on eCCT governance. 

 DSWD is responsible for disbursing eCCT to beneficiaries, informing local service providers and 
beneficiaries, managing implementing agreements and providing oversight by co-chairing the 
regional inter-agency committee (along with an NCI designate). 

 GIZ is responsible for designing the pilot project, providing capacity development support and 
initial funding, and assist in pilot evaluation activities. 

Project management: Overview of the general strategy and process flow 

 The project process flow features five stages: Concept elaboration; Pilot implementation; 
Monitoring & evaluation; Sustaining gains from the pilot; and Replication/upscaling. 

 The concept has been finalized in June 2012, while the proposal for implementation (beyond the 
framework put forward in this paper) will be finalized in July/August 2012. Implementation is 
estimated to begin in late 2012 or early 2013. 
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3.1 Initial proposal 
 
The initial proposal for environmental Conditional Cash Transfers (eCCT) was put forward by GIZ in a 
two-page Policy Brief in September 2011 (GIZ 2011a). It is reprinted on the two following pages.  
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3.2 Under the hood: The mechanics of eCCT 
 
The purpose of this sub-section is to review the conceptual basis for eCCT. We begin by reviewing 
the problems eCCT seeks to address, state the critical assumptions made regarding their causes, 
present the solution put forward in the form of eCCT, and discuss some of its key implications. 
 
 
3.2.1 The context: Degradation of forest and marine resources in the Philippines 
With forest lands and coastal marine areas, eCCT targets two types of ecosystems that have been 
severely degraded over the past decades throughout the Philippines. This section briefly retraces the 
state of the resources targeted and the extent of their degradation. 
 
 
3.2.1.1 Forest resources 
The forest component of eCCT focuses on upland areas that are classified as public forest lands 
under DENR jurisdiction. These areas comprise 53% of the national territory and were originally 
covered with primary forest vegetation (DENR 2008). Since 1950, however, forest cover nationally 
has decreased from 49.1 to 18.3 percent (1999) of the territory – and much of this decrease has 
taken place in lands under DENR jurisdiction (Guiang et al. 2001). Several causes for this evolution 
can be distinguished. Large-scale logging concessions – especially those handed out during the 
Marcos era to secure continued support from local political families – led to massive clear-cutting in 
many areas as early as in the 1970s (ibid.). Later, low enforcement of DENR rights to forest lands 
encouraged illegal logging ventures. In parallel, intense population pressure in the lowlands led to 
migration to upland areas, in some cases encouraged by authorities, which resulted in further 
deforestation to make room for agricultural activities (ibid.). 
 
Today, upland forest areas consist of a mixture of secondary-growth forests of varying quality, 
mosaic lands, and non-forested lands, with only very few contiguous sections of primary forests still 
remaining. Large swaths of DENR land are dominated by coconuts, with the copra industry being a 
key source of income in many rural areas. Plantation forests are few in number. In parallel, timber 
poaching, small-scale charcoal making and shifting cultivation (kaingin) – at the origin of much of the 
deforestation by settlers – continue to convert remaining primary and healthy secondary forests into 
agricultural land, much of which is left idle over time as soil fertility decreases. While forest may 
grow back in these areas, idle land is often overtaken by cogon grass, which cannot be put to 
productive use and whose removal is difficult and poses environmental problems of its own. 
 
As forest areas are converted into coconut plantations, agricultural lands and grasslands, their 
ecological functions with significant economic benefits are not adequately replaced. Forests help 
stabilize soils, thereby preventing erosion of nutrient-rich top soil and landslides. Forest soils 
regulate watersheds by acting as a sponge for rainwater, thereby reducing flood occurrence and 
ensuring the continued provision of water to agricultural lands in dryer periods. They further filter 
water and thereby ensure clean water supply. Maintaining healthy forests also ensures the 
preservation of microclimates vital to agricultural production. Finally, forests are among the world’s 
principal carbon sinks and thus help protect the global climate system; this in a context where 
nations with long shorelines – such as the Philippines – are particularly vulnerable to the effects of a 
changing climate. 
 
Already, negative consequences of deforestation can be witnessed in the Philippines. In particular, 
flash floods and landslides are commonplace in many areas of the country and have regularly been 
linked to deforestation; they often have staggering death tolls and create considerable damage to 
key public infrastructure including roads, bridges and public buildings, as well as businesses and 
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homes. A recent example is the passage of tropical storm Sendong in late 2011, which triggered flash 
floods and landslides causing more than 1,200 fatalities and over PhP2bn worth of damage to the 
built environment alone (SEARCA 2012). 
 
 
3.2.1.2 Marine resources 
The second component of eCCT centers on marine fisheries. The Philippines boasts the world’s third 
longest coastline and its marine fisheries have long been a key source of food and sector of the 
economy (DA-BFAR 2004). In 1994, there were more than a thousand marine animal species in 
Philippine waters; an estimated 1 million fisher folk reaping a total catch of 1.67m tons; and a fishing 
industry contributing 4.3 % of GDP (Barut et al. 1997). 
 
Overexploitation of Philippine fish stocks is well-documented (ibid.; Luna et al. 2004). As with 
deforestation, overfishing has arguably been caused by a combination of newer, more radical 
harvesting techniques and increased population pressure. So-called destructive fishing methods with 
very high yields (and high levels of by-catch) proliferated in the second half of the 20th Century, 
including blast fishing, poison fishing, bottom trawling and others. In parallel, a continuously rising 
population resulted in a commensurate rise of demand for food from the sea (Barut et al. 1997). This 
adds to fish exported overseas (ibid.). All in all, it appears that average catch per fisher declined by 
more than 70 percent between 1905 and 1980 alone (Pauly 1986). With income from fishing 
dwindling, local coastal economies formerly built around fishing are struggling to re-orientate 
toward other sectors, whilst having to import fish from other areas that consequently experience 
additional pressure on their fish populations. 
 
While ‘destructive’ fishing practices are now being reigned in and some success has been achieved 
locally through the establishment of protected areas, fish stocks continue to decline overall. As 
bigger fish – selling at higher price on the markets – are becoming rarer, smaller fish are being 
caught instead; this leads to severe disruptions in reproductive cycles and an accelerated decline of 
stocks. At the same time, overfishing has increased the number of pests. A recent example is the 
Crown-of-thorns starfish, which causes coral bleaching and has proliferated in many coastal areas 
due to the removal of key predators (DA-BFAR 2011). As with catching young fish, this accelerates 
the decline in fish stocks, in this case by depriving many fish of key habitats, breeding grounds and 
food sources. 
 
 
3.2.2 Conceptual assumptions: Unsustainability of resource use and the ‘lock-in’ effect 
eCCT relies on two key conceptual assumptions. First, it assumes that at least part of the 
degradation of forest and marine resources is not sustainable from the perspective of rural 
development, but is likely to persist or even worsen in the future – thus justifying a policy 
intervention. Second, it assumes that at least part of the continued reliance on unsustainable 
practices in both sectors can be explained by way of a ‘lock-in’ effect, whereby poverty in 
combination with a temporary income depression keep farmers and fisher folk from adopting more 
sustainable and yet financially viable practices. 
 
 
3.2.2.1 Unsustainability of resource use 
A first conceptual assumption underlying the eCCT concept is that the present, and especially future, 
use of forest land and marine resources is unsustainable. It is unsustainability that sets the stage for 
corrective action through a policy intervention. But what does unsustainability mean in the context 
of eCCT? 
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As seen in the theory section (cf. 2.1), the capital theory definition of sustainable development 
requires extracted (natural) capital to be reinvested in other capital forms so that total portfolio 
value can be maintained or increased. In the context of forest lands and fisheries, both of which are 
renewable resources, only extractions beyond the maximum sustainable yield are of concern. The 
question is whether farmers or fisher folk have sufficiently reinvested their earnings from these 
extractions into other forms of capital from a societal perspective. From the perspective of rural 
areas, or specifically a municipal LGU, an additional concern should be whether these investments 
are made locally. 
 
Possible local reinvestments by farmers and fisher folk include the preparation of lands for 
agricultural activity (including those deforested), the purchase of lasting agricultural or fishing 
equipment, the construction of homes, and others. Local tax payments, if reinvested appropriately 
by the municipality, are also included. Investments in children’s education may or may not apply 
depending on the extent to which they will yield benefits to the local community (as children may 
move away). 
 
Importantly, the sum of local reinvestments must be held against the value of the natural capital 
lost. Technically speaking, the value of any capital form is the sum of all present and discounted 
future flows of utility that can be derived from it. In the case of forests, this notably includes the 
utility residents derive from hunting and gathering activities, selective logging, agroforestry, as well 
as the forests’ watershed, flood, soil and (micro)climate protection services. In the case of fish 
stocks, their value as present and future food source will likely be the most important factor, with, in 
some cases, tourism playing a role as well. 
 
Crucially, the assumption made by eCCT is that much of the earnings from degrading natural capital 
have been (are, will be) spent on consumption and that those earnings which were (are, will be) 
reinvested will not compensate the natural capital lost. Inadequate reinvestment may be due to a 
variety of factors, including high consumption spending, a lack of suitable investment options, and 
the existence of non-internalized external effects that decouple social and private gains. If this is 
true, it appears legitimate to call for a policy intervention of some sort. Broadly speaking, this 
assumption can be supported by literature in the sense that poor persons tend to spend a larger 
percentage of their income on consumption (Moav et al. 2008), while valuation studies for upland 
forests and fish stocks can yield surprisingly high numbers (e.g. Pattayanak 2004). This suggests that 
reinvestment sufficiently high to maintain overall portfolio value may often be difficult to achieve. As 
the situation might differ from place to place, it will be necessary to determine to what extent 
individual analysis is required and – if so – how it should best be conducted given resource 
constraints. In Section 4, we suggest two distinct approaches to eCCT implementation – a ‘full’ and a 
‘simplified’ one – that each feature a different balance between accuracy and resource needs. 
 
 
3.2.2.2 A key cause of degradation: The ‘lock-in’ effect 
A second conceptual assumption underlying eCCT is that at least part of the continued reliance on 
unsustainable practices in the uplands and in the fisheries sector can be explained by way of a ‘lock-
in’ effect, whereby poverty in combination with a temporary income depression keep farmers and 
fisher folk from adopting more sustainable and yet financially viable practices. In environmental 
policy, the term ‘lock-in effect’ is often used to describe a ‘phenomenon whereby technologies 
remain dominant as a result of large sunk investment costs, complimentary technologies and 
widespread usage’ (Global Water Forum, undated), despite presenting significant (environmental) 
drawbacks. In the context of forest- and fisheries-related eCCT, inadequate ‘technologies’ (i.e. 
practices) are posited to essentially remain dominant due to the prohibitive costs of transitioning to 
other practices, even though these practices are financially advantageous over the longer term. 
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As follows from the previous assumption, it is understood that the behavior of rural residents 
engaged in deforestation, post-deforestation land use with low ecological value, or overfishing may 
well be unsustainable, i.e. hurting the community as a whole, and thus detrimental to long-term 
rural development. Such phenomena can be explained through the ‘Tragedy of the Commons’ 
(Hardin 1968), whereby individuals reaping the totality of the benefits of their actions only bear a 
small part of their costs – the remaining costs becoming ‘externalities’ (an example of a market 
failure) borne by the rest of society. Put differently, private gain does not match social gain. 
 
However, eCCT goes further in positing that rural residents hurt themselves by engaging in 
unsustainable practices. Continued reliance on these practices, the argument goes, will eventually 
decrease profitability of these activities, which are often key livelihoods. What is more, changes in 
upland farming/forestry and fishing practices that would make these sustainable would yield slightly 
or considerably higher returns over the medium term. So, even private gain would be higher via the 
sustainable option – not just social gain as the term ‘sustainable’ implies. 
 
Importantly, the eCCT concept – like PES mechanisms in general (Bulte and Engel 2006) – implicitly 
discards the possibility that lack of knowledge on sustainable practices could be the main 
explanatory factor for their continued reliance on unsustainable and financially disadvantageous 
practices. If it were, capacity building – rather than cash transfers – would constitute an appropriate 
and sufficient policy response. 
 
Instead, a key assertion behind the eCCT concept is that farmers and fisher folk struggle to transition 
toward sustainable practices due to a temporary net income depression as compared to the 
business-as-usual scenario: the net income curve would plunge downward at the beginning of the 
transition and then recover to eventually cross the traditional curve, reflecting higher income from 
the new, sustainable practices. For forestry, this might be the growing period of the trees, for 
example. For the marine component, fisher folk may incur a loss of income due to the cordoning-off 
of parts of their previous fishing grounds, for so long until spill-over catch around the restricted area 
increases and compensates for previous losses. 
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Fig.  3 – Temporary income dip experienced during the transition to sustainable practices. 

 
 
Most importantly, eCCT posits that this temporary income depression is a prohibitive factor for the 
successful transition toward sustainable practices. This may notably, but not exclusively be due to 
the poor discounting future income at a disproportionately high rate (Lawrance 1991; Holden et al. 
1998). Consider the graph above. Assuming the projected income curve beyond the transition period 
stays significantly above the projected income curve that would apply if no transition had been 
made, the sum of (gross) future gains from shifting to sustainable practices would in principle be 
superior to that of sticking to unsustainable practices. However, the income depression may remain 
prohibitive to the farmer or fisher, especially if poor, as he or she may discount future gains at a 
particularly high rate. In other words, their poverty requires them to strongly prefer income received 
now (which e.g. allows them to feed themselves and their families) to income received later, to the 
point of preferring substantially lower amounts of money obtained now to higher amounts obtained 
a few years down the road. With reference to the graph, this means that area β, with a gross value 
much in excess of area α, will feature a net present value inferior of α due to heavier discounting. 
Hence, moving toward sustainable practices does not seem an attractive option. Section 3.2.4.1 
discusses this in greater detail. 
 
In such cases, farmers or fisher folk are thus ‘locked’ into unsustainable practices due to the 
presence of a prohibitive, albeit temporary, income dip. They cannot afford moving to more 
sustainable practices, even if these practices were not only to be beneficial for the community or 
society as a whole, but also for themselves. This is where eCCT sets in. 
 
 
3.2.3 The proposed solution: ‘Unlocking’ sustainable practices through targeted incentives 
Where verified, this phenomenon of people locked in unsustainable behavior due to poverty 
presents a compelling case for a policy intervention. As discussed in the theory section, there are 
both practical and moral arguments against opting for a ‘command and control’-type intervention 
whereby poor farmers and fisher folk would face government-imposed restrictions on their 
traditional livelihoods with little alternatives to opt for. If well implemented, such measures would 

 

α 

β 
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be placing a considerable financial burden on the very segments of the population that require 
government help most urgently, and do little to promote balanced rural development; if badly 
implemented, the measures would have little meaning as unsustainable practices would continue on 
the ground. 
 
The concept of eCCT takes these considerations into account and thus proposes instead a ‘polluter 
gets’ approach in line with the PES approach. Under the scheme, farmers and fisher folk are 
provided with incentives whose specific objective is to ‘tilt the balance’ away from business-as-usual 
and toward sustainable practices. These incentives aim to compensate the income depression 
experienced by farmers and fisher folk (cf. fig 4) and thus align their preferences with society’s – that 
is, in favor of sustainable practices. The incentives provided are payments (not necessarily cash) for 
engaging in behavior (changes in land use and fishing practices) that should result in ‘additional’ 
supply of environmental services (ES); this is the same indirect, proxy-based payment rationale as 
the one used for other PES schemes. In fig. 4, the green curve shows the income obtained in the case 
of an assisted transition to sustainable practices (that is, with eCCT): thanks to eCCT payments, it 
first follows the business-as-usual curve during the transition period before overlaying with the blue 
curve (showing income from sustainable practices) after the transition period and the end of eCCT 
payments. The graph shows the ultimate aim of eCCT, which is that opportunities foregone by 
participation in the scheme are, wherever possible, equal or inferior to the opportunities secured by 
taking part in eCCT. 
 
Fig.  4 – Compensation of temporary income dip through eCCT incentives. 

 
 
For classification purposes, eCCT may be qualified a ‘government-financed PES’ scheme2 as there 
are currently no plans to introduce a participation mechanism for environmental service users. 
However, if REDD funding was sought in the future, eCCT would arguably become a hybrid PES with 
user participation for forest carbon services. The forest land component of eCCT is an ‘asset-
building’ PES scheme in that it centers on enhancing the ecological properties of agricultural land 

                                                           
2
 Funding for eCCT is discussed in Section 3.4. The initial funding for the pilot project will come from GIZ. 
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rather than restricting its use, e.g. through the protection of a well-preserved area. The case of the 
fisheries component is slightly less evident: though its focus is on the creation of protected areas, 
only areas where the spillover effect eventually overcompensates any previous losses can be 
considered. While it thus effectively restricts use of a marine area, it does so with the purpose of 
rebuilding fish stocks (which constitute assets) to a point where catch exceeds pre-intervention 
levels. The requirement here is that a baseline of BAU catch levels be carefully established. 
 
In spite of obvious similarities, two key differences between eCCT and generic PES need to be 
highlighted. First, environmental Conditional Cash Transfers are temporary, while generic PES are 
created with the aim of permanently bringing the value of environmental services into the realm of 
the monetary economy (cf. fig. 5). The eCCT concept is based on the premise that the provision of 
environmental services can be secured without permanently having to put a price on these services; 
this is because it assumes that sustainable practices – those likely to secure ES provision – are 
financially attractive in themselves. By contrast, typical PES schemes assume that sustainable 
practices will not be financially viable without permanent payments for environmental services (cf. 
fig 5). Thus, while methodologically less pure, eCCT offers the key advantage that the commitment 
of resources is inherently limited in time, and thus proactively addresses the risk of permanence 
mentioned in 2.2. In addition, the success of eCCT is less likely to be affected by political change, 
which can pose problems for ecosystems whose preservation is conditional on permanent regular 
payments involving government entities. 
 
Fig.  5 – Difference between eCCT and typical PES schemes: Temporary vs. permanent payments. 

 
 
Another (potential) difference between eCCT and generic PES is that the latter are largely cash-
based or, to some extent, in-kind (e.g. seedlings). eCCT may go further by proposing the allocation of 
land titles as part of an incentive mix that also includes cash and in-kind payments and certain 
extension services. This is one of the two ways through which eCCT may combine the PES approach 
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with spatial planning, the other one being the eCCT requirement for municipalities to have prepared 
and adopted key planning approaches3. 
 
 
3.2.4 On the mechanics of ‘tilting the balance’ toward sustainable practices 
 
3.2.4.1 Determining the incentive level: The importance of opportunity costs 
As mentioned earlier, key to eCCT is that the incentives provided ‘tilt the balance’ toward 
sustainable practices. Continuing unsustainable practices must become the less attractive option 
through eCCT. The attractiveness of each option is determined by their respective opportunity costs, 
which can be defined as the net loss of utility encountered by choosing one option over its best 
alternative. A utility-maximizing agent will choose the option presenting negative opportunity costs 
as it means he or she can realize a net gain as compared to the second best option; if the two best 
options are equivalent, opportunity costs will be zero. eCCT’s success as an incentive mechanism will 
crucially hinge on whether the incentive package it proposes to farmers and fisher folk presents the 
lowest opportunity costs of all options available to them. 
 
To determine opportunity costs, it is necessary to consider the Net Present Value (NPV) of the 
income streams generated by each scenario. NPV is defined as the sum of all present and discounted 
future net flows of cash or, by extension, value or utility derived from a scenario and can be 
expressed as 
 

     
  

      

 

   

 

 
whereby N is the number of years or periods considered, t the time of the utility flow,    the utility 
flow at time t and i the discount rate applied to future flows (Schwab and Lusztig 1969; Investopedia 
2012). As discussed earlier, future flows must be discounted because individuals have a preference 
for the present: for example, many individuals might prefer receiving $95 today to receiving $100 
one year from now. This is in part due to inflation (the value of a nominal amount of money 
decreases over time) but also to other factors and notably financial circumstances. This latter point 
is highly relevant in the eCCT context where the target population is poor (Lawrance 1991; Holden et 
al. 1998). 
 
In the case of eCCT, the two scenarios prior to the introduction of eCCT are to continue 
unsustainable practices (the ‘business-as-usual’ or BAU scenario) or to move to sustainable practices 
(the ‘unassisted transition’ or UTRA scenario). As discussed in Section 3.2.2.2, a key assumption 
underlying eCCT is that for farmers and fisher folk 
 

                
 
This is based on two assertions, which are (a) that households encounter an income dip during 
unassisted transition and (b) that their poverty results in strong discounting of the income generated 
after the transition (thus making the income dip ‘prohibitive’). 
 
In order to ‘tilt the balance,’ eCCT must provide an incentive package that satisfies 

                                                           
3
 As discussed in Section 4, a ‘simplified’ version of eCCT would keep the allocation of tenure rights out of the 

incentive mix. However, the allocation of tenure rights would become a prerequisite for introducing eCCT in an 
LGU. 



eCCT Concept Review and Framework for Implementation  July 2012 
 

31 
 

 
                         

 
whereby         stands for the additional stream of income provided through eCCT compared to 
UTRA, and                  represents the additional income provided through BAU 
compared to UTRA.          should be greater than                 , thereby effectively 
‘tilting the balance’ toward choosing eCCT-assisted transition over continuing on a BAU trajectory. 
 
As with other PES schemes, it will likely be very difficult to make these NPV calculations in practice. 
Most PES schemes adopt some approximated approach (one or several alternative amounts based 
on general calculations) and then test it to see whether it is sufficiently adequate.  Nonetheless, both 
theory (as discussed above) and experience (cf. 2.3) suggest that uniform incentive packages for all 
beneficiaries will trigger significant inefficiencies. As each beneficiary household’s opportunity costs 
will be different, some are likely to find the incentive package insufficient and therefore will not 
engage in eCCT, even though their participation is desired from a social perspective. Others do not 
require such an extensive incentive package, in which case part of the funds spent on them would 
better be spent elsewhere. Conversely, payments adjusted to the specific situation of each 
household would likely be very onerous to put in place. High transaction costs would in effect 
increase the price tag of eCCT implementation for the national government and implementing LGUs, 
and thus lessen its attractiveness as a public policy option. 
 
As a result, a careful balance may need to be struck to provide some differentiation whilst limiting 
costs resulting from a non-uniform approach. The ‘full eCCT’ approach suggested for 
implementation in Section 4 therefore proposes to develop ‘compensation levels’ regrouping 
beneficiaries with similar opportunity cost profiles. As an alternative approach, the ‘simplified eCCT’ 
scenario consists in proceeding with uniform payments for the pilot phase and reassessing the 
adequacy of the payment level in the pilot evaluation phase. 
 
 
3.2.4.2 Choosing incentives 
The preceding section touched on how to determine the minimum value of the eCCT incentive 
package; a remaining issue is what incentives to provide. In this regard, the term ‘eCCT’ fails to fully 
capture the concept it represents, as eCCT may propose not just cash transfers, but also certain 
extension services, possibly some vouchers, etc.. This will notably depend on the implementation 
scenario chosen4. It is thus critical that the combined value of all incentives – that is, all additional 
flows of utility provided through eCCT – be considered when implementing eCCT: 
 

                                                     
 
In principle, it follows from the equation that the incentives should be substitutable among each 
other: more cash should compensate for less seeds, and so on. In practice, there can be good 
reasons to favor certain incentives over others. For example, more cash may not adequately 
compensate for less extension services, as these may in fact be complementary. Similarly, when 
obtaining seeds is required for farmers to meet their eCCT conditionalities, providing the seeds 
directly rather than cash for seed purchases may ensure higher eCCT compliance levels. On the other 
hand, seed vouchers may constitute a third and potentially less burdensome option for scheme 
administrators whilst ensuring compliance as well. 
 
It should be noted that time freed up through eCCT provision also constitutes an incentive, since it 
can be used to engage in new productive or otherwise ‘utility-providing’ activities. As an example, 

                                                           
4
 Cf. Section 4. 
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one might consider providing fisher folk with full cash compensation for fishing income lost through 
the creation of a Marine Protected Area (MPA). However, the time gained from not fishing while 
maintaining income levels may be put to use to engage in agricultural activities. As income 
generated from these new, additional activities is chiefly tied to the provision of additional time 
through eCCT, it should be considered as part of the incentive mix. In practical terms, it may thus be 
worthwhile to consider providing less cash incentives (as less would suffice to ‘tilt the balance’) or to 
maintain the cash payment level but put the beneficiaries to work (resulting in a ‘cash-for-work’ 
approach similar to GIZ’s EFOS project); in any case, eCCT-induced additional income needs to be 
considered. These issues will be touched upon again in Section 4. 
  
It is important to not only account for the benefits of each incentive, but to also consider the costs 
involved (as the ‘net’ in NPV implies). Of particular importance here are the costs of incentive 
delivery, when borne by the beneficiary. These constitute a form of transaction costs. Key aspects 
are transport costs, but also possible fees that need to be paid. For cash incentives, the CCT program 
of the Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) has devised a number of 
mechanisms to ensure that the ‘delivery costs’ are kept to an acceptable minimum, e.g. by relying on 
the G-cash method to deliver CCT payments to remote areas. This topic will be picked up again in 
Section 4. 
 
Importantly, a key insight from the above (and the previous section) is that the formula for 
calculating eCCT put forward in the initial Policy Brief should be held against opportunity costs, i.e. 
opportunities foregone by eCCT participation. Care should be taken to ensure that cash payments 
on a rice consumption basis, together with certain extension services, will suffice to ‘tilt the balance.’ 
 
 
3.2.4.3 Negative incentives and implications for eCCT 
It is important to highlight that eCCT’s pro-poor character resides in providing positive incentives to 
its beneficiaries. This is achieved by ensuring that the NPV of income generated by transitioning 
toward sustainable practices is at least slightly higher than the NPV of income generated by 
continuing previous unsustainable practices. This produces two key effects: first, eCCT effectively 
increases the wealth of (poor) beneficiaries, and second, the environmental benefits of the newly 
adopted practices translate into a positive net welfare effect for society as a whole. 
 
Providing negative incentives to compliant beneficiaries is not recommended as this puts them in a 
situation where the best option available to them has a lower NPV than the continuation of 
unsustainable practices. For example, creating an MPA in an area where the income dip is 
prohibitive and mainly enforcing its creation through harsh penalties may ensure that environmental 
objectives are met. However, the policy effectively decreases the wealth of its already poor 
‘beneficiaries’, who choose to follow it despite its low NPV for the sole reason that the only available 
alternative to them – paying penalties – has an even lower NPV for them. Rather than combining 
environmental and social objectives, such a policy would thus achieve the former at the cost of the 
latter. It would thus seem advisable for eCCT to stay clear of such incentives. 
 
However, it is perfectly sensible to provide negative incentives for non-compliance. Fulfilling the 
conditions associated with eCCT enrolment should result in a net increase in wealth; however, 
penalties or negative incentives can come into play when agreed-to conditions are not met by 
beneficiaries. While earlier negative incentives inherently produce a decrease in wealth, penalties 
accompanying positive incentive mechanisms help safeguard these and are thus a useful if not 
necessary feature of such mechanisms. 
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In addition, any incentive mechanism proposing positive incentives to compliant beneficiaries can 
include the provision of negative incentives to non-beneficiaries. In particular, the very purpose of 
allocating tenure rights – though a pre-condition of eCCT rather than an aspect of its incentive mix – 
is to ensure ‘excludability,’ i.e. to ensure that benefits yielded by a plot cannot be reaped by anyone 
but its tenant. As a precondition for eCCT, property or use rights will be reinforced in forest lands 
and – at a collective level – in marine areas as well. It is thus possible that some non-beneficiaries 
may experience a net loss of income as a result. There are obvious cases where this should be 
acceptable, for example when preventing the long-illegal use of municipal waters by residents of 
other adjacent municipalities. 
 
Two key implications with respect to the initial eCCT concept and associated discussions are as 
follows: 

1. The initial formula for eCCT put forward in the Policy Brief (including cash payments on a rice 
consumption basis) has been accompanied by discussions to make eCCT mandatory where it 
is implemented. As mentioned before, care should be taken that the formula yields real 
benefits to farmers. In the event that it does not yield tangible benefits but is made 
mandatory, it would constitute a ‘negative incentive’ scheme that would lead to a decrease 
in wealth of eCCT beneficiaries. This should in all likelihood be avoided. 

2. There have also been discussions surrounding the treatment of ‘double recipients’ of eCCT 
and the current CCT program by the DSWD. It has been suggested that these households 
should receive less eCCT incentives than their non-CCT counterparts. Given previous 
discussions, this is not recommended as this would result in a ‘negative incentive’ scenario. 
This subject will be treated further in Section 3.3. 
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3.3 Integration with existing policies 
 
This section reviews how eCCT fits into the wider policy landscape of the Philippines. Specifically, we 
highlight key relationships between eCCT and other environmental, social and rural development 
policy measures. 
 
 
3.3.1 Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program / Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) 
The Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) or Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4Ps) is a poverty 
reduction and human development program run by the Department of Social Welfare and 
Development (DSWD) and financed by a World Bank loan and the national government. Besides 
providing immediate financial assistance to poor households, it seeks to promote human 
development by tying assistance to social conditionalities, including school attendance and 
compliance with mandated health checks (DSWD 2012). 
 
There are a number of links between the CCT program and eCCT. eCCT emerged from discussions 
between GIZ and national partner agencies on the existing rural development policy landscape, 
including the CCT program, and there has been an understanding that eCCT would use existing CCT 
structures to the extent possible, including eligibility and compliance assessments at the household 
level. CCT and eCCT share a similar rationale: they posit it is more cost-effective to pay poor citizens 
now to invest in their future, than letting unsustainable practices continue and consequently having 
to bear higher public expenditure and social costs later on. DSWD has committed to playing a key 
role in eCCT, notably by being in charge of providing eCCT to households. With respect to delivering 
cash incentives, eCCT is very likely to replicate the CCT disbursement mechanism, which is based on 
a ‘cash card’ system for households within reach of Automated Teller Machines (ATM) and mobile 
disbursement systems such as ‘G-cash’ for those in more remote locations. 
 
By their very nature, the two programs also share a similar program management flow. The CCT 
program cycle begins with a phase of geographical targeting and assessment followed by the 
selection of households, their registration, the beginning of payments, and verification and 
compliance mechanisms. Similarly, the eCCT implementation workflow, described in more detail in 
Section 4.1, features a site selection phase followed by the identification and registration of 
beneficiaries, the beginning of payments, and verification and compliance mechanisms5. 
 
In spite of these similarities, eCCT and CCT remain fundamentally different programs when it 
comes to their content-level focus. While CCT has a dual objective of providing social assistance and 
investing in human capital, eCCT is focused on providing incentives for investments in natural capital. 
They do not share a single conditionality and are thus complementary rather than substitutable. In 
addition, the CCT program focuses exclusively on cash payments, while eCCT is likely to rely on a 
package of cash and non-cash incentives (extension services, possible vouchers, etc.). 
  

                                                           
5
 Note that the eCCT program workflow is a generic process for eCCT implementation. In 3.5, we present the 

one-time eCCT project development flow highlighting the sequencing of concept development, pilot 
implementation and upscaling. 
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The complementarity between CCT and eCCT becomes clear when considering the treatment of 
‘double recipients’ of CCT and eCCT. It has been suggested that CCT-recipient households should 
receive less incentives under eCCT than their non-CCT counterparts. As discussed in Section 3.2, a 
well-designed eCCT incentive package is one that provides enough benefits to effectively ‘tilt the 
balance’ toward sustainable practices. By contrast, CCT does not affect or ‘tilt’ the balance in either 
direction since it is exclusively directed at social (rather than environmental) objectives. In this 
context, reducing the value of eCCT-related incentives specifically for CCT recipients (all other things 
being equal) can have either of two effects: 

1. If eCCT is voluntary, CCT recipients will most likely not commit to eCCT as the low incentives 
provided will no longer be in relation to the opportunities foregone. It may be more 
attractive to continue receiving benefits from the regular CCT program and from 
unsustainable land use or fishing practices. 

2. If eCCT is mandatory and enforcement is strong, CCT recipients will face a ‘negative 
incentive’ effect whereby they will face a net loss of income as a result of eCCT. Such a 
measure would thus likely put at odds the social and environmental objectives of eCCT. 

 
These effects are illustrated in fig. 6. eCCT effectively performs its function as ‘incentivizing’ 
mechanism when it provides a more attractive alternative to continuing with unsustainable 
practices. In fig. 6, full eCCT payout leads to a net income gain (from 100 to 105) and thus 
incentivizes regular CCT beneficiaries to switch to sustainable practices. Lack of CCT payments or 
insufficient payments (e.g half the normal eCCT payout) lead to a net income loss (from 100 to 75 or 
90, respectively) and thus de-incentivize regular CCT beneficiaries to engage in more sustainable 
practices. The figures are randomly chosen but they do not matter: with eCCT assistance, sustainable 
practices should be providing only slightly more income in the short run than unsustainable 
practices, just enough to be incentivizing. If only half of eCCT assistance is provided, it is impossible 
that eCCT still has an incentivizing effect on beneficiaries, unless full eCCT assistance is inefficiently 
high in the first place. 
 
  

Similarities and differences between CCT and eCCT 

Conditional Cash Transfers (CCT) Conditional Cash Transfers for Environmental 
Services (eCCT) 

Social policy program 
Focuses on the poorest of the poor nationwide 
Managed by DSWD 
Extreme poverty a sufficient criterion 
Provides social assistance and incentives 
Conditionalities are social (health, education) 
Incentives provided to households 
Incentives in form of cash 
Cash disbursed via cash card and G-cash 

Environmental policy program 
Focuses on the poor in rural areas 
Co-managed by DSWD, along with NCI members 
Extreme poverty a criterion among others 
Only provides incentives 
Conditionalities are environmental 
Incentives provided to households 
Incentives in form of cash, in kind, etc. 
Cash disbursed via cash card and G-cash 
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Fig.  6 – Income effects of a transition to sustainable practices for DSWD CCT beneficiaries under 
different scenarios. Only a transition with full eCCT payments leaves households better off. 

 
 
Thus, it is not recommended that the level of eCCT benefits provided to households be dependent 
on the provision of CCT through the DSWD. It should be stressed that the CCT program is different 
from environmental policies that may exist in parallel to eCCT and which could facilitate the 
fulfillment of eCCT conditions in addition to the benefits they already provide to beneficiaries. 
Where such programs exist, an adjustment of the eCCT incentive package may be sensible. 
 

3.3.2 Spatial planning approaches 
In the Philippines, municipal Local Government Units (MLGUs) are asked to prepare Comprehensive 
Land-Use Plans (CLUP) laying out spatial planning at the municipal level; these should be in line with 
spatial planning documents at higher tiers and notably the Provincial Development and Physical 
Framework Plan (PDPFP). In parallel, municipalities should develop Forest Land-Use Plans (FLUP) for 
their public forest lands and, where applicable, Coastal and Fisheries Resource Management Plans 
(CFRM). While implementation of CLUPs is varying between municipalities, FLUP and CFRM plans 
should be integrated into the CLUP to provide a truly ‘comprehensive’ picture of spatial planning in 
the LGU. Finally, Integrated Resource Management Plans (IRMP) should translate FLUP guidance on 
upland forest areas into more specific zoning and management plans. Implementation of these best 
practices, however, is lacking in many LGUs. 
 
eCCT ties in tightly with these approaches. First, it crucially requires best practices in spatial planning 
to be achieved as part of its eligibility criteria for LGUs. Since eCCT can provide extra cash to their 
poorest constituents, local elected officials should be encouraged to work towards meeting eligibility 
criteria. Thus, eCCT is likely to drive the implementation of spatial planning approaches forward. 
 
Second, eCCT relies on these approaches and the data they generate for its own implementation. 
Spatial planning necessitates the collection of important spatial and non-spatial data at the 
aggregate and sometimes household levels. This data then either becomes available in the spatial 
planning documents or remains accessible through municipal offices. eCCT requires such data to 
select suitable sites, identify suitable beneficiaries and design a functioning incentive package. 
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Third, eCCT partakes in the implementation of, and effectively helps improve, spatial planning 
approaches. For example, eCCT can provide the incentives needed to secure the population’s 
support for new and larger Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), thus improving spatial planning in 
municipal waters. 
 
 
3.3.3 CBFM 
Community-Based Forest Management (CBFM) agreements are a long-term tenurial instrument for 
communities living on public forest lands (Guiang et al. 2001). As part of efforts to decentralize and 
democratize forest governance, these agreements group upland communities into People’s 
Organizations (POs) that feature elected representatives and are provided nominal or collective 
land-use rights. A key objective of CBFM is to ensure sustainable forest management. 
  
The environmental objectives of the CBFM approach – which has been designated the country’s 
‘national strategy for sustainable forest management (EO 23, 1995, cited in Guiang et al. 2001) – 
essentially match those of eCCT. In this context, the focus of eCCT should be on complementing the 
CBFM approach. Two layers of complementation can be envisioned. 
 
First, eCCT can complement CBFM by driving the allocation of tenure rights in non-CBFM public 
forest lands. Today, certain areas of forest lands are under a co-management regime of the DENR 
and the MLGU. Under co-management agreements, so-called sub-agreements can be issued by 
municipalities to individual households in covered areas. These sub-agreements, also called 
‘Individual Property Rights’ (IPR), are long-term land use rights provided outside of a community 
approach. As with spatial planning approaches, eCCT can catalyze the implementation of this 
tenurial instrument, which so far has been limited. It should be noted, however, that policy on sub-
agreements may evolve to the effect that only collective sub-agreements may be drawn. This is a key 
risk for the eCCT approach (cf. 5.3) and may require changes in the way eCCT is implemented. 
 
Second, eCCT can complement CBFM by providing additional incentives for sustainable forest 
management within CBFM areas themselves. The CBFM approach has encountered varying levels of 
success across the Philippines, with many areas reporting insufficient funding for sustainable 
activities (Rebugio 2010). Wherever such activities can be profitable over the long run, an 
intervention in form of eCCT – which bridges the gap until an activity becomes profitable – could 
constitute the very policy answer required to drive sustainable practices forward. 
 
 
3.3.4 NGP 
The National Greening Program (NGP) is a vast government program aimed at increasing tree cover 
in public lands and secure associated environmental benefits, especially with respect to watershed 
protection and irrigation. Launched in 2011, it aims to plant 1.5bn tree seedlings in 1.5mn hectares 
of public lands until 2016 (OP 2012). 
 
A high level of integration and complementation can be envisioned for the NGP and eCCT. For 
another four years, if not longer, the NGP will provide considerable financial resources for planting 
trees in public lands including upland forest areas. eCCT’s focus, in turn, is on ensuring that 
financially viable and environmentally sustainable uses of public forest land are adopted nationwide. 
The two programs converge wherever upland tree-planting activities meet NGP specifications and 
can become part of a transition toward financially viable land uses, as per eCCT requirements. In 
such cases, NGP and eCCT activities could as much as merge into one concerted policy effort: the 
NGP might supply the funding, while eCCT might supply the screening and implementing 



eCCT Concept Review and Framework for Implementation  July 2012 
 

38 
 

mechanisms that ensure that the funds are allocated appropriately and with tangible and lasting 
results. There is thus a compelling case to be made for the use of NGP budget for eCCT activities, or 
eCCT procedures for NGP activities respectively. However, care should be taken to ensure that the 
focus is only on activities that are financially viable over the longer run, as only these are considered 
under eCCT. 
 
During the preparatory works for eCCT, there has been some discussion on links between the NGP 
and the DSWD CCT program. As Executive Order 26 – through which the NGP was introduced – 
refers to the implementation of the regular CCT program in NGP areas, the question was raised 
whether the CCT program may have specific environmental conditionalities in NGP areas. However, 
the Executive Order does not appear to suggest any environmental conditionalities for the CCT 
program. In Section 3.3 of the Order, ‘Provision of Incentives,’ Para. 3.3.2 reads: ‘NGP beneficiary 
communities shall be considered priority in the Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) Program’ (OP 2011). 
Further to this, in Para. 5.3.1 the DSWD is tasked with the ‘provision of Conditional Cash Transfer to 
NGP beneficiaries.’ These sections are the only ones in the Order that mention the CCT program. In 
the context of the phased roll-out of CCT across the nation, it appears the mention of NGP 
beneficiaries being considered ‘priority’ in CCT refers to the timing of the roll-out rather than to a 
change in eligibility criteria to accommodate NGP beneficiaries, or to an introduction of 
environmental conditionalities in the regular CCT program. 
 
 
3.3.5 REDD+ 
While an international agreement on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation (REDD or REDD+) has yet to be reached, REDD+ projects are already funded by 
individual countries and organizations around the world. In the Philippines, GIZ is providing support 
to the Philippine National REDD+ Strategy (DENR-FMB and CoDe REDD-plus Philippines 2011) and 
action plan and piloting REDD+ activities in Southern Leyte province (GIZ 2011b). Key objectives of 
REDD+ are to promote forest conservation, the sustainable management of forests and the 
enhancement of carbon stocks; in addition, sought-for co-benefits include biodiversity conservation, 
ecosystem service provision and the improvement of local livelihoods. 
 
REDD+ and eCCT seek to improve the sustainable management of forest land areas for different 
reasons. While REDD+ is geared toward reducing carbon emissions, eCCT primarily seeks to secure 
local environmental benefits such as watershed, soil or microclimate protection services. The latter 
are, however, listed as co-benefits under REDD+. Overall, the two approaches are compatible to a 
significant extent, especially when it comes to financially viable reforestation and afforestation 
efforts. 
 
Once implemented, eCCT can provide an example of a functioning mechanism for the disbursement 
of payments that are conditional on meeting forest land-related environmental criteria. Thus, eCCT 
can provide key lessons that can be used for the implementation of larger-scale REDD+ activities. 
Conversely, future REDD+ funding could quite possibly be tapped for financing eCCT. However, this 
will require that eCCT standards and procedures are and remain compatible with the evolving REDD+ 
requirements. 
 
 
3.3.6 Marine protection policies 
With the devolution of responsibilities enshrined in the Local Government Code of 1991, municipal 
LGUs today play a key role in the management of coastal and fisheries resources in the Philippines 
(Eisma 2004). This includes marine protection policies such as the establishment of Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs), which fall under the responsibility of LGUs within their 15-km municipal water 
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boundary. At the national level, the DENR – through the Coastal and Marine Management Office 
(CMMO) established in 2002 – continues to provide policy guidance as well as technical assistance 
and supports information needs for coastal resource management (Jatulan 2004). In parallel, the 
Department of Agriculture’s Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (DA-BFAR) is mandated to 
‘provide technical assistance to LGUs in the development, management, regulation, conservation 
and protection of fisheries resources’ (Section 65, Fishieries Code) (Jatulan 2004). 
 
Municipal LGUs are reported to struggle with their new responsibilities regarding coastal resource 
management (Jatulan 2004; Eisma 2004). While LGUs can levy municipal fees and taxes to pay for 
coastal resource management, this is considered difficult to justify in front of constituents. At the 
same time, municipal waters are not taken into account for the computation of IRA funding, 
meaning coastal communities are facing an additional financial burden in the form of coastal 
resource management responsibilities whilst receiving the same funding as similar non-coastal LGUs 
(Eisma 2004). In the meantime, the dismal state of fisheries around the country would actually 
require strong action in the field of marine protection policy. 
 
In this context, eCCT can provide incentives and funding needed to help advance the marine 
protection agenda in spite of financial difficulties. eCCT proposes to pay fisher folk temporarily for 
enduring an income dip after the creation of larger MPAs, thereby aligning incentives for 
conservation, lowering monitoring and enforcement needs, and enabling critical livelihood 
preservation. It particularly can help achieve the 15% objective of protection in municipal waters, 
which is currently being discussed to be adopted into law. eCCT can thus catalyze MPA creation 
around the country while focusing on larger MPAs that have a maximum impact in terms of fish 
stock recovery and related spillover effects. 
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3.4 Institutional setup: Review of the MOA 
 
eCCT is a joint project of DSWD, GIZ and the NCI (including DA, DAR and DENR). Having joined the 
NCI recently, DILG will be included as well. In mid-March 2012, DSWD, GIZ and the NCI signed the 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that forms the legal basis for eCCT concept development and 
pilot implementation and lays out the main roles and responsibilities of each party. 
 
In addition to MOA parties, eCCT also involves other concerned national agencies as well as regional, 
provincial and municipal LGUs. For example, representatives of CCC, NAPC, Region 8, the Province of 
Southern Leyte and the municipality of Silago have already participated in preparatory activities on 
eCCT. 
 
The MOA defines joint responsibilities of all parties as follows (NCI et al. 2012). Together, all parties 
are responsible for developing criteria for identification of target communities; identifying 
environmental conditionalities; coordinating with relevant stakeholders; providing technical 
assistance to the concerned LGUs; driving policy development; engaging in capacity building; setting 
up an appropriate recording system; carrying out monitoring activities; and promoting the 
replication of eCCT beyond the pilot (ibid). 
 
In addition, the MOA also defines the specific responsibilities of each party. Responsibilities of the 
NCI include the facilitation of spatial planning (CLUP and FLUP) and tenure allocation processes; the 
provision of technical support and extension services; the facilitation of social mobilization; support 
to DSWD in implementation and the designation of counterparts of DSWD staff at relevant levels; an 
oversight role with regard to progress reports and remedial actions as needed; the designation of 
the Regional NGP Coordinator as chair of the Regional Inter-Agency Committee; and the 
development of compliance mechanisms with DSWD and the LGUs (ibid). 
 
The DSWD is responsible for disbursing the cash transfers to households registered for eCCT and 
compliant with relevant conditionalities; having a regional focal person to manage agreements and 
to liaise with relevant Convergence Initiative technical working groups and GIZ for implementation 
of eCCT; providing information to relevant stakeholders including municipal service providers and 
eCCT beneficiaries; and co-chairing the regional inter-agency committee (ibid). 
 
Finally, GIZ is responsible for designing the pilot project using national and international experts; 
provide capacity development support; provide initial funding for the pilot (indicated at maximum 
200 upland residents and fisher folk); and assist in evaluating the pilot scheme once implemented 
(ibid).  
 
How key responsibilities fit into the larger project management flow is discussed in 3.5. 
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3.5 Project workflow: Overview of the general strategy and process flow 
 
As reviewed in 3.1, a proposal on eCCT was first put forward in mid-2011 by GIZ. As laid out in the 
MOA, the general strategy for eCCT is that general roll-out be preceded by a pilot phase, whose 
initial funding will be provided by GIZ. It is estimated that the pilot implementation can begin in 
2012/2013, while a specific timetable for upscaling will be determined later. 
 
Fig.  7 – Project workflow for the development, pilot implementation and upscaling of eCCT. 

 
 
3.5.1 Concept Elaboration 
The elaboration of the concept has been proceeding in three stages. A first step involved the 
development of an initial concept by GIZ in mid- and late 2011. A second step is the concept review, 
which is the subject of the present paper and has been completed by GIZ in June 2012. A third step 
will involve the finalization of the pilot implementation proposal by GIZ, NCI members and DSWD. 
Final approval of the proposal, including its fund disbursement and monitoring components, will be 
given by the Regional Advisory Group for the regular CCT program, whose membership will be 
expanded to include new members relevant to eCCT. Likewise, the Provincial Advisory Group on CCT 
will be consulted. The concept itself has been finalized in June 2012, while the proposal for pilot 
implementation will be finalized in July and August 2012. 
 
 
3.5.2 Pilot Implementation 
The purpose of the pilot is to test the eCCT approach at a small scale (barangays within a 
municipality) to achieve key insights on improvements required to the concept before it can be 
replicated at a larger scale. Pilot implementation will involve all MOA parties in their respective 
competencies (cf. 3.4); initial funding will be provided by GIZ but complementary funding for the 
pilot may need to be contributed from other sources, depending on requirements. In accordance 
with the MOA, disbursement will be conducted by DSWD. Pilot implementation is set to occur in 
2012/2013, with a more specific timeline to be determined in the concept finalization phase of stage 
1. 
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3.5.3 Monitoring and Evaluation 
The purpose of M&E activities in the context of the eCCT pilot is two-fold. First, monitoring and 
evaluation is necessary for taking corrective action while the pilot is running. Key issues that need to 
be addressed include what should be monitored, what tools to use, who is responsible, and the 
schedule for monitoring and reporting. Second, M&E results and documentation will help prepare 
the knowledge product that can be used for upscaling. The knowledge management guide prepared 
by the GIZ EnRD program may be used here. While responsibilities for the first task have not been 
defined in the MOA, they may mirror those taken later when eCCT is rolled out at a bigger scale. For 
the second task, responsibility for the knowledge product is likely to be with GIZ, as this is usually the 
case for GIZ-funded pilot projects.  
 
 
3.5.4 Sustaining the Gains from Pilot Implementation 
Sustaining the gains from pilot implementation is a crucial step to ensure a successful upscaling of 
eCCT. As mentioned earlier, it will notably require the development of a knowledge product (by GIZ) 
allowing for adequate and user-friendly dissemination of the learnings from the pilot. GIZ EnRD 
Knowledge Product guidelines will be used. In addition, MOA partners will need to work together to 
discuss the next steps for upscaling eCCT.  
 
 
3.5.5 Replication/Upscaling 
The replication and upscaling processes will mostly involve national agencies, with GIZ possibly 
offering a supporting role. Based on learnings from the pilot, agencies may determine their final 
responsibilities with regard to eCCT as a national program. In addition, a timetable for upscaling will 
need to be determined, including the scale and pace of replication. Options notably include a phased 
roll-out starting with Region VIII, or a faster roll-out in other regions as well. A key aspect will be the 
exact integration of eCCT with other policies, including spatial planning approaches and social policy 
programs such as the DSWD’s CCT. 
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4. Implementing eCCT 
 
This section presents the Implementation Workflow for eCCT and the two alternative approaches 
proposed for implementation, ‘full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT.’ The Implementation Workflow 
includes four stages, ‘Site Selection,’ ‘Preparatory works,’ ‘Roll-out’ and ‘Completion.’ The ‘full eCCT’ 
and ‘simplified eCCT’ approaches each include a Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) procedure, a 
Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) procedure and a Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) procedure 
tailored to the forest land and fisheries components, all of which are presented here. This is 
followed by recommendations on which approach to choose for pilot implementation, and a more 
detailed data requirements review for the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach. 
 

Section 4 in a nutshell 

Implementation workflow 

 The workflow for eCCT implementation comprises for stages: (A) Site selection, (B), Preparatory 
works, (C) Roll-out and (D) Completion. 

 Stage B comprises the greatest number of steps. These include (B1) a Household Eligibility 
Assessment (HEA), (B2) the design of incentives and conditionalities, (B3) local information 
sessions, (B4) beneficiary registration, and (B5) the completion of the setup of the infrastructure 
required for the provision of incentives. In Stage C, incentives are provided and M&E activities are 
conducted. In Stage D, the provision of incentives is wound down, M&E activities are completed, 
and consolidated learnings are fed into an appropriate improvement mechanism. 

Choosing the right implementation approach: ‘Full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT’ 

 Based on theory and experiences in other countries, payments made under eCCT should ideally 
be as targeted as possible. Targeting crucially depends on adequate site identification, beneficiary 
identification and incentive design. 

 The most targeted approach are payments taking into account individual opportunity costs. 
However, this is not feasible for eCCT due to data collection requirements and resource 
constraints. Alternative approaches include (i) a mulit-layered payment mechanism distinguishing 
between several typical household opportunity cost profiles (‘full eCCT’) and (ii) uniform, across-
the-board payments (‘simplified eCCT’). 

 ‘Full eCCT’ involves verifying – at a household level – all assumptions made in the eCCT concept 
and then designing a multi-layered incentive package that is differentiated according to 
household opportunity cost profiles. It thereby seeks to ensure that eCCT truly ‘tilts the balance’ 
and does so at the lowest possible cost. Its advantages are a high degree of allocative efficiency, a 
higher level of additionality, possibly a higher probability of permanence and thus a higher overall 
impact. Its key disadvantage is significantly higher costs of implementation as differentiated 
payments require more detailed data collection and analysis. 

 ‘Simplified eCCT’ assumes that covering a household’s rice needs will suffice to ‘tilt the balance.’ 
This rice needs-based payment is maintained even when lower payments would suffice to 
convince beneficiaries to switch to sustainable practices, and when higher payments would be 
necessary to incentivize beneficiaries. Its advantages include swifter implementation and lower 
costs of implementation as uniform payments allow for beneficiary self-selection in the uplands 
and require less data collection. Its disadvantages include a lower allocative efficiency and a 
possibly lower degree of additionality as uniform payments may not sufficiently incentivize 
beneficiaries. In the uplands, self-selection may also induce more non-additional participation. 

 The recommended approach for eCCT is to proceed with ‘simplified eCCT’ in the pilot phase due 
to speedier implementation, synergies with the DSWD CCT program and resource constraints. 
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However, the effectiveness of this approach should be carefully re-assessed during M&E. 

Data requirements for ‘simplified eCCT’ 

 Data requirements for the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach have been mapped. Most data is deemed 
easy or moderately difficult to obtain. 

 Focus areas include the generation of detailed land use and fishing data, the definition of 
‘sustainable’ land uses (and thus of eCCT conditionalities), and the appropriate socio-economic 
segregation of beneficiaries. 

Critical assumptions and potential risks 

 The number of upland areas suited for eCCT is limited by its focus on tenured plots where a 
transition from unsustainable land uses to sustainable yet financially viable land uses is possible. 
This combination of criteria may make it difficult to finance reforestation activities through eCCT, 
while more sustainable agricultural land uses seem easier to support. 

 Resource needs for household-level project implementation can be considerable. Costs notably 
include eligibility assessments, the provision of agricultural extension services, and monitoring 
and compliance costs. 

 eCCT is partly based on the availability of individual land use rights (‘sub-agreements’) under co-
management agreements. If these are not applied in an eCCT area, adaptations to the concept 
may be necessary. 

 The eligible beneficiaries list of the DSWD CCT program, which is based on poverty status, may 
not suffice for eCCT as it exclusively focuses on the ‘poorest of the poor,’ thereby excluding 
otherwise eligible poor households that may have a significant environmental impact. 

 The ‘simplified eCCT’ approach proposes a lighter targeting process but it may lead to a lower 
allocative efficiency and a possibly lower degree of additionality as uniform payments may not 
sufficiently incentivize beneficiaries. In the uplands, self-selection may also induce more non-
additional participation. 
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4.1 Implementation Workflow 
 
The generic workflow for implementing eCCT in any given site is shown in fig. 7 below. The workflow 
comprises four basic ‘stages’ that integrate the Site Household Assessments (SEA), Household 
Eligibility Assessments (HEA), and Incentive Level Assessments (ILA) described in 4.3 and 4.4 for the 
‘full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT’ approaches, respectively. Note that the workflow applies to both the 
‘full’ and ‘simplified’ implementation approaches. 
 
Fig.  8 – Generic workflow for the implementation of eCCT in a given site. 

 
 
Stage A involves identifying potential sites, verifying their potential for eCCT through a Site Eligibility 
Assessment (SEA), and securing the official consent or buy-in necessary for their selection. Stage B 
involves reviewing household-level data based on the Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA), 
designing an attractive incentive package and determining environmental conditionalities, informing 
communities and registering future beneficiaries. Stage C involves rolling out the incentives and 
conducting associated monitoring, reporting, verification and evaluation activities. Finally, Stage D 
involves winding down the eCCT scheme, completing the last incentive disbursements, consolidating 
the learnings and ensuring that these are fed into a national improvement mechanism for eCCT. 
 
 
4.1.1 Stage A: Site selection 
 
Fig.  9 – Steps of Stage A of the eCCT Implementation Workflow. 
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In Stage A, the objective is to select a suitable site for eCCT implementation and secure necessary 
consent to go ahead with preparatory works for eCCT implementation. Step A1 (‘Conduct Site 
Eligibility Assessment (SEA)’) refers to the SEA presented in 4.3.1 for the ‘full eCCT’ scenario and 
4.4.1 for the ‘simplified eCCT’ scenario. Step A2 (‘Secure local official consent (or buy-in’) involves 
engaging with the municipal actors that will help implement the scheme. Depending on the 
governance model chosen for eCCT, it may be necessary to secure their consent, or, alternatively, 
ensure a minimum buy-in from their side to ensure smooth implementation. 
 
 
4.1.2 Stage B. Preparatory works 
 
Fig.  10 – Steps of Stage B of the eCCT Implementation Workflow. 

 
 
Once a site has been selected for eCCT, the objective of Stage B is to prepare the site for the 
provision of incentives. This involves five key steps. Steps B1 and B2 (‘Conduct Household Eligibility 
Assessment (HEA),’ ‘Conduct Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) and determine conditionalities’) were 
discussed in 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.4.2 and 4.4.3, respectively. Step B3 (‘Hold information sessions’) is vital to 
inform communities of the incentive packages that will be provided and to help households 
understand what will be expected of them in return. Several information sessions will most likely be 
necessary. These sessions will also be the opportunity to convince eligible households of the 
advantages of eCCT. On this basis, households may then be registered in the eCCT scheme (Step B4). 
Finally, Step B5 (‘Complete setup of infrastructure for provision of incentives’) involves setting up 
the institutional and physical infrastructure for rolling out the eCCT scheme. This may include setting 
up the disbursement facilities for cash incentives (e.g. securing arrangements with Globe vendors for 
G-cash etc.); signing contracts and solving logistical issues pertaining to the provision of in-kind 
payments such as seeds; signposting new MPAs and ensuring guidelines and financing are in place 
for regular check-ups and replacements; or ensuring local administrative offices are equipped with 
the staff and guidelines necessary to e.g. handle new tenure applications. 
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4.1.3 Stage C: Roll Out 
 
Fig.  11 – Steps of Stage C of the eCCT Implementation Workflow. 

 
 
Once preparatory works are completed, eCCT can be rolled out. Step C1 (‘Begin provision of 
incentives’) needs to build on a clear schedule for incentive provision, e.g. with regard to cash 
disbursements or the provision of seeds. Step C2 (‘Start M&E activities and continuous 
improvement’) includes the monitoring activities needed to ensure that eCCT continues to run 
according to the original plan, as well as the evaluation of the incentive mechanism as it has been 
designed and implemented, with the objective of suggesting changes for improvement and 
implementing these changes where appropriate. As incentive packages may vary from one eCCT site 
to the other, it is important to conduct such reviews at a site level. 
 
 
4.1.4 Stage D: Completion 
 
Fig.  12 – Steps of Stage D of the eCCT Implementation Workflow. 

 
 
Stage D describes the final steps in the provision of eCCT to an upland or coastal area. Step D1 
(‘Wind down provision of incentives’) involves the last cash disbursements and provision of other 
incentives. Step D2 (‘Complete M&E activities’) involves conducting the last monitoring and 
reporting activities and completing the evaluation of the scheme as implemented in the site. Finally, 
Step D3 (‘Ensure consolidated learnings are fed into national improvement mechanism’) involves the 
transmission of consolidated learnings into a suggested national improvement mechanism. The GIZ 
EnRD Knowledge Management guide should be used as a basis for designing this step. 
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4.2 Two approaches to implementation 
 
PES theory, evidence from implemented PES schemes, and the review of the eCCT concept all 
suggest that payments made under eCCT should be as targeted as possible. In the eCCT context, 
payments can be considered ‘targeted’ when their recipients (a) are upland and coastal residents 
that can truly deliver the sought-for environmental outcomes and (b) receive the lowest possible 
amount still incentivizing them to adhere to eCCT conditionalities. 
 
Targeting depends on three key design aspects: site identification, beneficiary identification and 
incentive package design. Specifically, care should be taken to select sites where eCCT can achieve 
maximum impact; choose beneficiaries who fulfill all the eCCT criteria, and in particular that of being 
faced with a prohibitive income dip preventing them from adopting sustainable practices; and put 
together an incentive package that is appropriate given beneficiaries’ circumstances. 
 
As discussed in 3.2.4, the most targeted approach – payments to households based on individually 
determined opportunity costs – is extremely resource intensive and hence does not seem feasible 
for eCCT. The remaining two approaches are (i) a multi-level payment approach based on typical 
opportunity cost profiles and (ii) uniform, ‘across-the-board’ payments set using a more general 
rationale. These two approaches will be discussed in this section; the approach recommended for 
eCCT is to proceed with uniform payments for the pilot phase, and then re-assess the adequacy of 
this approach when evaluating the pilot and preparing for upscaling. 
 
4.3 describes the key steps to be taken to design a ‘full eCCT’ scheme that is fully in line with the 
concept analyzed in Section 3. In a ‘full eCCT’ scheme, basic assumptions underlying eCCT – such as 
the unsustainability of resource use, the availability of sustainable and financially viable alternative 
livelihoods, and the occurrence of a prohibitive income depression during the transition toward 
sustainable practices – are to be verified and used as a basis to determine effective and efficient 
multi-level incentive packages adapted to households’ opportunity cost profiles. 
 
4.4 lays out key steps to design a ‘simplified eCCT’ scheme where there is a single cash payment 
level for all beneficiaries. As a result, the verification of the key assumptions underlying the eCCT 
concept outlined in 3.2.2 can be simplified, especially in the forest land component, thus lowering 
costs of implementation. This ‘simplified eCCT’ scheme reflects the suggestion to have a fixed 
payment level made in the early policy brief on eCCT discussed in Section 3.1. 
 
4.5 then provides a brief comparison of ‘full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT’ and explains why the 
‘simplified eCCT approach’ is recommended for the pilot. 
 
Finally, 4.6 reviews the data requirements for implementing eCCT; the focus here is on the 
‘simplified eCCT’ scheme as this is the option most likely to be retained by GIZ and partners for the 
pilot testing phase. 
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4.3 Option 1: ‘Full eCCT’ – Identifying suitable sites, beneficiaries, and compensation levels 
 
As discussed in Section 3.2, the eCCT concept is based on certain assumptions, including the 
unsustainability of resource use, the availability of sustainable and financially viable alternative 
livelihoods, and the occurrence of a prohibitive income depression during the transition toward 
sustainable practices. If these assumptions do not hold true for a given site or household, eCCT may 
not be an appropriate form of intervention in that context. This section thus describes the steps 
deemed necessary to ensure that the ‘full’ eCCT concept is implemented, with due regard to all 
underlying assumptions. It should be noted that the approach recommended in this paper (cf. 4.5) is 
to proceed with the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot phase, and then possibly move toward a 
‘full eCCT’ model for upscaling if deemed necessary. 
 
 
4.3.1 ‘Full eCCT’ Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
In a first stage, it is necessary to determine whether a site considered for eCCT fulfills the key criteria 
laid out in Section 3. At minimum, areas within a site would have to fit the criteria in order for the 
site to be eligible. The suggested process is shown in the corresponding flowcharts for the two 
components of eCCT below. 
 
Fig.  13 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in forest lands: Steps for the Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA). 
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For the forest land component of eCCT, a first step is to verify whether the site fulfills the most basic 
criterion for eligibility, laid out in Section 3.1, which is to be located in upland public forest areas 
(‘DENR land’) within an LGU that itself meets the requirements laid out in the Policy Brief (advanced 
spatial planning etc.). DAR resettlement areas carved out of public forest lands could potentially be 
considered as well. In a second step, the unsustainable character of present and future resource use 
should be verified; this is a key assumption underlying eCCT as laid out in Section 3.2.2.1. 
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Importantly, if future land use is projected to be sustainable, there is evidently no need for eCCT. 
The third, fourth and fifth steps together allow to verify whether it is likely that a ‘lock-in’ effect is 
occurring on the site (or parts thereof); this is specifically the phenomenon which eCCT sets out to 
address and we discussed it in Section 3.2.2.2. In Step 3, this involves verifying that alternative land 
uses that are both sustainable and financially viable can be proposed to farmers. If not, farmers 
would require permanent compensation for lost income in order to be sufficiently incentivized to 
move to sustainable practices (e.g. through a typical PES scheme); alternatively, they could be forced 
to engage in sustainable practices post-eCCT provision through penalties and similar measures, but 
this means that eCCT as a policy intervention would have a negative net income effect on poor 
segments of the population (we discuss ‘negative incentives’ in Section 3.2.4.3). Thus, the availability 
of financially viable sustainable land uses is critical for eCCT. Step 4 then involves verifying the 
presence of a temporary income depression or ‘dip,’ which eCCT is designed to address (cf. Section 
3.2.2.2). Importantly, this income depression needs to be prohibitive (Step 5) – in other words, it 
must be the key factor explaining why the transition toward more sustainable practices is not 
happening without eCCT. If there is no prohibitive income depression, eCCT is again unlikely to be 
the most appropriate policy response; instead, a lack of knowledge of sustainable practices could 
perhaps be the key explanatory factor, in which case e.g. a capacity-building program may be a more 
appropriate policy intervention. 
 
Fig.  14 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Site Eligibility Assessment 
(SEA). 
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The suggested process for the fisheries component of eCCT is similar to that of the forest land 
component. In a first step, the site considered must be verified to be located in an eligible LGU and 
otherwise meet the typical requirements for designation as a Marine Protected Area (MPA). This 
step is understood to already include the ‘unsustainability check’ (cf. 3.2.2.1) as MPAs should be 
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established in areas where the fish population is too low or expected to decline significantly. Steps 2, 
3 and 4 then aim to verify the presence of a ‘lock-in’ effect as discussed in the previous paragraph. 
Importantly, should the creation of an MPA have a lasting negative economic impact, the temporary 
eCCT mechanism will be unlikely to constitute an appropriate policy answer; conversely, if the 
longer-term impact is deemed positive and no prohibitive temporary income dip is expected, the 
MPA can be created without the need for eCCT. 
 
 
4.3.2 ‘Full eCCT’ Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
The process for selecting suitable beneficiaries largely mirrors that of selecting a suitable site. At the 
site selection level, a general assessment is required to determine whether suitable beneficiaries are 
likely to be present on the site. This is discussed in 4.3.1. In order to then identify suitable 
beneficiaries, an analysis of each potential household is required to determine whether or not eCCT 
conditions are met. Again, the process for selecting suitable beneficiaries is shown in two flowcharts 
below, one for each component. 
 
Fig.  15 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in forest lands: Steps for the Household Eligibility Assessment 
(HEA). 
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For the forest land component, the suggested process starts with a basic eligibility check where a 
household’s socio-economic status and tenure status are assessed. The remaining steps are the 
same as at the site selection level, though they require household-level data. 
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Fig.  16 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Household Eligibility 
Assessment (HEA). 
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For the fisheries component, the suggested process also starts with a basic eligibility check where a 
household’s economic status and registration as fisher folk is assessed. The second step consists in 
assessing whether members of the household are likely to be presently fishing in the future MPA 
waters. This could be inferred from the fishing gear and equipment used, and potentially validated in 
village assemblies. Importantly, for Step 3, there may be a combination of people facing no income 
depression (e.g. due to having gear that allows them to maintain catch levels after the introduction 
of the MPA), people facing a temporary income depression (as catch levels will be inferior for them 
until the spill-over effect of the MPA sets in), and people facing a permanent income depression. An 
example of the latter are ‘gleaners’ who have no equipment and catch mussels and crabs by hand, in 
shallow coastal waters in immediate proximity to their households. A major difference between the 
forest land and fisheries component of eCCT is that while forest land can be attributed to individual 
households, an MPA area is necessarily a common-pool resource. Thus, eCCT can be relevant even if 
certain households experience a permanent loss of income, but this situation should be addressed 
by eCCT in some way. If eCCT is to avoid a negative income effect on this segment of the population, 
the temporary eCCT incentives should be partly directed at helping these households find new 
sources of livelihood. 
 
 
4.3.3 ‘Full eCCT’ Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) 
Once suitable households for eCCT are identified, a remaining question is what level and kind of 
incentives they require to be willing to move to sustainable practices. This notably depends on 
opportunity costs, which we address in our discussion of how to ‘tilt the balance’ (cf. 3.2.4.1). In 
essence, the opportunity costs of transitioning toward sustainable practices without eCCT (as 
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opposed to continuing unsustainable practices) need to be (over-)compensated by eCCT – the 
incentives should be sufficient to not make anyone worse off. 
 
As these opportunity costs will differ from household to household, the value of the incentives 
provided through the eCCT mechanism should in theory be adjusted individually. In practice, this is 
not a feasible approach as opportunity costs are difficult and resource-intensive to establish and 
remain prone to uncertainties, for example strong fluctuations of the market price of certain crops. 
Though in principle a fair solution, it may also be difficult to communicate such a scheme to those 
receiving less. A more practical approach, suggested here, is to work with proxies in order to ensure 
the feasibility of eCCT whilst allowing for higher payments to those who truly need them, and lower 
payments for those who do not require more. 
 
Fig.  17 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in forest lands: Steps for the Incentive Level Assessment (ILA). 
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For the forest land component, we suggest generalizing opportunity costs for each household based 
on certain indicators, notably the present/target land use combination (which allows for revenue 
curves to be estimated) as well as equipment used, distance from the road and other factors as may 
be necessary to estimate their cost structure. This would allow a rough segregation of farmer 
households into those who require lower and higher levels of compensation, based on their 
respective opportunity cost profiles. 
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Fig.  18 – Implementation of ‘Full eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Incentive Level Assessment 
(ILA). 
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Likewise, for the fisheries component, opportunity costs could be generalized for each household 
based on the fishing gear used, the manpower at their disposal, and the travel expenses incurred 
(distance between residences, fishing grounds and the markets). 
 
For both components, a suitable incentive package may then be developed (cf. also 3.2.4.2), 
including cash payments, vouchers, in-kind payments and other incentives as deemed appropriate, 
with due regard to transaction costs. Importantly, these incentives combined must offset the 
opportunity costs of an ‘unaided’ transition toward sustainable practices. If they fail to achieve this, 
they will either be ineffective (it will be more attractive for beneficiaries to continue with 
unsustainable practices) or imposing a net income loss on beneficiaries (if they are forced to 
transition to sustainable practices). 
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4.4 Option 2: ‘Simplified eCCT’ – Identifying suitable sites, beneficiaries, and compensation 
levels 

 
The approach to eCCT implementation recommended for the eCCT pilot can be referred to as 
‘simplified eCCT.’ The initial policy brief (cf. 3.1) suggests retaining a single payment level for all eCCT 
beneficiaries; the proposed value of the cash payment is the same as that of payments made under 
the DSWD CCT scheme, irrespective of opportunity costs experienced by beneficiaries. This means 
that aspects of the eligibility verification process can be simplified. The following reviews how the 
processes of selecting a suitable site, identifying suitable beneficiaries and determining a suitable 
incentive package would be adapted from the ‘full eCCT’ scenario. A brief summary comparison of 
‘full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT,’ as well as a rationale for choosing the latter over the former for 
pilot implementation, is then provided in 4.5. 
 
 
4.4.1 ‘Simplified eCCT’ Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
 
As shown in the flowcharts for the two components below, we suggest that the site identification 
process can be simplified significantly when an across-the-board payment level is determined in 
advance. 
 
Fig.  19 – Implementation of ‘Simplified eCCT’ in forest lands: Steps for the Site Eligibility Assessment 
(SEA). 
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For the forest land component, it is proposed that the three steps suggested in the ‘full eCCT’ 
scenario to establish the presence of a ‘lock-in’ effect be dropped entirely. In essence, provided eCCT 
is implemented on a voluntary basis in the uplands, we propose that farmers select themselves for 
eCCT and, in return, commit to the relevant environmental conditionalities. Thus, they can decide 
for themselves whether sustainable practices in combination with temporary eCCT payments are an 
attractive option for them, both in the short term (i.e. in light of a possible income dip) and the 
longer term. In effect, opportunity cost measurement becomes the responsibility of the farmers, not 
the eCCT administrator or regulator. 
 

Fig.  20 – Implementation of ‘Simplified eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Site Eligibility 
Assessment (SEA). 
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For the fisheries component, it is suggested that an analysis of long-term financial viability of the 
MPA for the fisheries sector be maintained. This is because an MPA cannot be established on a 
voluntary basis – unlike farmers, fisher folk cannot decide to simply opt in or opt out of the effort to 
implement sustainable practices according to their individual preferences as the MPA requires 
compliance by everyone. Thus, it seems sensible to study the overall impact of an MPA proposal 
before adopting it. Meanwhile, assessing the income depression incurred by fisher folk may appear 
to no longer be necessary, given that the level of incentives provided does not vary. However, a 
possibility may be to restrict eCCT payout to MPAs of a certain size and fish stock value: this would 
help ensure that eCCT payments are not ‘wasted’ on MPAs that would have been created 
successfully anyway, while at the same time providing an additional incentive for large and impactful 
MPA creations. 
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4.4.2 ‘Simplified eCCT’ Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
 
Fig.  21 – Implementation of ‘Simplified eCCT’ in forest lands: Steps for the Household Eligibility 
Assessment (HEA). 

Poor resident of Pilot 
Area who verifiably 

owns or controls land

Projected land uses are 
sustainable

NO POLICY ACTION 
REQUIRED

Current LU is 
sustainable but 

projected LU is NOT 
sustainable

eCCT NOT APPLICABLE 
-> Case for e.g. long-

term PES

Current and projected 
land uses are NOT 

sustainable

ECCT-ELIGIBLE 
RESIDENT

1 2 3

Verify control or tenure over land 
and poverty status

Verify sustainability of current and 
projected future land use

Determine eCCT-eligible residents

‘Simplified eCCT’ | FORESTS  |  Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA)

 
For the forest land component, the suggested beneficiary identification process starts with a basic 
eligibility check where the household’s socio-economic status and tenure status are assessed. The 
remaining steps are the same as at the site selection level – if the current and future land use 
(however projected) is expected to be unsustainable, the household could avail of eCCT provided it 
commits to meeting environmental conditionalities. Thus, additional criteria regarding the presence 
of a ‘lock-in’ effect are dropped. If eCCT is provided on a voluntary basis, farmers can essentially ‘do 
the math’ themselves and weigh possible negative income effects against the short-term benefits 
generated by eCCT and the long-term benefits of a more sustainable land use. It should be noted 
that checking whether land uses are sustainable is required to ensure a basic level of additionality: 
Evidently, farmers already engaged in sustainable practices should not be able to avail of cash 
incentives designed to help transition to such practices. 
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Fig.  22 – Implementation of ‘Simplified eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Household Eligibility 
Assessment (HEA). 
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For the fisheries component, the beneficiary identification process can also be simplified. The 
suggested process starts with a basic eligibility check where the household’s socio-economic status 
and the fisher folk registration status are verified. Then, the overlap between the individual fishing 
ground and the future MPA can be assessed. As in the case of the ‘full eCCT’ implementation, this 
could be inferred from the fishing gear and equipment used and potentially validated in village 
assemblies. If there is an overlap, the household should be eligible to eCCT payments. However, in 
those specific cases where the creation of the MPA would lead to a permanent income depression 
(such as with gleaners, discussed earlier), a more permanent solution would need to be found. 
 
 
4.4.3 ‘Simplified eCCT’ Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) 
 
As discussed in 4.3.3, a suitable incentive package is one that is attractive to beneficiaries, who thus 
prefer it over continuing with unsustainable practices. This largely depends on opportunity costs. 
The opportunity costs of transitioning toward sustainable practices without eCCT (as opposed to 
continuing unsustainable practices) need to be (over-)compensated by eCCT. If not, beneficiaries will 
most likely not adopt eCCT; alternatively, if they are forced to do so, this will likely have a negative 
impact on their overall income. 
 
In the ‘simplified eCCT’ scenario, the assumption is made that the single payment level – based on a 
household’s rice consumption needs – will constitute an attractive incentive package for the greatest 
number. The uniform eCCT cash payments, along with certain extension services, will need to suffice 
to compensate the temporary income dip. If the ‘simplified eCCT’ scenario is retained for the eCCT 
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pilot, proper monitoring and evaluation processes should indicate whether the single payment level 
was in fact sufficiently high. 
 
An exception to the single payment level should probably exist for the fisheries component, where 
gleaners would likely endure a permanent income depression due to the eCCT-based MPA and 
should thus be offered some alternative livelihood through eCCT incentives. This does not mean that 
incentives necessarily need to be higher, but they should be somehow targeted (perhaps in kind, or 
linked to other conditionalities) to help gleaners re-orient toward other activities. 
 
Fig.  23 – Implementation of ‘Simplified eCCT’ in coastal areas: Steps for the Incentive Level 
Assessment (ILA). Note: Steps for the ILA in forest lands are not shown as the incentive level is the 
same for all beneficiaries. 
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4.5 ‘Full eCCT’ and ‘simplified eCCT:’ Which to choose? 
 
This section briefly retraces the advantages and drawbacks of both approaches, and sets out 
recommendations on how best to proceed in the context of the eCCT pilot. 
 
‘Full eCCT’ involves verifying (at the household level) all assumptions made in the eCCT concept and 
then designing a multi-layered incentive package that is differentiated according to household 
opportunity costs profiles – that is, one that truly ‘tilts the balance’ and does so at the lowest 
possible cost. It features a high level of targeting, but also significant costs of implementation as the 
process is more complicated and likely to be work-intensive. 
 
‘Simplified eCCT’ assumes that covering a household’s rice needs will suffice to ‘tilt the balance.’ 
This rice needs-based payment level is maintained even in those cases where much lower payments 
would suffice to convince beneficiaries to switch to sustainable practices, as well as in those cases 
where higher payments would be necessary to incentivize beneficiaries. ‘Simplified eCCT’ thus 
features a lower level of targeting, with key risks being low levels of additionality and more wasteful 
spending. However, it may also have lower costs of implementation as the scheme is less resource-
intensive to put in place. 
 

 
The approach suggested in this paper is to proceed with the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the 
eCCT pilot, and then re-assess the adequacy of this approach when evaluating the results of the 
pilot. Depending on this assessment, a decision could then be made to introduce some level of 
differentiation in payments levels and/or implement more thorough, ‘full eCCT’-like screening 
processes for beneficiaries, if necessary. This solution presents the advantage of speeding up eCCT 
pilot implementation, as less preparatory works are required and synergies with the regular CCT 
program can be maximized. Nonetheless, it will be important to put in place proper monitoring and 
evaluation mechanisms to ensure that appropriate lessons can be drawn from the pilot. 
  

Full vs. Simplified eCCT: Which to choose? 

Criterion Full eCCT Simplified eCCT 

Allocative efficiency Higher as opportunity costs are 
systematically taken into account 

Lower as payment level is indifferent 
to variations in opportunity costs 

Costs of implementation Higher as differentiated payments 
require more detailed data collection 
and analysis 

Lower as uniform payments allow for 
self-selection and require less data 
collection 

Cost-effectiveness Cost-effectiveness of payments is likely 
higher; however, the scheme is more 
expensive to put in place 

Cost-effectiveness of payments is 
likely lower; however, the scheme is 
less expensive to put in place 

Additionality (impact) High as differentiated household 
analysis and payment levels ensure a 
high level of targeting 

Possibly lower as uniform payments 
may not sufficiently incentivize 
beneficiaries, and self-selection may 
result in a higher level of non-
additional participation 

Leakage Likely similar Likely similar 

Permanence Same or higher as differentiated 
payments should be more likely to 
adequately bridge the time until 
practices become financially viable 

Same or lower as payments may not 
adequately bridge the income 
depression, and the end of payments 
may thus entail a change in practices 
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4.6 Data requirements for ‘simplified eCCT’ 
 
The approach recommended in this paper (cf. 4.5) is to proceed with the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach 
for the pilot project, and then re-assess its adequacy toward the end of the pilot and possibly move 
to a more comprehensive, ‘full eCCT’-like implementation if deemed useful. In this context, this sub-
section on data requirements focuses exclusively on the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach. 
  
 
4.6.1 Data requirements for forest lands 
 
4.6.1.1 Forest lands: Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
 
4.6.1.1.1 Verify status as DENR or upland DAR area within an eligible LGU 
A first step in identifying a suitable site involves verifying that it meets the basic eligibility criteria 
already laid out in the eCCT policy brief (presented in Section 3.1): it must be within a municipal LGU 
that meets the LGU eligibility criteria, and it must be within public (DENR) forest lands. Note that the 
policy brief omits a reference to the CLUP, but an approved CLUP is required for implementation; 
also, it only refers to ‘upland’ forests, but this was understood to specifically mean public forest 
land. It has been suggested that forest lands that have been transferred to DAR for resettlement 
purposes could be included as well. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.1.1.1 - Verify status as DENR or upland DAR area within an eligible LGU 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Approved IRMP Signed IRMP 
approval 

MLGU records  Easy 

Approved CLUP Signed CLUP 
approval 

MLGU records  Easy 

Approved FLUP Signed approval MLGU records  Easy 

Approved Co-mgmt 
agreement 

Signed co-mgmt 
agreement approval 

MLGU records  Easy 

Approved ZO Signed ZO approval MLGU records  Easy 

Functional Bantay 
Dagat 

Contracts with 
guards (?) 

MLGU records On-site 
validation 

Moderate 

Within DENR/DAR 
forest land 

Spatial zoning data FLUP  Easy 

 
 
4.6.1.1.2 Verify sustainability of present and future land-uses 
Definition and rationale. The objective of this step is to validate the first of the two key assumptions 
underlying eCCT, described in Section 3.2.2.1, which is that resource use is unsustainable in the site 
considered. If resource use is found to be sustainable, no policy action is required. Crucially, it is the 
unsustainability of future resource use that determines whether a site is eCCT-relevant, in addition 
to the unsustainability of present land use. If clear signs for a transition toward sustainable practices 
can be found, eCCT is evidently not necessary. Note that in a ‘simplified eCCT’ scenario, the second 
key assumption of eCCT – the existence of an ‘income dip’ discussed in 3.2.2.2 – is not verified. 
 
Approaches to data collection. Data needs to be collected on three aspects. First, it is necessary to 
establish what constitutes a sustainable land use. Second, it is necessary to determine current land-
use practices. Third, it is necessary to determine likely future land uses. 
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Sustainability of land uses. A key issue is to establish what constitutes a sustainable and 
unsustainable land use practice. In Section 3.2.2.1, it is suggested that the value of natural capital 
lost as a result of a land-use (e.g. the value lost as a result of deforestation) should be held against 
the sum of local investments in other natural and produced capital made possible through the 
degradation of natural capital; a sustainable land use being one that generates a net increase in 
overall portfolio value. A theoretically correct approach would thus be to estimate the sum of all 
changes in value of natural and produced capital forms that occur in the community as a result of 
land use practices. If that sum is positive, the land use practice is sustainable; if it is negative, the 
land use practice is unsustainable. However, having to conduct such a valuation study for each 
potential eCCT site would undoubtedly be a very resource intensive process and add significant costs 
to eCCT implementation as a whole. 
 
The alternative approach suggested here is to first establish key environmental services that need to 
be provided by upland areas to ensure sustainable development in rural areas, and – in a second 
step – to determine the land-use practices most likely to provide these services. This requires a 
review of available literature on key environmental services for areas such as the ones concerned by 
eCCT. Primary data collection on the sustainability of various land uses (at a site level), along with 
associated management practices, may also need to be conducted in order to develop a hands-on 
matrix (or checklist) for eCCT implementation; it is hoped that such a matrix could then be used 
across eCCT sites. The objective should be to meet the basic criteria of eCCT whilst keeping costs 
down after initial research and matrix development. Hence, one should strive to formulate a list of 
sustainable and unsustainable land-uses and/or land-use practices that is relatively simple yet 
sufficiently accurate from a scientific point of view. A careful balance may need to be found between 
these two objectives. 
 
Current and future site-level land-use data. Data on present land-uses at a site level should be 
available through FLUPs as well as IRMPs. Future land-use data needs to be estimated, unless site-
specific studies exist on the issue; the use of rough proxies may be necessary but also sufficient in 
this respect, but the issue may need to be studied further. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.1.1.2 - Verify sustainability of present and future land-uses  
Criterion Data required Possible data 

sources 
Alternative 
data sources 

Difficult to 
obtain? 

Criticality of certain ES 
provided by upland 
areas to rural 
development 

General forest ES services 
valuation data 

Samar Watershed 
Study 
Other studies 

 Moderate 

Sustainability of 
various land uses 

General data on ecological 
properties of land uses, 
including associated 
management practices 

GIZ-internal studies 
Other general studies 

Primary data 
collection 

Difficult 

Present land uses Site-level land-use data FLUP, IRMP  Easy to 
moderate 

Future land uses 
(without eCCT) 

Site-level land-use 
projections 

Site-specific studies Use proxies to 
infer future 
land use 

Moderate to 
difficult 
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4.6.1.2 Forest lands: Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
 
4.6.1.2.1 Verify control or tenure over land and poverty status 
This first step in identifying households involves collecting tenure-related data and socio-economic 
data. With respect to tenure, even the Integrated Resource Management Plan (IRMP) is unlikely to 
contain all the relevant information. Thus, tenure data needs to be obtained from the MLGU and 
cross-verified with barangay residents lists and property tax payers lists to establish a full picture. 
With regard to poverty status, the DSWD has its database of poor households qualifying for its CCT 
program; it may also be possible to get socio-economic data from DSWD on households that – while 
poor – did not qualify for the CCT program. In addition, it may be sensible or even necessary to make 
an additional field-level assessment based on eCCT-specific poverty criteria. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.1.2.1 - Verify control or tenure over land and poverty status  
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Area residents List of area residents MLGU or Barangay records  Easy 

Tenure: CSC holders List of CSC holders IRMP MLGU records Easy to 
moderate 

Tenure: IPR holders List of IPR holders IRMP MLGU records Easy to 
moderate 

Tenure: PO (CBFM) 
members and their 
land-use rights 

List of PO members 
List of rights and 
responsibilities 

MLGU, Barangay or PO 
records 

IRMP (?) Easy to 
moderate 

Tenure: CLOA 
holders 

List of CLOA 
members 

MLGU records, IRMP DAR records Easy to 
moderate 

Tenure/control: 
Property tax payers 

List of property tax 
payers 

MLGU records  Easy to 
moderate 

SE status: DSWD CCT 
recipients 

CCT recipients list DSWD records  Easy 

SE status: NHTS 
results 

NHTS results extract DSWD records  Easy to 
moderate 

SE status: Other 
ways of determining 
poverty 

Data on household 
assets and income 

Primary data collection  Moderate 
to difficult 

 
 
4.6.1.2.2 Verify sustainability of current and projected future land use 
This step follows the logic of verifying sustainability of land use in 4.6.1.1.2. As before, it requires a 
definition of what constitutes a ‘sustainable’ land use, as well as an assessment of current and 
projected future land uses – but this time for the household level. Unfortunately, even the IRMP is 
unlikely to lay out current and projected future land uses per land user. Thus, current land uses may 
need to be established by verification on the ground, and future land uses on the basis of proxies 
such as current land uses and more general data on land use change trends. It should be noted that 
‘rougher’ proxy methods can be preferred where resource constraints make individual household 
analysis impractical, the key being to strike an adequate balance between accuracy and feasibility. If 
needed, sub-section 4.6.1.1.2 can be consulted for an explanation of the criteria listed in the table. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.1.2.2 - Verify sustainability of current and projected future land use 
Criterion Data required Possible data 

sources 
Alternative 
data sources 

Difficult to 
obtain? 

Criticality of certain 
ES provided by 
upland areas to rural 

General forest ES 
services valuation data 

Samar Watershed 
Study 
Other studies 

 Moderate 
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development 

Sustainability of 
various land uses 

General data on 
ecological properties of 
land uses, including 
associated management 
practices 

GIZ-internal studies 
Other general 
studies 

Primary data 
collection 

Difficult 

Present land uses Household-level land-
use data 

IRMP (unlikely) Generate 
data through 
field visits; 
Use proxies 

Easy (if IRMP is 
available); 
Moderate/difficult 
(onerous) if data 
to be generated 

Future land uses 
(without eCCT) 

Household-level land-
use projections 

Site-specific studies Use proxies to 
infer future 
land use 

Moderate to 
difficult 
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4.6.2 Data requirements for Fisheries 
 
4.6.2.1 Fisheries: Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
 
4.6.2.1.1 Verify site’s potential for MPA designation within eligible LGU waters  
A site considered for the fisheries component of eCCT needs to be located in a MLGU eligible for 
eCCT and further meet the criteria for MPA designation usually put forward in that respect in the 
Philippines. The key point here is that eCCT should act as a catalyst for implementing the existing 
MPA approach rather than constituting a new form of marine protection policy. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.1.1 - Verify site’s potential for MPA designation within eligible LGU waters 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Approved CLUP Signed CLUP 
approval 

MLGU records  Easy 

Approved CFRM 
Plan 

Signed approval MLGU records  Easy 

Approved ZO Signed ZO approval MLGU records  Easy 

Functional Bantay 
Dagat 

Contracts with 
guards (?) 

MLGU records On-site 
validation 

Moderate 

Meets usual MPA 
criteria 

Yet to be defined 
more closely 

Applicable national 
guidelines; site-specific data 
as required by guidelines 

Primary data 
collection 

Moderate 
(depends on 
specifics) 

 
 
4.6.2.1.2  Consider whether MPA creation will provide net long-term benefits to fisher folk 
This point may or may not already be considered by applicable national guidelines on MPAs. It is 
crucial that the creation of an MPA can be expected to result in net long-term benefits to local fisher 
folk. If this is not the case, eCCT payments – which are temporary – may not constitute a sufficiently 
strong incentive for fisher folk to comply with the MPA designation over the longer term. Available 
methods for assessing the economic impact of MPAs or MPA-like policies should be relied upon. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.1.2 - Consider whether MPA creation will provide net LT benefits to fisher folk 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Positive LT economic 
impact of MPA on 
local fisheries sector 

Site-level economic 
data 

Applicable national guidelines 
for relevant methods of 
assessment; site-specific data 
or proxy-based data as 
required 

Primary data 
collection 

Moderate 
(depends on 
specifics) 

 
 
4.6.2.1.3 Consider whether MPA creation would be successful without eCCT 
As of today, many MPAs have been successfully created and sustained in many parts of the 
Philippines. It is thus clear that the provision of eCCT is not a requirement per se for successful MPA 
implementation. Instead, eCCT can help establish MPAs in cases where the benefits foregone by 
fisher folk as a result of complying with MPA regulations are particularly high, and thus opposition to 
MPA creation correspondingly fierce. This would be akin to a prohibitive temporary income dip, as 
discussed in 3.2.2.2. 
 
It is suggested that a combination of methods may be the best way to assess whether eCCT is truly 
needed to successfully establish an MPA. Estimates of present-day catch in the future MPA area, e.g. 
put in relation to typical overall per-capita income of fisher folk, can provide a first insight into 
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whether there may be a prohibitive temporary income depression. This could then be validated by 
field visits where the position of local fisher folk on the MPA can be heard and recorded. If 
opposition is fierce, future compliance with a non-eCCT MPA might be low and eCCT thus helpful. It 
is suggested that existing methods and research on assessing short-term economic impacts of MPA 
creation be relied upon in this regard. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.1.3 – Consider whether MPA creation would be successful without eCCT 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Significant 
temporary income 
depression for fisher 
folk expected 

Site-level economic 
data 

Applicable national guidelines 
for relevant methods of 
assessment; site-specific data 
or proxy-based data as 
required 

Primary data 
collection 

Moderate 
(depends on 
specifics) 

 
 
4.6.2.2 Fisheries: Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
 
4.6.2.2.1 Verify registration as a fisher folk in pilot area and poverty status 
This first step in identifying eligible households involves assessing which households fit the 
occupational and socio-economic criteria of eCCT. With respect to occupation, the MLGU should 
have a system for registering fisher folk and their gear and equipment. With regard to poverty 
status, as for the forest land component (4.6.1.2.1), the DSWD has its database of poor households 
qualifying for its CCT program; it may also be possible to get socio-economic data from DSWD on 
households that – while poor – did not qualify for the CCT program. In addition, it may be sensible or 
even necessary to make an additional field-level assessment based on eCCT-specific poverty criteria. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.2.1 - Verify registration as a fisher folk in pilot area and poverty status 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Registered fisher 
folk 

Fisher folk 
registration data 

MLGU records  Easy 

SE status: DSWD CCT 
recipients 

CCT recipients list DSWD records  Easy 

SE status: NHTS 
results 

NHTS results extract DSWD records  Easy to 
moderate 

SE status: Other 
ways of determining 
poverty 

Data on household 
assets and income 

Primary data collection  Moderate 
to difficult 

 
 
4.6.2.2.2 Verify overlap of individual fishing ground with eCCT MPA 
This step consists in assessing whether members of the household are likely to be presently fishing 
in the future MPA waters. This could be inferred from the fishing gear and equipment used, and 
potentially validated in village assemblies. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.2.2 - Verify overlap of individual fishing ground with eCCT MPA 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Overlap of individual 
fishing ground with 
MPA 

Spatial household-
level fishing data 

Infer from fishing gear and 
equipment; validate through 
village assemblies 

 Moderate 
to difficult 
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4.6.2.2.3 Verify whether gleaners or regular fisher folk  
This step involves assessing whether a household consists of regular fisher folk, who are somewhat 
mobile and may catch their fish elsewhere, or of gleaners who have no equipment and thus catch 
mussels and crabs by hand, in shallow coastal waters in immediate proximity to their households. In 
all likelihood, gleaners would experience a permanent income depression since they would no 
longer be able to carry out their activity at all. A point that remains unresolved is how households 
that engage in both regular and gleaning activities should be treated; following the single payment 
level method would imply paying eCCT only once. It is hoped that the pilot will shed some light on 
how to best address this. 
 
Options for collecting data on gleaners depend on whether local fisher folk registration includes 
gleaners. If it does, this may be sufficient in itself. If it does not, primary data may need to be 
collected on the issue. Alternatively, households in coastal areas bordering the MPA could be 
automatically assumed to be involved in gleaning activities and thus receive payments under eCCT. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.2.3 - Verify whether gleaners or regular fisher folk 
Criterion Data required Possible data sources Alternative 

data sources 
Difficult to 
obtain? 

Gleaners List of gleaners Fisher folk registration forms  Easy to 
moderate 

 
 
4.6.2.3 Fisheries: Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) 
 
4.6.2.3.1 Verify status as gleaner or non-gleaner: This step is covered in 4.6.2.2.3. 
 
4.6.2.3.2 Determine applicable compensation level 
An appropriate compensation should be found for gleaners who will experience a permanent 
income depression as a result of MPAs introduced with eCCT support. If eCCT is to achieve the 
objective of not leaving beneficiaries worse off than prior to the intervention, alternative livelihoods 
will need to be formulated for this segment of affected residents. It is suggested here that options 
for alternative livelihoods be explored pragmatically in discussions with municipal technical staff and 
residents, and that decisions to adapt eCCT incentives be reached accordingly. 
 
Data overview for 4.6.2.3.2 – Determine applicable compensation level 
Criterion Data required Possible 

data sources 
Alt. data 
sources 

Difficult to 
obtain? 

Alt. livelihood 
options 

Overview of socio-economic opportunities and 
options to incentivize with eCCT payments 

Primary data 
collection 

 Moderate 
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4.7 Critical assumptions and potential risks 
 
Key risks for eCCT implementation are related to the assumptions on which the concept is based. In 
the following, these assumptions are reviewed and discussed one by one. 
 
 
4.7.1 Occurrence of ‘lock-in’ phenomenon 
There is a set of conceptual assumptions underlying eCCT as an incentive mechanism that has been 
discussed in 3.2.2 and is also illustrated in fig. 3. This set of assumptions includes the unsustainability 
of land use and fishing practices, the presence of a prohibitive short-term income depression during 
the transition period to sustainable practices, and the long-term financial viability of sustainable 
practices after eCCT disbursement. Together, these form the ‘lock-in’ effect which eCCT aims to 
defuse. 
 
In the fisheries component, the risks posed by this assumption seem limited. If an MPA site is 
properly chosen using existing methods, the conceptual assumptions should be met. First, 
overfishing should be taking place (thus broadly justifying a policy intervention). Second, the 
spillover effect of the MPA should increase catch levels in the medium term (thus ensuring that the 
MPA meets the ‘financial viability’ criterion). Third, present and expected future BAU catch levels as 
well as opposition to an MPA creation ought to be studied to assert whether the temporary income 
dip encountered by fisher folk is likely to be prohibitive. If the conclusion is positive, as it may be for 
many larger MPAs, then the ‘lock-in’ phenomenon can be confirmed and this set of assumptions is 
thus met. 
 
For the forest land component, many sites featuring environmental problems may fail to meet the 
assumptions of eCCT. A plot of land can only qualify when (a) it is individually tenured (whether for 
many years or newly so), (b) land use practices are unsustainable and likely to stay unsustainable, (c) 
more sustainable and simultaneously financially viable alternative practices can be identified, and (d) 
a temporary income dip is preventing the land user to make the switch. In addition, the temporary 
income dip can in all likelihood not be exceedingly long, as the eCCT payout period is likely to be 
confined to a one-digit number of years.  
 
An example of a site meeting the ‘lock-in’ criterion is a tenured plot of sloping land in upland areas 
on which annual crops have been planted unsustainably, e.g. in vertical rather than horizontal rows, 
and no trees are present. This land use may significantly increase the risk of erosion, if not 
landslides, and is likely to provide inadequate water retention capacities. By introducing contour 
strips and establishing an agroforestry system with appropriately placed fruit trees, the plot may be 
used sustainably and more productively over the medium term. At the same time, additional labour 
inputs and changes required to the plot may lead to an income dip with a disincentivizing effect on 
the tenant. 
 
Conversely, the concept excludes open-access areas that are not tenured, but whose unsustainable 
use or deterioration is a key problem in many forest lands. Also, forested (and thus sustainably used) 
areas that are tenured and threatened by possible land use change would be a case for long-term 
PES, but not eCCT (cf. fig. 4 in 3.2.3). More importantly, it also appears difficult to support ‘pure’ 
reforestation projects on tenured land: while the required combination of ‘unsustainable present 
land use + sustainable future land use thanks to eCCT’ is present, and an income dip is very likely to 
occur, the income dip may last longer than the maximum eCCT payout period acceptable to eCCT 
funding organizations / MOA partners; this adds to the difficulty of obtaining Resource Use Permits 
(RUP) that are needed to sustainably harvest the timber after the transition period. 
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Mitigating this risk may thus require selecting forest land areas where agricultural land uses are 
particularly present. Alternatively, supporting sustainable forestry could be studied but the 
extension of the eCCT payout period to applicable time intervals (e.g. 15 years) must be approved, 
and the availability of RUPs to tenants needs to be ensured for eCCT to work. 
 
 
4.7.2 Resource needs for household-level project implementation  
A key feature of eCCT is to build on, and achieve maximum synergies with, the DSWD CCT program 
already in place. At the core of this program are payments to households, based on conditionalities 
met by households, and for which compliance is measured at the level of households. The extension 
of this concept to environmental outcomes presupposes that adequate resources will be available 
for conducting household-level eligibility and compliance monitoring assessments. Parts of these 
assessments may require environmental or agricultural expertise and may thus not be conducted by 
laypersons, which means that additional costs (as compared to CCT) are very likely to be incurred. 
The same applies to the provision of extension services. The assumption here is that sufficient 
resources will be set aside for these purposes, not just by GIZ (in the case of the pilot) but also by 
DSWD, DENR and/or DA as well as the MLGU. Resource-conscious design of site and household 
eligibility assessments as well as the compliance verification mechanisms will be required, but an 
appropriate level of funding needs to be ensured. 
 
 
4.7.3 Deliverance of new individual tenure instruments in the uplands 
The regulatory environment regarding the allocation of new individual tenure instruments in forest 
lands remains somewhat in flux. Impending decisions can affect the applicability of the current eCCT 
concept. While eCCT aims to provide incentives to any verified, poor land user in DENR forest lands 
who meets the eligibility criteria, it also specifically seeks to drive the attribution of tenure rights to 
legally landless households. This is to be achieved prior to eCCT disbursement by requiring LGUs to 
successfully obtain approval for a number of spatial planning approaches, including a Zoning 
Ordinance, a CLUP, a FLUP, a co-management agreement, and an IRMP. Within these approaches, a 
key instrument for the allocation of new individual tenure instruments are individual ‘sub-
agreements’ within co-management areas overseen jointly by DENR and the MLGU. Implementation 
of individual sub-agreements has not taken place in all regions of the Philippines. In addition, 
national policy may yet evolve to the effect that the issuance of sub-agreements would be limited to 
collective agreements similar to CBFM. In the context of an uncertain implementation schedule and 
possible changes to the modalities of implementation, it remains unclear whether eCCT can be 
implemented as suggested or whether changes to the concept will become necessary. 
 
 
4.7.4 Incorporation of poverty criteria 
eCCT, like PES schemes in general, represents a departure from the ‘polluter pays’ principle that 
underlies much of environmental policy (cf. 2.2). Instead, the ‘polluter gets’ incentives in exchange 
for not harming the environment, and this is justified by the fact that the payment recipients are 
poor and thus should not (or cannot) bear the burden of public policy measures. 
 
In an effort to maximise synergies with the DSWD CCT program, the approach proposed in the policy 
brief for distinguishing between poor and non-poor residents is the ‘Proxy-Means Test’ used by the 
DSWD. This test selects the ‘poorest of the poor’ households for participation in the CCT program, 
based on regional poverty thresholds. 
 
It is recommended that the applicability of this metric to eCCT be carefully studied. Risks identified 
here are as follows. For the forest land component, meeting eCCT’s environmental objectives 
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presupposes identifying a suitable forest land area and ensuring that environmental sustainability 
therein has been significantly increased post-implementation. Applying the CCT’s socio-economic 
filter to eligible residents may result in a very small number of poor households selected, and thus 
only a marginal overall impact of eCCT on the area’s environmental sustainability. It is advisable that 
a broader approach be considered, especially in those areas where the percentage of CCT 
beneficiaries is low. For the fisheries component, restricting eCCT provision to poor fisher folk who 
receive regular CCT may undermine eCCT-supported MPAs as poor non-beneficiaries of CCT may not 
be sufficiently incentivized to respect the sanctuary. This is particularly important as a number of 
boat owners may not pass the Proxy-Means Test and would thus not qualify for eCCT using CCT 
criteria. An overly narrow focus on CCT beneficiaries may also become a source of conflict in the 
community. 
 
 
4.7.5 Specific risks of implementing the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach 
Some risks are specific to the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach. Under this scenario, the unsustainability of 
current practices is essentially verified in Stages A and B of the implementation workflow. Regarding 
future practices without eCCT, it is suggested to use simple proxies or infer that when current 
practices are unsustainable, future practices will be unsustainable as well. As simpler proxies tend to 
be less accurate, this thus carries the risk of non-additionality, i.e. there is a possibility that some of 
the eCCT recipients would have shifted to sustainable practices even without eCCT. 
 
The presence of a ‘lock-in’ phenomenon is only partly verified in the ‘simplified eCCT’ model. For the 
forestry component, the presence of a prohibitive income dip in the short term is not verified as 
farmers are proposed to select themselves for participation in eCCT. They may thus choose to 
participate even if they do not experience a (prohibitive) income depression in the short run. The 
risk here, as before, is a lack of additionality for the overall scheme. It is proposed that farmers verify 
themselves whether a permanent income dip is to be expected as a result of shifting to sustainable 
practices: If there is a permanent income depression, farmers may not opt for eCCT as it merely 
provides temporary assistance. Regarding the fisheries component, the presence of a temporary vs. 
permanent income dip is proposed to be verified fully at both the site and household levels. 
 
An additional conceptual assumption for ‘simplified eCCT’ is that payments based on household rice 
consumption needs will prove to be incentivizing for a sufficient number of eCCT-eligible 
households. This assumption is based on insights from GIZ field work in Southern Leyte in the past 
decades. While it is not verified ex-ante, proper monitoring and evaluation processes should be put 
in place to ensure that the assumption can be verified ex-post. If eCCT payments are not sufficient, 
the risk is that adoption rates in the uplands (where eCCT is proposed to be voluntary) would be 
lower than hoped for; meanwhile, the risk for the fisheries component (where the new eCCT-based 
MPAs are proposed to be mandatory) is that MPA implementation would be weak or, if enforcement 
is strong, that poor fisher folk could experience negative income effects either temporarily or 
permanently. 
 
In summary, possible risks specifically tied to implementing the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach therefore 
include low levels of additionality, low adoption rates for the uplands, weak implementation for the 
lowlands and negative income effects on poor fisher folk. Gaining a definite understanding of the 
probability of occurrence of these risks may necessitate additional research, but theory suggests that 
payments do need some differentiation. Thus, mitigating these risks in advance of implementation 
would likely require a more comprehensive approach, such as the ‘full eCCT’ approach suggested 
earlier. However, implementing the pilot using the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach will undoubtedly 
provide a better understanding of these risks and their likelihood of occurrence. If necessary, 
adjustments could then be made for the scaling-up of eCCT.  
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5. Pilot implementation of ‘simplified’ eCCT in Silago 
 
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between NCI, DSWD and GIZ (cf. 3.4) recognizes the need 
for eCCT to be pilot-tested before a broader roll-out of the mechanism can be decided. At the eCCT 
Launching Workshop on March 20, 2012, GIZ presented its findings regarding possible pilot LGUs 
within the Province of Southern Leyte. The municipalities of Maasin City, Tomas Oppus, Bontoc, 
Sogod and Silago (cf. fig 23) were considered due to their advanced level of spatial planning and 
their involvement in key forest land and coastal area management initiatives such as GIZ-REDD, the 
Sogod Bay Alliance and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). Of these five municipalities, Silago scored 
highest with respect to meeting the LGU eligibility criteria (cf. 3.1), though it was recognized that no 
LGU meet all the criteria fully at this point. The preliminary choice of Silago for pilot implementation 
was approved by all parties present (NCI 2012). 
 
In this context, this section presents the state of preparatory works for pilot implementation of 
eCCT. We begin by providing background information on Silago’s socio-economic, environmental, 
and legal and planning context as well as a reminder of key aspects of GIZ support. We then assess 
the state of preparatory activities on the basis of the process flows for ‘simplified eCCT’ developed in 
Section 4. This is followed by a conclusion summarizing the next steps to be taken and highlighting 
critical assumptions and potential risks. 
 
Fig.  24 – Map of Southern Leyte province showing the five municipalities considered for the eCCT 
pilot (in orange) and Silago (in green). 
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Section 5 in a nutshell 

Background 

 Silago is 4th class municipality and coastal town in Southern Leyte with a size of 215 km2 and 
12,610 inhabitants. 26.3% of households live under the national poverty threshold. 

 Main economic activities include agriculture (coconut and rice farming) and fishing. More than 
half of Silago’s workers are classified as farmers, forestry workers and fishermen. 

 Silago’s natural forests are some of the largest on Leyte Island, but deforestation continues to 
pose a threat. Three-quarters of public forest land are not tenured. 

 Silago’s municipal waters contain significant coral reef formations but their health and fish stocks 
are in decline. The four MPAs that have been created cover less than 1% of municipal waters. 

 GIZ support for the pilot includes capacity development, initial funding for a maximum of 200 
eCCT beneficiaries, and policy evaluation activities. 

State of preparatory activities 

 Preparatory activities began following the eCCT Launching Workshop on 20 March 2012. 
Potential sites have been identified and data collection is ongoing. In parallel, household data 
collection has already begun so as to pre-empt issues that may arise later, since this is a first trial. 

 Collection of secondary data is going well but data gaps will likely require primary data collection, 
including on land uses, fishing practices, and possibly socio-economic status. 

 Potential sites for the upland component include Barangays Catmon and Katipunan due to the 
high variety of tenurial arrangements in these communities, particularly high levels of biodiversity 
for Catmon, and a high reported rate of land use change for Katipunan. 

 The Pelada Rock Coral Reef is the main site considered for the fisheries component. The largest 
coral reef in Silago waters, it faces three barangays but also attracts fisher folk from most other 
coastal barangays. Due to its size and current use, the site appears to be a good testing ground. 

 Silago is at an advanced level of planning, with CLUP, FLUP and a CFRM plan having been 
elaborated. However, final adoption is still pending and the IRMP has not yet been established. 

Review of risks and potential mitigation strategies 

 Findings suggest that the concept’s requirements for eligible plots are too stringent for Silago 
forest lands. Meanwhile, sub-agreements in co-management areas in Region VIII may exclusively 
take the form of collective approaches similar to CBFM, though with stronger LGU involvement. 

 GIZ is considering addressing these two issues by meaningfully re-focusing the program on larger 
sustainability issues rather than sustainability of land use at the individual plot level, and 
preparing for a possible re-orientation toward a collective approach. 

 Other issues to be resolved include a final decision on appropriate poverty criteria, a suitable 
method to determine overlap between MPAs and individual fishing grounds, and possible small 
adjustments to the uniform payment level to ensure fairness and compliance. 

Summary of next steps 

 Complete ‘LGU Readiness’ activities (finalization of spatial planning documents). 
 Complete data collection for the SEAs and reach a final decision on pilot sites. 
 Reach decisions as appropriate on adaptations of the eCCT forest land component. 
 Define environmental conditionalities and proceed with Household Eligibility Assessments (HEA). 
 Develop operational procedures for remaining roll-out preparations and M&E activities. 
 Submit proposal for implementation to the eCCT RAG for approval by September 2012. 
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5.1 Background 
 
Silago is a 4th class municipality located in the north-eastern part of Southern Leyte province. A 
coastal town, it has a size of 215 km2 and a total population size of 12,610 in mid-2010. Silago is 
divided into 15 barangays, 10 of which have direct access to the sea. In addition, there is an 
unresolved territorial dispute with neighboring Abuyog, in Leyte province, regarding 13 additional 
barangays. The disputed barangays have not been considered for the eCCT pilot. The municipality is 
connected to the rest of the island through a newer paved highway to Abuyog (in the north) and and 
older highway to Maasin and other parts of Southern Leyte (in the south). Electrification has been 
completed, with power being supplied by the geothermal plant of Ormoc, Leyte (Municipality of 
Silago 2011a). 
 
 
5.1.1 Socio-economic context 
Economic activity in Silago essentially revolves around agriculture and fishing. Many workers are 
engaged in both sectors, working as farmers during the day and fishers at night. The predominant 
crop type is coconut (5,247 ha out of 5,854 ha of agricultural lands), followed by rice (475 ha). In 
2006, there were 2,771 workers in Silago, of which 1,565 were classified as ‘Farmers, Forestry 
Workers and Fishermen,’ followed by ‘Laborers and Unskilled workers’ (ibid). Separately, fisher folk 
registration data shows a total of 557 fishers in Silago (Municipality of Silago 2012). According to the 
CLUP, 26.3% of the total population (or 611 households) live under the national poverty threshold 
(Municipality of Silago 2011a). 
 
 
5.1.2 Environmental context 
The municipal territory can be divided into three broad geographical zones: the coastal zone, divided 
between 10 of the 15 barangays; alienable and disposable (A&D) lands, which mostly consist of 
grasslands and cultivated areas and straddle 12 barangays; and public upland forest areas across all 
barangays with the exception of Poblacion Districts 1 and 2. Many barangays thus feature a ridge-to-
reef profile, though of these only Hingatungan has significant forest lands (Municipality of Silago 
2010). 
 
Silago’s natural forest cover is the largest continuous canopy formation on Leyte Island. Public 
forests cover an area of 124 km2, or 56% of the total land area of the municipality. While most of the 
forest land is covered by secondary-growth forest, some pockets of primary forest remain, most of 
which form part of the Mt Nacolod Nature Reserve and have significant biodiversity value. Of the 
total forest area, 3,716 ha (or 27%) are categorized as close-canopy natural forest and 6,207 ha 
(50%) as open-canopy natural forest. Remaining areas have been deforested and cultivated or 
become brush or grasslands, with only 217 ha of plantation forest (Municipality of Silago 2011b). The 
FLUP observes a continued gradual fragmentation of forest areas and illegal extraction of timber and 
non-timber forest products. This poses a threat to soils and watersheds alike, with possible 
consequences including the disruption of watershed services for inland and coastal residents, 
declining soil fertility, and an increased vulnerability of the community to storms and heavy rains 
(Municipality of Silago 2011a). As elsewhere, continued deforestation in Silago may at least in part 
be attributed to an open-access phenomenon, with roughly 9,000 ha or three-quarters of public 
forest land being non-tenured (designated as a co-management area) and de-facto accessible to the 
public due to limited enforcement of existing regulations (Municipality of Silago 2011b). 
 
Silago’s coastal zone contains significant coral reef formations both in intertidal areas and further 
into the sea. While Silago has traditionally been relying on its fisheries as one of its main sources of 
livelihood, fish stocks are thought to have declined significantly. This decline has notably been 
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attributed to (now prohibited) destructive fishing methods and overfishing. Receding live coral cover 
has been observed as recently as in 2011 and is considered both a consequence and a cause of the 
decline in fish stocks. For example, overfishing is thought to have resulted in the removal of key 
predators of the Crown-of-thorns starfish, whose increasing population has accelerated the decline 
of live coral formations; that decline in turn is depriving many fish species of their habitat and will 
thus further contribute to the reduction in fish stocks. Fresh water pollution has also been noted as a 
cause for coral bleaching and thus fish habitat destruction. A study conducted in 2011 on four sites 
across municipal waters found the state of coral reefs to be poor to fair, with live coral cover ranging 
anywhere from 11.35% in Brgy. Hingatungan to 49.1% in Brgy. Sudmon (DA-BFAR 2011). These 
observations were mostly made in small fish sanctuaries, or Marine Protected Areas (MPA); the 
introduction of four such MPAs was generally found to be helpful in stabilizing or reversing negative 
trends, with exceptions. However, MPAs at present cover less than 1% of total municipal waters. 
 
 
5.1.3 Legal and planning context 
Planning documents relevant to the municipality as a whole include the Zoning Ordinance and the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). With regard to upland forest areas, relevant planning 
documents include the Forest Land Use Plan (FLUP) and the Integrated Resources Management Plan 
(IRMP). In the coastal areas, the Coastal and Fisheries Resources Management Plan (CFRM) is the 
key planning document. 
 
Silago’s CLUP was adopted on 13 December 2010 but its approval by the Provincial Land-Use 
Committee (PLUC) is currently still pending. The Zoning Ordinance has likewise been passed at the 
municipal level, however it is currently being reviewed with the technical assistance of GIZ. The FLUP 
has also been adopted at the municipal level but DENR approval is still pending at this point. An 
IRMP is currently being developed with GIZ technical assistance. Finally, the CFRM Plan for 2009-
2013 is in place (Municipality of Silago 2009). 
 
 
5.1.4 Reminder on key aspects of GIZ support 
As described in 3.1 and 3.4, GIZ has committed to providing assistance for the eCCT pilot. This 
assistance includes capacity development support, the provision of initial funding for the pilot (for a 
maximum of 200 eCCT beneficiaries) and the evaluation of the pilot scheme post-implementation. 
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5.2 State of preparatory activities 
 
This section presents the state of preparatory activities for the eCCT pilot with reference to the 
process flows presented in Section 4. First, current activities are placed into the context of the eCCT 
Implementation Workflow presented in 4.1. Second, an overview of data collection efforts is 
provided with reference to the specific data requirements for the Site Eligibility Assessments (SEA) 
and Household Eligibility Assessments (HEA) of the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach. This approach has 
been described in 4.4 and is the recommended approach for the pilot. 
 
 
5.2.1 Overall status 
Preparatory activities for pilot implementation of eCCT in Silago began following the eCCT Launching 
Workshop on 20 March 2012. Since then, potential eCCT sites within Silago have been identified for 
both the forest land and the fisheries components and data collection on those and alternative sites 
has started (Step A1 of the Implementation Workflow). As this is a first trial of eCCT, it was decided 
to already begin collecting data on potential beneficiaries to pre-empt any data collection issues that 
might arise at the household level (Step B1). Work on steps A1 and B1 is now ongoing and can 
continue in parallel to the finalization of the remaining conceptual aspects of data collection for the 
‘simplified eCCT’ approach (Step B2; cf. issues raised in 4.6). In addition, procedures for Steps B3 to 
D3 – in particular for informing local stakeholders, setting up the local eCCT infrastructure, and 
monitoring & evaluation – will need to be developed; we refer to this one-time activity as ‘B0.’ A 
graphic representation of the next steps to be taken is shown in 5.4. 
 
Fig.  25 – Overall status of preparatory activities in Silago. Activities for which data collection is 
currently underway are circled in red; the development of procedures for Steps B3 to D3, a one-time 
activity, was added as ‘B0.’ 
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5.2.2 Silago forest lands: State of data collection and initial findings 
The state of data collection and the most salient initial findings are presented with reference to Site 
Eligibility Assessment (SEA) and Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) put forward in 4.4. 
 
 
5.2.2.1 Silago forest lands: Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
 
5.2.2.1 Data overview: Verify status as DENR or upland DAR area within an eligible LGU 
Criterion Data required Status 

Approved IRMP Signed IRMP approval IRMP yet to be finalized and approved 

Approved CLUP Signed CLUP approval CLUP obtained; PLUC approval of CLUP pending 

Approved FLUP Signed approval FLUP obtained; DENR approval of FLUP pending 

Approved Co-mgmt 
agreement 

Signed co-mgmt 
agreement approval 

Co-management agreement obtained; approval 
pending (depends on ZO approval) 

Approved ZO Signed ZO approval ZO obtained; ZO currently updated – waiting for 
finalization and approval 

Functional Bantay Dagat Contracts with guards (?) BD functional according to GIZ records 

Within DENR/DAR forest 
land 

Spatial zoning data FLUP and necessary zoning and tenurial maps 
obtained 

 
5.2.2.1 Data overview: Verify sustainability of present and future land-uses 
Criterion Data required Status 

Criticality of certain ES 
provided by upland areas 
to rural development 

General forest ES 
services valuation data 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data 
generation may be necessary 

Sustainability of various 
land uses 

General data on 
ecological properties of 
land uses, including 
associated management 
practices 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data 
generation may be necessary 

Present land uses Site-level land-use data General land cover data obtained (FLUP); General 
land use data available, more specific data to be 
generated through IRMP or ad-hoc for eCCT 

Future land uses 
(without eCCT) 

Site-level land-use 
projections 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data 
generation may be necessary (to be conducted for 
the IRMP or ad-hoc for eCCT) 

 
As mentioned earlier, Silago is not fully compliant with the LGU eligibility criteria for eCCT yet. 
However, the municipality is working towards achieving full compliance and is assisted in this 
process by GIZ technical experts. 
 
With regard to suitable eCCT sites within the LGU, the public forest land straddles 14 out of 15 non-
disputed barangays (MAP). Public forest land covers the entire territory of Brgy. Imelda and a 
majority of the territories of Brgys. Katipunan and Catmon. The largest sections of forest land are 
located in Brgys. Catmon, Katipunan, Imelda and Tubod (from largest to smallest), with Catmon 
having the largest public forest land area in the municipality. Part of the forest land of Catmon has 
been set aside as a DAR resettlement area, though no resettlement has taken place to this day. 
 
Land cover in upland areas has been documented in the FLUP, with a distinction being drawn 
between primary forests, secondary forests, planted trees and agricultural areas. A more specific 
spatial representation of land cover or use distinguishing between different agricultural land uses 
will be necessary. This type of data could be generated for the IRMP, or on an ad-hoc basis 
specifically for eCCT. The criticality of certain ES provided by upland areas to rural development, and 



eCCT Concept Review and Framework for Implementation  July 2012 
 

77 
 

the sustainability of the various land uses will likely need to be addressed trough additional research 
to be conducted by GIZ.  
 
Fig.  26 – Map of Silago LGU showing public forest lands (in dark green) and, within public lands, the 
forest lands of Brgys. Katipunan and Catmon (in light green), which are considered as eCCT pilot sites. 
(GIZ 2012) 

 
 
Following discussions with GIZ technical experts in the field, an initial focus was placed on forest 
lands in Brgys. Katipunan and Catmon as possible pilot sites (cf. fig. 25). Focus group discussions with 
residents have been conducted in these two places. This choice was partly motivated by the high 
variety of tenurial arrangements in these communities, including CSC holders, CLOA holders, CBFM 
areas, and the potential for individual sub-agreements (also called ‘Individual Property Rights’ or IPR) 
being allocated under the Co-management agreement between DENR and the MLGU. The co-
management area covers all public forest land in Silago with the exception of the two CBFM areas 
and the area put aside for resettlement by DAR in Catmon. It should be noted that DENR in Region 8 
is currently deciding on whether to change course on sub-agreements and conclude them on a 
collective basis rather than individually. Should this be the case, the eCCT concept would require 
adjustment. Other reasons for focusing on Catmon and Katipunan include a particularly high 
biodiversity value for the former (it is part of the Mount Nacolod Nature Reserve) and a high 
reported rate of land use change for the latter. However, the current focus of eCCT on Catmon and 
Katipunan could still shift to other barangays (notably Tubod and possibly Puntana) if these were to 
be deemed more suitable. 
 
5.2.2.1 Silago forest lands: Next steps necessary to complete Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
Item 

Complete the ZO 

Formulate the IRMP 

Have all planning documents approved 

Define sustainable land uses 
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Finalize site selection 

5.2.2.2 Silago forest lands: Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
 
5.2.2.2 Data overview: Verify control or tenure over land and poverty status 
Criterion Data required Status 

Area residents List of area residents NHTS database obtained from DSWD 

Tenure: CSC holders List of CSC holders Requested from DENR; pending 

Tenure: IPR holders List of IPR holders No IPR issued in Southern Leyte province yet 

Tenure: PO (CBFM) 
members and their 
land-use rights 

List of PO members 
List of rights and 
responsibilities 

List of PO members obtained 
Additional data on rights/responsibilities pending 

Tenure: CLOA 
holders 

List of CLOA 
members 

Requested from Municipal Agricultural Resources Office 
(MARO); pending 

Tenure/control: 
Property tax payers 

List of property tax 
payers 

List of property tax payers including tax map obtained from 
Mun. Planning Office 

SE status: DSWD CCT 
recipients 

CCT recipients list CCT beneficiary database obtained from DSWD Mun. link 

SE status: NHTS 
results 

NHTS results extract NHTS Database has been obtained from DSWD 

SE status: Other 
ways of determining 
poverty 

Data on household 
assets and income 

Not obtained; may need to be generated by GIZ 

 
 
5.2.2.2. Data overview: Verify sustainability of current and projected future land use 
Criterion Data required Status 

Criticality of certain 
ES provided by 
upland areas to rural 
development 

General forest ES services 
valuation data 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data 
generation may be necessary 

Sustainability of 
various land uses 

General data on ecological 
properties of land uses, 
including associated 
management practices 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data 
generation may be necessary 

Present land uses Household-level land-use 
data 

Data to be generated for the IRMP (unlikely) or on an 
ad-hoc basis specifically for eCCT purposes 

Future land uses 
(without eCCT) 

Household-level land-use 
projections 

Data ideally to be generated through the IRMP 
(unlikely) or on an ad-hoc basis specifically for eCCT 
purposes 

 
With regard to tenurial and socio-economic data, household-level data collection is underway. A 
problem remains that much land is claimed (via ‘tax claims’) but these claims are not recognized by 
DENR; other plots are used but neither owned nor tax-claimed. This is a necessary first step for the 
simplified version of eCCT, as payments can only be made to tenured farmers. Another issue that 
needs close attention is whether the DSWD’s poverty criteria are suitable in the eCCT context. 
Informal discussions between GIZ and government partners, and notably DAR, raised the point that 
tenured farmers are often ‘income poor’ in that their regular income is very low, but they fail to fit 
the DSWD CCT criteria for poverty. If the DSWD CCT criteria were to be used in the eCCT context, it is 
thus possible that farmers who should be eligible for eCCT may fail the poverty test and thus be 
excluded from the scheme. A combined analysis of CCT data and additional environmental data 
(including but not limited to data generated for the IRMP) may reveal whether an own poverty 
definition – and ensuing data collection – is required for eCCT purposes.  
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With regard to the sustainability of land uses, earlier comments for the site-level data apply. 
Specifically, household-level data on land cover and land uses has to be generated for eCCT. It is 
rather unlikely this will be done in the context of the IRMP, so additional data generation may be 
necessary. It should be noted that ‘rougher’ proxy methods can be preferred where resource 
constraints make individual household analysis impractical, but an adequate balance between 
accuracy and feasibility needs to be struck. In addition, more generic data on the criticality of certain 
ES provided by upland areas to rural development, and the sustainability of the various land uses, 
will likely need to be generated by GIZ.  
 
5.2.2.2 Silago forest lands: Next steps necessary to complete Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
Item 

Complete the ZO 

Formulate the IRMP 

Have all planning documents approved 

Define sustainable land uses 

Finalize household eligibility list 

 
 
5.2.3 Silago fisheries: State of data collection and initial findings 
The state of data collection and the most salient initial findings are presented with reference to the 
process flows and data requirements for site and household identification put forward in 4.4. 
 
 
5.2.3.1 Silago fisheries: Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
 
5.2.3.1. Data overview: Verify site’s potential for MPA designation within eligible LGU waters 
Criterion Data required Status 

Approved CLUP Signed CLUP approval CLUP obtained; PLUC approval of CLUP pending 

Approved Coastal 
Zone Management 
Plan 

Signed approval Coastal Zone Management Plan obtained but needs 
to be updated & formally approved 

Approved Co-mgmt 
agreement 

Signed co-mgmt agreement 
approval 

Co-management agreement not yet obtained; 
approval pending (depends on ZO approval) 

Approved ZO Signed ZO approval ZO obtained; ZO currently being updated – waiting 
for finalization and approval 

Functional Bantay 
Dagat 

Contracts with guards (?) Not yet obtained 

Meets usual MPA 
criteria 

Yet to be defined more closely Ongoing, not yet complete 

 
5.2.3.1. Data overview:  Consider whether MPA creation will provide net LT benefits to fisher folk 
Criterion Data required Status 

Positive LT economic 
impact of MPA on 
local fisheries sector 

Site-level economic 
data 

Secondary data collection ongoing; primary data generation 
may be necessary 

 
5.2.3.1. Data overview: Consider whether MPA creation would be successful without eCCT 
Criterion Data required Status 

Significant 
temporary income 
depression for fisher 
folk expected 

Site-level economic 
data 

Initial results from focus group discussions to be validated 
through other secondary and/or yet-to-be-generated primary 
data 
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As mentioned earlier, Silago is not fully compliant with the LGU eligibility criteria for eCCT yet. 
However, the municipality is working towards achieving full compliance and is assisted in this 
process by GIZ technical experts. 
 
With regard to suitable eCCT sites within the LGU, key coral reefs have been identified and mapped 
(cf. fig. 26). Coral reefs are present throughout the municipal waters and in all of the 13 (out of 19) 
non-disputed barangays that have access to the sea. Small MPAs have thus far been established in 
Brgys. Hingatungan, Lagoma, Sudmon and Mercedes (the latter is not shown on the map). Overall, 
these MPAs seem to function well, but they only cover a fraction of the coral reef areas identified. 
There is thus a clear potential for new MPA creations and, depending on circumstances, for eCCT 
support. 
 
Focus group discussions conducted with residents of coastal barangays confirmed that the MPAs 
created thus far were by and large welcomed by the population, including by fisher folk who view 
the protection of breeding grounds as necessary to ensure stable incomes from fishing activities. 
Residents generally dismissed the notion that the creation of existing MPAs led to prohibitive short-
term income depressions, with one participant emphatically stating that ‘there are lots of fish’ to be 
caught in other areas. Residents also expressed the view that fish stocks have been recovering, 
suggesting that the MPAs are yielding the longer-term economic benefits sought for. However, focus 
groups highlighted that one group of residents is likely to lose out when MPAs are created: Gleaners, 
mostly female residents who have no equipment and catch mussels and crabs by hand in shallow 
coastal waters in immediate proximity to their households, may be permanently deprived of their 
income if MPAs are created in their areas of activity. 
 
Fig.  27 – Map of Silago LGU coastal areas showing identified coral reefs (in light brown) and the 
MPAs Hingatungan, Lagoma, and Sudmon (in red). A fourth MPA has recently been created in 
Mercedes (not shown). The Pelada Rock Coral Reef site, which is considered as an eCCT MPA site, is 
shown in red (GIZ 2012). 
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In this context, the Pelada Rock coral reef emerged as a particularly interesting potential site for 
eCCT in discussions with municipal officers (cf. fig 26). The largest coral reef identified in Silago 
waters, it primarily faces Brgy. Lagoma as well as Brgys. Salvacion and Tuba-On; municipal officers 
estimate that fisher folk from most or all coastal barangays may be active in the area. They also 
report many abandoned nets in the area resulting in high levels of lost catch. Due to size and 
location, establishing an MPA on the Pelada Rock coral reef site could be a major step in improving 
the state of Silago fisheries. At the same time, the size of the new MPA is likely to draw fiercer 
opposition from fisher folk than that seen for previous MPAs, as the income depression they would 
face in the first couple of years would likely be much more significant. Focus group discussions have 
yielded as much, with residents in Hingatungan suggesting that fisher folk of Lagoma would be 
strongly opposed to such an MPA. Hence, the provision of incentives through eCCT would seem 
highly relevant. 
 
5.2.3.1 Silago fisheries: Next steps necessary to complete Site Eligibility Assessment (SEA) 
Item 

Complete the ZO 

Revise the Coastal Zone Management Plan 

Have all planning documents approved 

Assess ST and LT economic impact of MPA creation 

Finalize choice of eCCT pilot site 

 
 
5.2.3.2 Silago fisheries: Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
 
5.2.3.2 Silago fisheries: Verify registration as a fisher folk in pilot area and poverty status 
Criterion Data required Status 

Registered fisher folk Fisher folk registration data Registration data obtained from Municipal 
Agricultural Office 

SE status: DSWD CCT 
recipients 

CCT recipients list CCT beneficiary database obtained from DSWD 
Mun. link 

SE status: NHTS results NHTS results extract NHTS Database has been obtained from DSWD 

SE status: Other ways of 
determining poverty 

Data on household assets 
and income 

Not obtained; may need to be generated by GIZ 

 
5.2.3.2 Silago fisheries: Verify overlap of individual fishing ground with eCCT MPA 
Criterion Data required Status 

Overlap of 
individual fishing 
ground with MPA 

Spatial 
household-level 
fishing data 

Registration data with gear and equipment specifications obtained 
from Municipal Agricultural Office; proxies need to be developed, 
additional primary data collection may need to be conducted 

 
5.2.3.2 Silago fisheries: Verify whether gleaners or regular fisher folk 
Criterion Data required Status 

Gleaners List of gleaners Registration data obtained from Municipal Agricultural Office; 
gleaners are explicitly listed. 

 
Household-level data collection for the fisheries component of eCCT has been completed on most 
aspects. Poverty data from DSWD has been obtained and can be cross-referenced with the fisher 
folk registration database obtained from municipal authorities. The fisher folk database is 
comprehensive and includes data on whether fishing is the main source of livelihood, what gears are 
used (if any), and the motorization of the boat used (where applicable); gleaners are also listed. 
 
A key remaining task with respect to data collection is to develop proxies to determine who is most 
likely to be affected by the new MPA. This is relevant for data collection as existing data may not be 
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sufficient or may need to be validated through additional primary data collection. For example, 
whether or not fisher folk are currently fishing in the MPA site is a question that can and possibly 
should be validated through village assemblies, if existing data on gear and equipment used is found 
to be too approximate for such purposes. 
 
In addition, other issues need to be addressed before moving forward with implementation. First, if 
gleaners are affected by the new MPA, thought should be given to ways to provide them with 
alternative livelihood options, since they would otherwise suffer from MPA establishment even once 
eCCT provision ends (the income dip is permanent in their case). Second, a decision must be made 
on how to treat fisher folk with modest incomes who fail to meet the poverty criteria and are 
affected by the MPA. Unlike the forestry component of eCCT, the creation of an MPA has mandatory 
implications for everyone; it is not possible to let people choose whether or not to be affected by 
the policy measure. While eCCT should certainly not be provided to the rich, it may be necessary to 
provide it to socio-economic strata not covered by the more narrow definitions of poverty as these 
are affected by the policy and may undermine it if not sufficiently compensated. Third, there will 
likely be households in which several members are involved in fishing activities, including some 
where one member may be encountering a permanent income depression (i.e. as a gleaner). A 
decision on how to best treat such households needs to be found before implementation can go 
ahead. 
 
5.2.3.2 Silago fisheries: Next steps necessary to complete Household Eligibility Assessment (HEA) 
Item 

Complete the ZO 

Have all planning documents approved 

Develop proxies for assessing overlap of individual fishing ground with MPA 

Develop alternative livelihood option for affected gleaners, if applicable 

Decide on treatment of ‘less poor’ fisher folk affected by MPA 

Decide on treatment of households in which several members are involved in fishing activities 

Finalize household eligibility list 

 
 
5.2.3.3 Silago fisheries: Incentive Level Assessment (ILA) 
The first step of the ILA (‘Verify status status as gleaner or non-gleaner’) is effectively covered in 
5.2.3.2 (‘Verify whether gleaners or regular fisher folk’). 
 
The second step of the ILA consists in determining the applicable compensation level. For non-
gleaners, in the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach, the standard uniform payment level applies. Non-
gleaners should arguably be treated differently as they can become beneficiaries of eCCT whilst 
experiencing a permanent income depression. This is not an income effect that eCCT offers a 
solution to (consider Fig. 5 in 3.2.3) – only long-term PES can do this. If eCCT is to achieve the 
objective of not leaving beneficiaries worse off than prior to the intervention, alternative livelihoods 
will thus need to be formulated for this segment of affected residents. In the data collection section 
(cf. 4.6.2.3), it is suggested that options for alternative livelihoods be explored pragmatically in 
discussions with municipal technical staff and residents, and that decisions to adapt eCCT incentives 
be reached accordingly. For Silago, this process has not yet begun. 
 
5.2.3.3 Silago fisheries: Determine applicable compensation level 
Criterion Data required Status 

Alternative 
livelihood options 
for gleaners 

Overview of socio-economic 
opportunities and options to 
incentivize with eCCT payments 

Not yet begun 
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5.3 Review of risks and potential mitigation strategies 
 
Critical assumptions and potential risks have already been discussed at a generic level in 4.7. Their 
general applicability to Silago can be confirmed. However, preparatory activities conducted thus far 
have highlighted two risks in particular: (a) the possibility that the typical ‘lock-in’ phenomenon is 
not sufficiently present in the uplands of Silago, and (b) the possibility that individual sub-
agreements under the co-management approach by DENR and LGUs may not be implemented in 
Region VIII. 
 
5.3.1 Presence of ‘lock-in’ phenomenon in Silago uplands 
Current findings in Silago forest lands suggest that there are only a limited number of plots where 
the lock-in phenomenon might occur. In a non-representative survey of 15 agriculturally used plots 
across the forest lands of five barangays, two sites presented ‘unsustainable’ crop arrangements on 
highly sloping land, thus inter alia presenting a severe erosion risk (cf. fig. 28). On most other sites, 
the dominant spatial arrangements were very extensive multi-storey agroforestry systems. Slope 
was limited; weeding was often insufficient. These practices are economically inefficient, but quite 
ecologically sustainable when compared to alternative, more intensive agricultural land uses (cf. fig. 
29 and 30). Of note, these findings need to be confirmed through the SEA, which is currently being 
conducted. 
 
Thus, the main issue in Silago forest lands does not appear to be unsustainable agricultural practices 
as such. Upland agricultural practices seem to usually be economically inefficient but ecologically 
acceptable. Instead, conversion of unclaimed forest land into idle grasslands or agricultural lands 
appears to be the bigger issue, with around 140 ha of forest being lost every year. From an 
environmental perspective, dense forest cover is preferable not just to grassland, but even to the 
most sustainable agricultural practices available in forest lands. 
 
Fig.  28 – This site in Brgy. Imelda forest lands presents newly planted cassavas on steeply sloping 
land. This land use does not appear to be sustainable. Contour strips and intercropping with fruit 
trees are among the measures that could ensure the provision of key local environmental services 
such as soil fixation and water retention. eCCT would likely be relevant here; however, it is unclear if 
many such sites exist, and if they are of sufficient size for an intervention. 
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Fig.  29 - This site surveyed in Brgy. Tubod forest lands presents a mix of pineapples, timber trees and 
weeds. While economically inefficient, this land use results in a relatively high diversity of plants, 
erosion is kept in check (note: the slope is limited), carbon storage services are provided, and water 
retention capacity is likely sufficient. Overall, there are no agricultural land uses that could be 
significantly more ecologically sustainable, although  land uses like this one lead to forest 
mosaiclands and closing the canopy would be beneficial from an environmental perspective. 

 
 

Fig.  30 - This site surveyed in Brgy. Catmon forest lands presents a mix of coconuts, bananas and 
thick underbrush. While economically inefficient, this land use results in a relatively high diversity of 
plants, erosion is kept in check (note: the slope is limited), and water retention capacity is likely 
sufficient. Carbon storage capacity, however, is low. Overall, there are no agricultural land uses that 
could be significantly more ecologically sustainable, although conversion to forest would be 
beneficial from an environmental perspective. 
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5.3.2 Allocation of individual sub-agreements under the co-management agreement 
The second key risk identified is that it is unclear whether individual sub-agreements (also called 
‘Individual Property Rights’ or IPR) under the co-management approach by DENR and MLGUs will be 
implemented in Region VIII. So far, no individual sub-agreements have been issued in Southern 
Leyte. Meanwhile, in Tacloban (Leyte province), a co-management agreement has been in existence 
since 2006 but not it has not yet led to any sub-agreements. National policy may yet evolve to the 
effect that the issuance of sub-agreements would be limited to collective agreements similar to 
CBFM, but with a higher degree of MLGU involvement. 
 
These evolutions of co-management agreement modalities are significant as eCCT seeks to go 
beyond currently tenured lands, especially considering the looming expiration of tenure instruments 
such as the CSC. A possible alternative to the co-management approach is a provision in the Local 
Government Code of 1991 allowing MLGUs to apply for conversion of up to 10,000 ha of timberland 
into ‘municipal forest,’ which can then be managed exclusively by the MLGU – including with respect 
to the issuance of (individual) tenure titles. However, it is unclear to what extent this provision has 
been used so far. 
 
If an exclusively collective approach to sub-agreement issuance were to be retained (whether 
nationally or only for Region VIII), implications for the eCCT pilot would likely be significant. GIZ and 
DENR are not currently engaging with households within a CBFM People’s Organization (PO) directly. 
Instead, POs develop Community Resources Management Frameworks (CRMF) and these are used 
as basis for outside assistance. Conversely, the eCCT approach is to provide assistance to individual 
households based on their commitment and ability to meet environmental conditionalities on land 
for which they have the sole responsibility. Accordingly, eligibility and compliance verification 
assessments are to be conducted at a household level as well. If only collective titles are issued, 
eCCT needs to be adapted. 
 
 
5.3.3 Possible adaptation of upland component 
While preparatory activities and especially data collection activities for SEA and HEA move forward, 
GIZ is considering a possible adaptation of the upland component of eCCT that takes into account 
the two issues discussed above. 
 
The adapted upland component could incorporate the following three approaches: 

 Apply the eCCT concept to highly sloping agricultural lands. 
 Adapt the eCCT concept to apply it to non-highly-sloping agricultural lands. The suggested 

approach is to promote intelligent systems that (a) ensure a higher yield level through crop 
management practices (e.g. fertilizers, mechanization, tillage…), (b) are environment-
friendly thanks to soil conservation measures (e.g. contour strips, planting of fruit trees), and 
(c) reduce pressure on existing timber stocks by featuring timber trees as well. The objective 
is that demand for new land and demand for timber trees for wood or charcoal production 
are both reduced, thereby providing incentives for forest conservation. While this approach 
has potential ecological downsides (e.g. the use of fertilizers), its ecological benefits are 
expected to be significant and to outweigh the downsides. This approach is compatible with 
the ‘lock-in’ criterion if the notion of ‘sustainability’ is applied beyond the plot level. 

 Consider options to mobilize eCCT funding for reforestation activities on idle lands, 
combined with a long-term approach for RUP obtention to ensure eventual financial viability 
of sustainable land use. 

 
If individual sub-agreements will be issued in Region VIII, these approaches can take place at a 
household level. If not, they will need to be applied at a collective level. Implications for incentive 
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level determination, disbursement mechanisms, environmental conditionalities and monitoring are 
being considered by GIZ. Attention will also be paid to interactions with existing programs in Silago, 
whether GIZ-funded or others. It should be noted that as a side effect, a collective approach would 
also potentially lower the resource needs for implementation, which is a third risk discussed in 4.7.  
 
 
5.3.4 Other risks 
On the remaining two risks highlighted in 4.7, the incorporation of poverty criteria will need to be 
studied further. Available data shows that e.g. for the forest land component in barangay Catmon, 
merely 6 households out of 36 are covered by the regular CCT program. Insights from site visits 
would suggest that inclusion of other households would be helpful, if not necessary, to ensure that 
eCCT can have a meaningful impact on the ground. Meanwhile, for the fisheries component, earlier 
comments (cf. 4.7) apply: restricting eCCT provision to poor fisher folk who receive regular CCT may 
undermine the eCCT-supported MPA as poor non-beneficiaries of CCT may not be sufficiently 
incentivized to respect the sanctuary. Thus, a too narrow focus on CCT beneficiaries may become the 
source of conflict in the community. 
 
For the fisheries component, an issue yet to be resolved when designing HEA forms is how to reliably 
determine the overlap of individual fishing grounds with the new eCCT-supported MPA. It appears 
that a combination of indicators may be used as proxy and this can then be validated in village 
assemblies. The objective should be to find a set of criteria that can find acceptance in the 
population and do justice to the greatest number. 
 
Finally, it is suggested under the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach that the adequacy of uniform rice-based 
payments be tested in the eCCT pilot and be reviewed and amended afterwards as necessary. 
Nonetheless, it may be advisable to keep options open to make smaller adjustments to payment 
levels for the pilot, e.g. to take into account farm sizes in the upland component. Should a shift to a 
collective approach for the upland component become necessary, additional review of the payment 
level would be required. 
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5.4 Summary of next steps 
 
The next steps for the preparation of pilot implementation in Silago include the following: 

 Completion of ‘LGU Readiness’ activities (finalization of spatial planning documents); 
 Completion of data collection for the SEAs and a final decision on pilot sites; 
 Decisions on possible adaptations to the upland component of eCCT as required; 
 Definition of environmental conditionalities and the conduct of HEAs; 
 Development of operational procedures for remaining roll-out preparations and M&E 

activities. 
 Submission of a detailed proposal for pilot implementation to the eCCT Regional Advisory 

Group for approval by September 2012. 
 Begin of roll-out in late 2012 or early 2013. 

 
Fig. 31 on the following page illustrates these next steps and links them with the implementation 
workflow (cf. 4.1, 5.2). The ‘LGU Readiness’ section lists planning documents that need to be 
completed, which is a pre-requisite for the LGU’s participation in eCCT. Preparatory activities for 
both eCCT components that need to be completed before final approval of the pilot project are also 
featured and include all activities under Stage A (‘Site selection’) of the Implementation Workflow 
(presented in 4.1) and some of the activities under Stage B (‘Preparatory Works’). After final 
approval, remaining activities under Stage B can be completed before proceeding to roll-out (Stage C 
of the Implementation Workflow). 
 
The process shown in fig. 31 takes into account the discussion of key risks and possible adaptations 
of the upland component of eCCT in 5.3. ‘LGU Readiness’ activities are relevant and necessary 
irrespective of possible changes. Data collection for the SEA can continue for both components. 
There are no changes to the fisheries component, while SEA data is critical to shed light on the 
applicability of the ‘lock-in’ assumption to the forest lands of Silago. Thus, adaptations to the 
concept for the uplands can be decided when this data is available and the regulatory environment 
is clarified. Data collection for the HEA can also begin for both components; if the general approach 
to the upland component is adapted, HEA data collection forms will be adapted accordingly. 
 
A definitive timeline for these steps will be provided separately to this paper. The general time 
horizon is that clarification on the upland component may be obtained by late July/early August; 
final approval by the RAG may be sought in September/early October; and Stage C (roll-out) may 
begin in late 2012/early 2013. However, possible adaptations of the upland component may delay 
the completion of the preparatory activities. 
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Fig.  31 – Next steps for pilot implementation. 
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6. Conclusions and recommendations 
 
 

Summary of key recommendations 

1. Adoption of the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot and subsequent re-assessment 
For the pilot project, it is recommended to adopt the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach to identifying 
suitable sites, households and incentive levels. It is recommended that this decision be re-
assessed once the pilot is implemented and changes be made if necessary for upscaling (cf. 
Executive Summary, 4. and 4.5.). 

2. Full payout of eCCT incentives to CCT beneficiaries 
It is not recommended that eCCT payments be adjusted downward for CCT recipients as this is 
expected to lead to lower adoption rates in the uplands, and lower compliance rates or negative 
income effects in the lowlands (cf. 3.3.1). 

3. Adoption of the Project Workflow proposed in 3.5. 
4. Adoption of the Implementation Workflow proposed in 4.1. 
5. Taking note of the critical assumptions and key risks outlined in 4.7. 
6. Taking note of the key risks for the eCCT pilot outlined in 5.3. 
7. Adoption of the next steps for pilot implementation proposed in 5.4. 

 
The state of forest lands and marine resources in the Philippines is critical and thus merits the 
attention of policymakers (cf. 3.2.1). eCCT is an innovative approach that is targeting a key challenge 
faced in both areas. Whether in the uplands or in coastal zones, residents are often faced with an 
income depression when moving to more sustainable practices. This puts these sustainable practices 
out of their reach, even when these would be financially viable over the longer term. eCCT proposes 
to bridge the transition period with conditional payments that remove barriers to sustainable 
practices, and thus, in a larger sense, to sustainable rural development (cf. 3.1, 3.2). 
 
The purpose of this paper is to review the eCCT concept as laid out by GIZ last year and formulate a 
framework for its implementation. A focus is put on reviewing the economic mechanism 
underpinning the concept and the criteria that need to be fulfilled to prevent mistargeting – a 
recurrent problem with environmental payment schemes. On this basis, a workflow for 
implementation is put forward and initial progress of piloting activities is reviewed. This report 
therefore provides a foundation and road map for subsequent preparatory activities; these notably 
include the finalization of site assessments, decisions on environmental conditionalities and cash 
disbursement, and the setup of monitoring and evaluation procedures.  
 
This paper highlights that eCCT critically rests on conceptual assumptions that should be verified 
before eCCT is implemented in a site (cf. 3.2.2). Experience from other countries shows that 
mechanisms such as eCCT can achieve meaningful results, but run the risk of non-additionality when 
not properly implemented (cf. 2.3). Key conceptual assumptions underlying eCCT include 
unsustainable resource use, the financial viability of sustainable alternatives, and the prohibitive 
nature of the temporary income dip experienced during the transition phase (cf. 3.2.2). A household-
level intervention, eCCT will require appropriate funding to verify the applicability of these 
assumptions to site and households considered for inclusion in the scheme (cf. 4.7.2). 
 
In this context, we lay out two different approaches to eCCT implementation (cf. 4). The ‘full eCCT’ 
approach (cf. 4.3) puts an emphasis on reaching the correct assessment, both at the site level and 
the household level, and proposes differentiated payment levels according to households’ 
opportunity cost profiles. This helps ensure a high level of targeting, but it also leads to higher costs 
of implementation. The ‘simplified eCCT’ approach (cf. 4.4) relies on the assumption that covering 
households’ rice consumption needs in exchange for meeting environmental conditionalities will 
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suffice to achieve the desired environmental impact. If it works, it will likely be a significantly less 
resource-intensive way of implementing eCCT, though costs for any household-level intervention will 
likely remain high. 
 
We recommend selecting the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot (cf. 4.5). This approach can 
help ensure that the costs of the pilot can be kept in check and that the roll-out of the first payments 
can begin as soon as possible. It also maximizes synergies with the social CCT program of the DSWD. 
However, using the ‘simplified eCCT’ approach for the pilot does not come without certain risks (cf. 
4.5, 4.7, 5.4). These might include lower levels of additionality, lower adoption rates for the uplands, 
weaker implementation for the lowlands and negative income effects on certain poor fisher folk. 
These risks will need to be adequately monitored, so that remedial action can be taken and proper 
lessons can be drawn for upscaling. These lessons may include shifting to more differentiated 
payments. 
 
Consideration is also given to the integration of eCCT into its wider policy environment (cf. 3.3). An 
attractive program for LGUs, eCCT can catalyze the adoption of land-use planning practices as these 
are a prerequisite for LGU enrollment. eCCT can substantially benefit from synergies with the DSWD 
CCT program, though it is not recommended that eCCT payments be adjusted downward for CCT 
recipients. eCCT can complement CBFM as it promotes the allocation of tenure rights in forest lands, 
or alternatively could support long-term financially viable activities within CBFM areas. Similarly, it 
can be associated to the NGP for tree planting activities that are financially viable over the longer 
term. Finally, by supporting the creation of large MPAs, eCCT can play a critical role in advancing the 
nationwide objective of 15% of MPAs in municipal waters. 
 
Preparatory activities for eCCT pilot implementation in Silago, Southern Leyte are ongoing (cf. 5.2). 
GIZ is assisting the LGU in finalizing spatial planning documents that are prerequisites for eCCT 
implementation. Available data is being collected; data collection activities can be completed when 
spatial planning documents are ready (cf. 5.2.2). However, two key issues have recently arisen for 
the forestry component. First, findings so far suggest that the concept’s requirements for eligible 
plots are too stringent for Silago forest lands (cf. 5.3.1). Second, the issuance of sub-agreements in 
co-management areas may be limited to collective rights similar to the existing CBFM approach, but 
with stronger LGU involvement (cf. 5.3.2). Since eCCT was conceived as a household-level program 
that would especially cater to newly registered individual tenure right holders, such a change in 
regulatory framework conditions would require the concept to be adapted. An approach is currently 
being developed by GIZ to address both these issues by meaningfully re-focusing the program on 
larger sustainability issues rather than sustainability of land use at the individual plot level, and 
preparing for a possible re-orientation toward a collective approach (cf. 5.3.3). 
 
An overview of next steps is provided in 5.3. These notably include the completion of ‘LGU 
Readiness’ activities (finalization of spatial planning documents); the completion of data collection 
for the Site Eligibility Assessments and a final decision on pilot sites; decisions on possible 
adaptations to the upland component of eCCT as required; the definition of environmental 
conditionalities and the conduct of Household Eligibility Assessments (HEA); and the development of 
operational procedures for remaining roll-out preparations and M&E activities. It is hoped that a 
detailed proposal for pilot implementation can be submitted to the eCCT Regional Advisory Group 
for approval by September 2012 and the roll-out can begin in late 2012 or early 2013. 
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