
July 11, 2012 
 

Comments from World Resources Institute on the feedback on the process and 
outcomes of the stakeholder consultations on the revised investment plan for the 

Philippines 
 
Dear Patricia and members of the CTF committee, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised investment plan for the 
Philippines. As civil society, we value this opportunity and sincerely believe that it will 
strengthen the decisions of the committee. I would also like to thank colleagues at the 
Asian Development Bank for engaging with us and responding to our questions on the 
proposed projects under the investment plan. 
 
On behalf of my civil society colleagues and in my capacity as the developed country 
civil society observer, I attach our comments mainly on the outcomes of the 
consultations as reflected in the revised investment plan and the EEEV project 
documents. We will defer to our civil society colleagues in the Philippines to provide 
feedback on the process of the stakeholder consultations. 
 
Based on our assessment of the documents submitted to the committee for 
consideration, we believe some additional information is required on the revised 
investment plan before it is endorsed, and quite a bit of additional information is also 
required on the EEEV project it is approved. 
 
Ideally, we would have preferred to submit our assessment of the consultations and the 
outcomes along with the documents submitted by ADB for consideration by committee 
members, especially since at least one member requested this information in advance. 
Nonetheless, we have done our best to provide a thoughtful analysis of the documents 
within a short timeframe to meet the July 10 deadline requested by the admin unit so 
that committee members can consider these comments as they finalize their responses 
on the proposed decisions. 
 
We look forward to hearing the views of other colleagues and would be happy to 
provide further clarifications on our comments in the attached note if necessary. 
 
Kind regards, 
Clifford Polycarp 
World Resources Institute 
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COMMENTS	ON	THE	PHILIPPINES	

REVISED	CLEAN	TECHNOLOGY	FUND	INVESTMENT	PLAN	AND	
THE	ENERGY	EFFICIENT	ELECTRIC	VEHICLES	PROJECT	

	
10	July	2012	

	
The	World	Resources	Institute	(WRI)	has	prepared	this	note	in	its	capacity	as	the	developed	country	

CSO	observer	on	the	Clean	Technology	Fund	(CTF)	Committee.i	
	
The	Government	of	the	Philippines	(GOP)	and	the	Asian	Development	Bank	(ADB)	have	revised	the	
country’s	Clean	Technology	Fund	 (CTF)	 Investment	Plan	 (IP)	originally	 endorsed	 in	2009.	Under	
the	new	plan	submitted	in	June	2012,	GOP	and	ADB	have	proposed	reallocating	$125	million	of	CTF	
funds	from	a	solar	net	metering	program	to	two	projects,	including	$105	million	for	energy	efficient	
electric	 vehicles	 (EEEV)	 and	 $20	million	 for	 a	 rooftop	 solar	 project.	 This	 revision	 supersedes	 an	
earlier	revision	proposed	in	November‐December	2011,	which	included	$101	million	for	the	EEEV	
project	and	$24	million	for	an	energy	efficient	appliance	project.ii	
	
In	 this	note,	we	review	 the	revised	 IP	sent	 to	 the	CTF	committee	 for	endorsement.	We	have	also	
assessed	the	proposed	EEEV	project	documents	submitted	simultaneously	although	we	understand	
that	it	will	only	be	considered	if	the	revised	IP	is	endorsed.	
	
PROCESS	ISSUES	
	
Earlier	 in	 2012,	 local	 CSOs,	 CTF	 committee	 members	 and	 WRI	 had	 raised	 concerns	 about	
inadequate	government	and	stakeholder	consultations	in	the	revision	of	the	IP.	Since	then,	the	GOP	
and	ADB	made	efforts	to	further	consult	various	stakeholders.	Based	on	what	WRI	has	heard	from	
some	of	our	local	CSO	colleagues,	they	remain	dissatisfied	with	consultations	both	in	the	manner	in	
which	they	were	carried	out	and	the	results	of	the	process.	We	expect	this	to	be	reflected	in	their	
reports	to	the	committee.	Notwithstanding	these	concerns,	should	the	GOP	and	ADB	proceed	with	
developing	projects	under	the	revised	IP,	we	request	further	clarity	on:	
 How	can	the	Climate	Change	Commission,	which	was	set	up	under	the	2009	Climate	Change	Act	as	

the	lead	agency	for	climate	change	in	the	Philippines,	be	substantively	involved	in	the	design	and	
implementation	of	projects	under	the	plan?		

 How	will	the	Department	of	Transportation	and	Communication	(DOTC),	which	is	the	lead	agency	
for	policies,	regulations	and	programs	in	the	transportation	sector,	be	engaged	(beyond	its	role	as	
a	member	of	 the	Project	Steering	Committee)	 to	ensure	 that	 the	 implementation	of	 the	DOE‐led	
EEEV	project	and	DOTC‐led	efforts	are	coherent	and	cohesive?	Also,	how	will	this	project	link	with	
projects	identified	through	the	proposed	Low	Emissions	Development	Strategy	(LEDS)	assessments	
on	alternative	fuels	and	vehicle	technologies	in	the	Philippines?		

 How	will	civil	society	stakeholders,	including	NGOs	and	the	private	sector,	be	actively	involved	in	
the	design	and	implementation	of	projects	finally	endorsed	in	the	revised	IP?	Further	details	on	the	
proposed	working	groups	to	guide	the	implementation	of	the	EEEV	project	would	be	helpful.	
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SUBSTANTIVE	ISSUES	
	
Emissions	reduction	potential	and	cost‐effectiveness	

We	welcome	the	additional	details	provided	by	GOP	and	ADB	on	the	assumptions	underlying	the	
emission	 reductions	 from	 the	 EEEV	 project.	 In	 previous	 exchanges	 with	 ADB,	 we	 flagged	 that	
successful	emission	reductions	under	the	project	were	sensitive	to	two	factors:	(a)	the	fuel	source	
and	 (b)	 what	 was	 done	 with	 the	 replaced	 internal	 combustion	 engines	 (ICEs).	These	 issues	have	
been	addressed	but	will	require	close	monitoring	to	ensure	that	the	project	is	delivering	the	emission	
reductions	as	projected.	
	
On	 the	 fuel	 source,	 the	 assumptions	 and	 methods	 used	 to	 estimate	 emission	 reductions,	 as	
explained	in	appendix	2	(p	41‐46),	appear	to	be	consistent	with	standard	practice.	While	the	2010	
grid	 emission	 factor	 is	 used	 to	 calculate	 emission	 reductions	 resulting	 from	 the	 project,	 the	 grid	
emission	factor	is	projected	to	rise	based	on	capacity	additions	programmed	from	2009‐2030.	This	
will	result	in	a	decline	in	the	total	emissions	reduced	both	from	the	project	as	well	as	the	replication	
and	 scale‐up.	While	the	project	will	continue	to	result	in	reduced	emissions,	it	will	turn	out	to	be	less	
cost‐effective	 over	 time	 unless	 a	 strong	 emphasis	 is	 placed	 on	 shifting	 the	 grid	mix	 to	 renewables,	
requiring	interventions	that	incentivize	the	implementation	of	the	2008	Renewable	Energy	Act.	
	
The	likely	effect	of	the	ICEs	re‐entering	the	market	are	not	considered	in	the	calculation	of	emission	
reductions.	While	this	could	have	a	negative	effect	on	emission	reductions,	the	proposed	disposal	of	
the	 engines	mitigates	 this	 risk	 but	 enforcement	 challenges	will	 remain.	Robust	monitoring	of	the	
disposal	 process	 will	 be	 essential	 to	 prevent	 ‘recycling’	 of	 the	 engines	 and	 minimize	 ‘leakage’	 in	
emission	reductions.	
	
Comparison	of	alternatives	

The	 absence	 of	 analysis	 of	 alternatives	 remains	 a	major	weakness	 in	 the	 revised	 IP,	 which	 is	 in	
contrast	with	IPs	submitted	by	other	countries	(e.g.	Colombia).	This	could	result	in	the	selection	of	
projects,	which	may	not	reflect	the	most	optimal	use	of	CTF	resources.	Although	some	analyses	of	
options	were	done	in	the	original	IP	(now	three	years	old),	this	will	need	to	be	updated	to	take	into	
account	the	2009	Climate	Change	Act	and	National	Climate	Change	Action	Plan	developed	through	a	
participatory	 multi‐stakeholder	 process	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 President	 in	 November	 2011.iii	
Furthermore,	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 energy	 efficient	 appliances	 and	 solar	 net	 metering	 projects	
proposed	in	previous	versions	of	the	IP	has	not	been	explained	sufficiently.	
 What	options	were	considered	for	inclusion	in	the	revised	IP?	How	were	they	analyzed	to	select	the	

two	proposed	projects	over	other	options	and	determine	their	respective	allocations?	
 Why	 has	 the	 energy	 efficient	 appliances	 project	 been	 dropped	without	 explanation	 despite	 its	

higher	reduction	potential	relative	to	the	electric	vehicles	(as	indicated	in	figure	5)?	
 Given	the	rationale	(page	4)	for	the	IP	revision	that	finalization	of	FIT	implementation	rules	is	not	

expected	 for	 two	years,	 could	 the	 solar	net	metering	project	not	have	proceeded	 through	direct	
negotiations	with	utilities	on	the	tariff	rates?	
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Additional	costs	and	risk	premium	

As	 per	 the	 CTF	 investment	 criteria,	 the	GOP	 and	ADB	 are	 required	 to	 demonstrate	 how	CTF	 co‐
financing	will	make	the	proposed	investment	attractive	by	“improving	the	internal	rate	of	return.”iv	
While	the	solar	project	still	needs	to	be	developed,	the	EEEV	project	is	seeking	the	CTF	Committee’s	
approval	 without	 providing	 sufficient	 information	 on	 the	 scenarios	 with	 and	 without	 CTF	
resources,	 and	 the	 impact	 on	 the	 rate	 of	 return	 of	 the	 proposed	 investment.	 The	 only	 evidence	
supplied	is	to	show	that	the	project	exceeds	the	government’s	hurdle	rate	of	12%	(para	31	of	the	
project	 document),	 which	 is	 inadequate	 justification	 for	 the	 use	 of	 CTF	 co‐financing.	 Moreover,	
development	 banks	 are	 typically	 not	 known	 to	 subsidize	 the	 capital	 costs	 of	 public	 transport	
vehicles	since	the	costs	are	covered	by	tariffs.	
 Can	 the	 GOP	 and	 ADB	 clarify	 how	 the	 EEEV	 project	 fulfills	 the	 CTF	 investment	 criteria	 on	

additional	 costs	 and	 risk	 premium	 (particularly	 paras	 25‐27	 of	 the	 investment	 criteria)	 and	
provide	these	calculations	to	justify	the	use	of	CTF	concessional	resources?	

	
Transformational/Demonstration	potential	at	scale		

The	CTF	investment	criteria	states	that	projects	should	“stimulate	lasting	changes	in	the	structure	
or	 function	 of	 a	 sub‐sector,	 sector	 or	market”	 and	demonstrate	 this	 by	 comparing	GHG	emission	
trajectories	in	the	project	and	replication	scenarios	to	a	baseline	scenario.	While	the	impact	of	the	
project	itself	is	clear,	it	remains	unclear	how	the	market	will	be	developed	to	facilitate	a	10:1	scale‐
up	 in	 emissions	 reductions.	 For	 example,	 the	 project	 proposes	 to	 develop	 pilot	 solar	 charging	
stations,	but	provides	insufficient	detail	on	how	the	solar	charging	network	will	be	scaled‐up.	
 What	 enabling	 regulations,	 incentives	 for	 private	 sector	 (including	 financiers),	 and	 supporting	

infrastructure	 (including	 ancillary	 industries),	will	 be	 required	 to	 facilitate	 the	 transformation,	
and	what	steps	are	being	taken	to	ensure	that	the	market	is	put	on	the	expected	trajectory?	

	
Implementation	potential	

International	 experience	 has  shown	 that	 clarity	 is	 required	 on	 the	 regulatory	 environment	 for	
electric	vehicles	(i.e.	clarifying	weight,	size,	speed	 limits).v	This	will	be	 important	as	the	proposed	
project	seeks	to	introduce	a	new	type	of	vehicle	on	the	roads	and	create	a	new	market.	The	project	
document	 does	 not	 explain	 the	 regulatory	 environment	 within	 which	 the	 project	 will	 be	
implemented	or	associated	risks	particularly	with	the	ICE	disposal.	There	is	also	no	mention	of	how	
overall	 tricycle	 operations	 will	 be	 improved	 through	 collective	 ownership	 or	 improved	 labor	
conditions	 for	 the	 drivers.	 The	 project	 provides	 an	 opportunity	 to	 improve	 the	 regulatory	
environment	and	the	organization	and	operations	of	the	tricycle	market.	
 What	regulatory	 issues	have	been	considered	 in	 the	 implementation	of	 the	project	and	how	will	

they	be	addressed?	
 How	 will	 the	 project	 improve	 the	 market	 structure,	 service	 for	 the	 users	 and	 the	 working	

conditions	for	the	drivers?	
 Will	 the	 program	 target	 organized	 co‐operatives	 or	 other	 forms	 of	 collective	 fleet	 ownership,	

rather	than	individual	owners	of	tricycles?		
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The	 project	 involves	 the	 selection	 of	 beneficiaries	 at	 various	 stages	 in	 its	 implementation	 –	
procurement	of	the	vehicles	and	batteries,	selection	of	the	local	government	units	(LGUs),	selection	
of	 vehicle	owners,	 and	 the	 selection	of	 collection	agents.	 This	will	 require	 transparent	 criteria	 at	
every	step	of	the	implementation	process	to	be	made	available	to	suppliers,	civil	society,	LGUs,	and	
vehicle	owners	or	drivers.		
 What	are	the	arrangements	in	place	to	ensure	selection	criteria	are	transparent	and	available	to	

the	entire	range	of	stakeholders?	
 What	measures	will	be	put	in	place	to	ensure	accountability	and	the	monitoring	of	project	funds,	

particularly	in	terms	of	strengthening	the	institutional	capacity	of	LGUs	to	absorb	these	resources	
and	sustain	these	institutions	during	the	scale‐up	phase?	

	
                                                            
i This note was prepared by WRI staff with inputs from other CSO colleagues 
ii Documents referenced here are available at the Philippines CTF Programming page unless stated otherwise 
iii See documents available at: http://climate.gov.ph/index.php/documents  
iv See CTF investment criteria for the public sector 
v See chapter 3 in Salter R., Dhar, S. and Newman, P. (eds.) “Technologies for Climate Change Mitigation – 
Transport Sector” UN Risoe Center, March 2011. 
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