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You may have heard the news that there are now moves to extend the validity of the 2020
General Appropriations Act and the Bayanihan to Recover as One Or Bayanihan 2, to next
year. Both are budget instruments that authorize government to spend on key programs,
projects and activities. The justification being made, as reported in last night’s news, is that
there are billions of unutilized budget from both laws—Ph148 billion from both laws.
Underspending on the pandemic disaster response at this level is extremely worrisome.
Despite easing of lockdowns in some areas, and loosening restrictions on some economic
activities, COVID-19 pandemic remains a continuing disaster warranting the provision of life-
saving and livelihood-saving emergency relief.

This situation underscores the urgency of citizens groups engaged in budget advocacy to
intensify tracking of budget execution in 2020. In the past few months, the deliberation of
the 2021 budget captured the limelight of public fiscal policy discourse. Engaging the 2021
national budget is important to ensure that effective and inclusive pandemic responses are
provided adequate funding for next year. But CSOs should also not lose sight on how
government manages its resources now, in 2020, because any misuse, abuse and wastage of
pandemic response funds will have dire consequences to people who are most in need of
lifeline and support. Financing COVID-19 response should also be monitored to ensure that
this is done in a manner and terms that are fair, sustainable and does not disproportionately
burden Filipinos living in poverty in medium and long-term.
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Learning objectives
 To deepen the understanding of COVID-19 response financing, specifically the 

AIIB Covid-19 loan;

 To map out the institutional arrangements and determine key decision makers 
involved in the allocation, release and utilization of AIIB Covid-19 loan;

 To determine the extent of utilization of the loan proceeds, and the results 
thereof, and  availability of publicly available information on the loan and its 
performance;

 To identify process and/or policy gaps that need to be addressed to strengthen 
transparency, accountability, and people’s participation in the loan utilization.

Conducting the scoping study is one of the first major activities of the COVID-19 Loan
monitoring project.

The immediate purpose was to gain a systematic understanding of the policy, financial,
institutional and operational underpinnings of the AIIB loan to discover the critical areas that
CSOs’ should monitor, the gaps to be further investigated, and the spaces that are available,
or need to be demanded or created, by CSOs in order to engage implementing agencies,
fiscal policymakers and creditors on issues important to them and the communities they
serve or represent.

Understanding these back-end and front-end dimensions of the AIIB loan is intended to
inform the design of citizens monitoring to be undertaken in phase 2 of this project. Other
than serving this internal purpose, the scoping study is intended to serve as resource material
for CSOs, media, and other interested parties to raise awareness on the AIIB COVID-19 loan
and spark interest for them to actively monitor the financing aspects of COVID-19 response.
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Methodology
• Data gathering was done primarily through desk research, accessing available 

data from websites of agencies, review of related literature, official 
documents, reports, secondary data, pertinent laws, rules and regulations;

• consultative meetings with CSOs and forum organized by SWP wherein 
government agencies concerned with AIIB loan and its program were invited 
to present. The following agencies sent representatives:
• Department of Finance (DoF), Department of Health (DoH), Department of Social Welfare and 

Development (DSWD), Department of Labor and Employment (DOLE), and Philippine Commission on 
Women (PCW)

• Requests for information about the AIIB were made to government agencies 
through the Freedom of Information (FOI) portal at foi.gov.ph, to AIIB and to 
ADB

Requests made through 
foi.gov.ph

Requested:  allotment releases for AIIB and ADB 
CARES Program loan proceeds
Date: Aug. 18, 2020
Status: Replied that they “will respond on or before 
Sept. 8, 2020” but no reply to date.

Requested:  AIIB loan “policy letter,” status of loan proceeds 
utilization, any gov’t reports submitted to AIIB on progress of 
implementation/loan utilization 
Date: July 28, 2020
Status: Replied with advise to send request to Department of 
Finance Usec. Mark Dennis Joven.
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Request made to AIIB

Requested:  AIIB loan “policy letter,” status of loan 
proceeds utilization, any gov’t reports submitted to AIIB 
on progress of implementation/loan utilization 

Date: October 26, 2020

Status: Acknowledged receipt December 4, 2020; no 
further update.

Request made to ADB

Requested:  AIIB loan “policy letter” mentioned in the 
ADB CARES Program loan agreement

Date: July 2020

Status: Replied  on July 31, 2020 with link to CARES 
Program document.
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COVID external financing
(US$9.914 Bn)* of which:

Budgetary support financing
(US$ 9.293 Bn), of which:

CARES Program

AIIB Loan
US$ 750 MnADB

(US$1.5Bn)

JICA
(US$459Mn)

AIIB loan and the COVID-19 financing context

• * As of Oct 2; it has 
since increased to US$ 
13.364 billion

• 99 % are loans;
• only US$26.36 million 

are grants

ADB  (45%)
Bonds (25%)

WB (13%)
JICA (10%)

AIIB (8%)
AFD (3%)

Project 
loans

(US$ 595 
Mn)

Grants
(US$ 26.36 

Mn)

• NG’s total outstanding 
debt is P9.368 trillion as 
of Sept; 

• 21 % higher than Jan; 
external debt increased 
11%

• 31% of which external; 
69% domestic

Do we need this much 
fresh loans?



2020 fiscal program, impacts and adjustments

Particulars

FY 2020
Original 

Projection1

July 2019

December 
20192

March 27, 
20203

May 12, 
20204

May 27,
20205

July 28, 
2020

Revenues
% of GDP

3,536.2
16.7%

3,492.0
16.7%

3,173.1
16.8%

2,612.6
13.6%

2,612.6
13.6%

2,519.8

Disbursements
% of GDP

4,213.8
20.0%

4,163.2
19.9%

4,163.2
22.1%

4,175.2
21.7%

4,225.2
21.9%

4,335.2

(Deficit)
% of GDP

(677.6)
-3.2%

(671.2)
-3.2%

(990.1)
-5.3%

(1,562.6)
-8.1%

(1,612.6)
-8.4%

(1,815.4)

Nominal GDP 21,117.0 20,971.4 18,832.3 19,261.7 19,261.7
1/  As  presented in the FY 2020 Budget of Expenditures and Sources of Financing (BESF).
2/  177th DBCC Meeting on December 11, 2019.
3/ DBCC Ad Referendum Approval dated March 27, 2020.
4/ Special DBCC Meeting on May 12, 2020.
5/ DBCC Ad Referendum Approval dated May 27, 2020.

Source: DBCC. Mid-year Report on the FY 2020 National Budget https://www.dbm.gov.ph/index.php/dbcc-matters/reports/mid-year-report/1733-2020-mid-year-report

Variance, 

Orig. vs. July

(1,016.4)

121.4

1,137.8

The COVID-19 pandemic has altered the fiscal program of the national government for the
year 2020. You can see from the table the several revisions made on official targets. As of
July, full year budget deficit is estimated to reach Ph1.815 trillion, or more than a trillion
pesos than originally planned. Higher than planned expenditures for emergency response
and lower than projected revenue collections had led to the higher deficit.

Revenue shortfall: Reduction in revenue collection potential due to erosion of tax base
(economic slowdown, loss of income, employment), reduced trade and investments. The
overall slowdown in the economy and stoppage or freeze in the operations of some
industries will also lower non-tax revenues. July projection is one trillion less than originally
anticipated and this largely contributes to the increase in deficit.

In contrast, NG seeks to contain disbursements to only increase by PhP121 billion or 2 % from
the original target. The COVID borrowings is intended primarily to cover lost revenue
potential rather than finance aggressive government spending/stimulus.
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NG revenue collection
Revenue collection is performing above target and official projection has been increased from 

PhP2.52 trillion to PhP2.85 trillion on Dec. 3

NG disbursements
Ph246.2 billion underspending for 
the first nine months of 2020;

Underspending in all expense 
types except three: 

◦ tax expenditures
◦ Infrastructure/other capital outlays
◦ Capital transfers to LGUs



Budgetary sources to cover COVID-19 response

Notes: Source: DBM, as of Nov. 18, 2020. Effectivity of Bayanihan 1 lapsed on June 25, 2020.

To provide appropriations cover to COVID-19 response measures, realignments to the 2020 and 2019 national 
budgets were authorized. Savings were generated by discontinuing PAPs and realigning allocations.

A total of Ph 481.634 billion of allotment has been released for COVID-19 as of Sept. 2020.
(Take note that government has expenses other than COVID-19 response) COVID-19
financing in peso terms is approx. Ph495 billion (at US$1=PhP50). This almost matches the
COVID releases reported as of Sept. 15.

Key takeaways:
1. Government has been borrowing heavily in the name of COVID-19 response;
2. The borrowing is not intended to aggressively increase disbursements but more to cover

revenue shortfall
3. But revenue performance is picking up since July 2020, which may undercut the need for

continued COVID borrowing
4. While government is aggressively borrowing, its capacity to spend is mush slower ,

resulting in underspending for the first nine months of 2020 (and that underspending is
not due to slowdown of infrastructure spending)

5. All the above raises the question of whether it is prudent to go for more fresh COVID
loans without first addressing underspending.
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AIIB loan agreement
US$ 750 million; loan agreement signed on June 5, 2020  

budgetary support so the proceeds goes to the treasury for use in expenditures with 
appropriations; (not project loan)

Funded from AIIB’s COVID-19 Crisis Recovery Facility
◦ The Philippines is not eligible for concessional rates because this facility only offers them to countries in 

the WB’s International Development Association.

The loan co-finances the COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support (CARES) Program; 
other co-finance:

◦ US$ 1,500 million loan from the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
◦ US$ 459 million by JICA

Financial terms:
◦ Front end fee of 0.25 % of loan amount
◦ Interest rate: USD LIBOR + 0.50% spread
◦ Tenor: 12 years with 3-year grace period
◦ Principal payment dates are Nov 15 and May 15. 
◦ First payment in Nov. 2023 and last payment date is May 15 2032.
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CARES Program
◦ Initially financed by the ADB; 
◦ ADB’s COVID-19 Pandemic Response Option (CPRO), a countercyclical support 

facility aimed at helping minimize the socio-economic effects of a global 
pandemic to its developing member countries.

◦ Debt sustainability is one of the CPRO eligibility criteria
◦ ADB’s deemed the Philippines qualified noting that government’s pre-COVID 

debt levels had gone down from 52.4% of GDP in 2010 to 38.9% in 2019. 
◦ Assessment also assumes that the new CPRO borrowing will have minimal 

impact on debt-GDP ratio and that recovery to pre-crisis levels will be 
achieved by 2024.

CARES objectives
◦ The overarching development objective is that adverse impacts of 

COVID-19 on the population’s health, incomes and economic 
opportunities are mitigates. 

◦ Expected effect of the program is for the rate of spread of the disease is 
managed and poverty contained.

◦ There are three output areas contained in CARES monitoring design:
1. Measures taken to combat the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic in the 

Philippines
2. Dedicated funds and programs for social protection and relief to affected 

people and allocated and implemented
3. Economic stimulus for affected sectors delivered. 
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Tracking CARES implementation
◦ CARES Program financing are quick disbursing loans and that the 

proceeds have already been transmitted to the treasury.
◦ However, the AIIB (as well as the ADB and JICA) are budgetary 

support loans and the proceeds are therefore comingled with 
other monies in the treasury that are available for release and 
utilization on authorized COVID-19 expenditures.

◦ This makes it difficult to directly link loan source to agency-level 
disbursements. And pose a challenge on how to assess program 
performance.

What specific programs in which government agencies should be monitored?



PH PROGRESO
Pillars 1 and 2 of PH-PROGRESO consists of a package of health, social protection and economic relief 
measures critical to combating the immediate social and economic consequences of the pandemic to be 
delivered from March to December 2020. Total cost Ph 654.25 billion*

Asaan ang plano? PH-PROGRESO is the most publicized consolidation of government
pandemic response. Pillars 1 and 2 (of the four) lists a collection of emergency support and
health measures and has corresponding cost estimates. The May version of the PH
PROGRESO will cost Ph654 billion to implement. But it is not apparent here which program/s
can be the focus of assessing CARES performance.

The “whole-of-government” approach meant that the national government response is
comprehensive and the resources mobilized are unprecedented. As new measures, such as
those in PH-PROGRESO, are initiated, agencies are making adjustments to their regular plans
and budgets to ensure continued delivery of public services.

18



Tracking CARES utilization
Using the data from the “Mid-Year Report on the FY 2020 National 
Budget” of the Development Budget Coordinating Committee (DBCC),
◦ determine the portion of national government COVID-19 allocations
◦ determine the distribution of COVID-19 allocations per agency
◦ identify agency’s programs/activities/project (PAPs) which received the 

allocation
◦ using the CARES Program monitoring matrix, determine which PAPs 

correspond to the performance indicators in the CARES program’s three 
output areas: health, social protection, and economic relief.

This study offers the following steps to narrow down the program for purposes of CARES
monitoring implementation.
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Status of COVID-19 releases as of Sept. 14, 2020
Department Major PAPs

Amount (in billion PhP)
Allotment Cash 

Allocation
Total Releases 389.2 359.1
of which:

DSWD Implementation of Social Amelioration Programs 211.6 200.0
DOLE Financial assistance to workers under the CAMP and TUPAD 

Programs; Emergency Repatriation Program for OFWs 
12.6 12.6

DOH Funding requirements to address the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., 
procurement of detection kits, and other medical supplies and 
materials)

49.0 48.2

DOF Small Business Wage Subsidy Program (SWBSP); Bayanihan
Grant to LGUs, Pondo sa Pagbabago at Pag-asenso Program

88.1 88.1

DA Implementation of ALPAS Kontra COVID-19 Program, and other 
agriculture support programs

11.4 8.5

DepEd Implementation of Basic Education – Learning Continuity Plan 10.9 -
Source: DBCC. Mid-year Report on the FY 2020 National Budget https://www.dbm.gov.ph/index.php/dbcc-matters/reports/mid-year-report/1733-2020-mid-year-report

DBCC Mid-Year Report on FY 2020 Budget reported that Ph481 billion COVID allotments have
been released and presents how Ph389 billion of these were distributed in six agencies. The
table also shows which program/activity/project (PAPs) were funded per agency.
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CARES Health-related outputs
Results chain Performance indicators Data source and reporting 

mechanism

Measures 
taken to 
combat the 
spread of the 
COVID-19 
pandemic in 
the Philippines

By May 2020, testing capacity increases to 8,000 
per day (baseline: 3,000 per day as of 14 April 
2020)

DOH reports

By July 2020, average turnaround time from 
sample collection to results reduced to 48 hours 
or less 

(baseline: more than 7 days as of April 4, 2020)

DOH reports

By July 2020, all health care workers are covered 
by PhilHealth inpatient and primary care Covid-
19-related benefits (baseline: only PhilHealth 
inpatient Covid-19 benefits are provided to 
PhilHealth members, as of April 4, 2020)

Philhealth reports

Program to improve COVID-19 testing 
(DOH)

Health insurance coverage program for 
health care workers (Philhealth)

Ph49 billion was released to DOH, but the study did not find data on how much of that was
for PAPs meant to improve COVID-19 testing.
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Results chain Performance indicators Data source and 
reporting mechanism

Dedicated funds and 
programs for social 
protection and relief 
to affected people 
allocated and 
implemented

By July 2020, the government, through the 4P
program, has provided conditional cash transfers
and emergency subsidy support of ₱10,000–
₱16,000 for 4.4 million vulnerable households, of 
which 85.3% of beneficiaries are women
(baseline: subsidy support not provided as of 4 April 
2020).

DSWD report, DOLE 
reports

By July 2020, the government has provided
emergency subsidy support ₱10,000–₱16,000 for 
13.6 million households with collection of sex 
disaggregated data on beneficiaries through the 
Social Amelioration Program
(baseline: subsidy support not provided as of 4 April 
2020).

DOF, IATF-EID

reports, DSWD

(through Social

Amelioration

Program)

CARES Social protection-related outputs

4Ps Program (DSWD)

Social Amelioration Program (SAP) 
DSWD

DSWD received PhP211.6 billion allotment for its COVID-19 response, specifically for the
Social Amelioration Program (SAP), but the DBCC report did not detail information on the
utilization of the said amount.

According to the SAP Monitoring Dashboard for Emergency Subsidy under Assistance to
Individuals in Crisis Situation (AICS), PhP81,557,415,700 has been transferred to local
government units (LGUs) and PhP98,786,563,950 has been received by SAP beneficiaries. The
dashboard also provided the following data on the number of targeted and actual
beneficiaries for both 4Ps and non-4Ps recipients. Retrieved on November 25, 2020. Data last
updated September 30, 2020.
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Economic recovery-related outputs
Results 
chain

Performance indicators Data source 
and reporting 
mechanism

Economic 
stimulus for 
affected 
sectors 
delivered

By December 2020, the government has delivered ₱30.6 
billion of economic stimulus and support highly affected 
and vulnerable sectors including agriculture (baseline: 
no support provided as of 4 April 2020)

DA reports, 
DTI reports

By December 2020, the government has provided wage 
subsidies for at least 1 million MSMEs (of which 58% are 
registered to women) (baseline: no wage subsidies 
provided as of 4 April 2020)

DOLE reports

By December 2020, the government has provided tax 
relief for at least 1 million MSMEs (of which 58% are 
registered to women) (baseline: no tax relief provided as 
of 4 April 2020)

BIR reports

ALPAS Kontra COVID-19 Program (DA) 
(?) and COVID-19 Assistance to Restart 

Enterprises (DTI) (?)

SBWS Program (DoF) and 
CAMP (DOLE)

CREATE bill?

Although the DBCC summary table on COVID releases indicates that DA has received
allotment of PhP11.4 billion intended for the ALPAS Kontra COVID-19 Program, the mid-year
budget report did not provide further information on this program and the breakdown of the
allocation.

The first performance indicator above identified DTI as one of the sources of data but DTI is
not included in the DBCC summary table of COVID allotment releases. In a Bayanihan to Heal
as One Act report, the DTI mentioned the COVID-19 Assistance to Restart Enterprises
(CARES), an enterprise rehabilitation financing facility under the Pondo sa Pagbabago at Pag-
asenso (P3) program where soft loans were made available to entrepreneurs to pump-prime
recovery and rehabilitation of MSMEs. To date, a total of 3,998 borrowers nationwide availed
P893-million worth of loans.

It is unclear if the last performance indicator pertains to tax relief that part of the Corporate
Recovery and Tax Incentives for Enterprises (CREATE) bill. If so, enactment of CREATE into
law is required to meet this indicator.

Takeaway:
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AIIB or collectively the three CARES loans cannot be traced at agency-program level, but for
citizens who wish to monitor specific programs to demonstrate impact of the loan, the short
list of agency programs listed above are reasonable starting points. An in-depth program
evaluation can be undertaken to generate evidence for CARES program monitoring.
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Is it responsive to women and girls’ needs
◦ ADB categorizes CARES as effective gender mainstreaming at entry 

and claims to strengthen government’s pandemic response by 
addressing gender and social inclusion. 

◦ The program document states that the CARES program will endeavor 
to: 
◦ ensure effective targeting of the most vulnerable households including women-headed 

households; and 
◦ consider the differential effects of the COVID-19 upon women and men, of all ages, due to 

socially constructed roles and norms. 

◦ It also said that technical assistance is being prepared to respond to 
the gendered impacts of COVID-19 including support for domestic 
and/or gender-based violence.

CARES Gender monitoring matrix
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Are there formal spaces for CSO engagement?

The CARES Program has an engagement framework for monitoring and guide
implementation. Its objective is “To support effective implementation of the Philippines
coronavirus disease (COVID-19) response and recovery plans and channel ADB’s support.
ADB will provide technical assistance support for the monitoring framework.”

A Policy Committee was formed by Philippines government as shared by an official from the
DoF in an RTD organized by SWP. It’s function is “to guide and monitor the overall
implementation of the special policies, plans and programs adopted by the Philippines in
addressing the impact of COVID-19.”

It is chaired by DOF (supposed to be a senior official) and must be co-chaired by ADB (Vice
President for the region).

The PC is tasked “to share information and report on the implementation of the COVID-19
plans and seek inputs for changes or improvements. ADB will share perspectives as inputs to
the policy makers. Issues relating to gender equity and the poor and vulnerable people will
be considered.”

The stakeholders include the private sector, civil society organizations and big data analytics.
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Citizens’ monitoring: (some) ways forward
◦ Citizens’ monitoring at agency program level. Citizens must further 

unpack and analyze the performance of agencies in implementation of 
critical COVID-19 response measures on health, social protection, and 
economic relief for vulnerable groups. 

◦ Citizens’ monitoring of local-level implementation. Perspectives on the 
effectiveness and responsiveness of these programs at the grassroots 
level need to be taken into account. 

Monitoring at agency program level. Citizens must further unpack and analyze the 
performance of agencies in implementation of critical COVID-19 response measures on 
health, social protection, and economic relief for vulnerable groups. The analysis should not 
only look at budget utilization but at effectiveness and efficiency in the delivery of the 
specific programs, identifying implementation (including targeting) issues and providing 
recommendations. Ideally, all agency programs will be covered in the in-depth program 
monitoring. Should limitations on time and resources make this unfeasible, a selection of key 
programs — preferably at least one from each of the output areas of health, social 
protection, and economic relief—will be covered.

Local-level implementation. Perspectives on the effectiveness and responsiveness of these 
programs at the grassroots level need to be taken into account. Local case studies can be 
done on at least local government units (LGUs) and should elicit a better understanding of 
issues, problems, and learnings on local-national government coordination, decentralization 
of beneficiary targeting and service delivery of national emergency responses, and other 
implementation concerns. The case studies should also look into alternatives for a less 
centralized emergency response delivery system.
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◦ Citizens’ review and in-depth analysis of the gender-responsiveness of the 
CARES program — its design, implementation mechanisms, and monitoring 
and evaluation system.

◦ Document and promote stories of experiences by specific women or women’s 
groups to highlight real-life impacts of response measures, the peculiar 
experiences and perspectives of women and girls, and the need for gender-
responsiveness in programming and budgeting.

◦ Macro-fiscal and economic impact of COVID-19 financing in the short and 
long-term should also be monitored.

In-depth analysis of the gender-responsiveness of the CARES program — its design,
implementation mechanisms, and monitoring and evaluation system. CSOs which are experts
in gender programming, and the Philippines ‘Commission on Women (PCW) should be
mobilized to lead this review and offer policy, program, and fiscal recommendations to
government, AIIB, and other creditors for current and future improvements in emergency
response financing.

Document and promote stories of experiences by specific women or women’s groups to
highlight real-life impacts of response measures, the peculiar experiences and perspectives of
women and girls, and the need for gender-responsiveness in programming and budgeting.

Macro-fiscal and economic impact of COVID-19 financing in the short and long-term should
also be monitored. CSOs engaged in tax and fiscal justice should be mobilized to lead citizens’
assessment of international financial structures and how they affect the Philippines’ COVID-
19 financing strategies.

29



Thank you.
CITIZENS’ MONITORING OF FINANCING FOR COVID-19 RESPONSE 
AND RECOVERY: FOCUS ON AIIB LOAN IS A SOCIAL WATCH 
PHILIPPINES PROJECT IN PARTNERSHIP WITH OXFAM.
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