Investment Programming and Aid in East Asia:
—Thailand, Malaysia and the Philippines—
Thailand, Malaysia, and the Philippines have different ways of organizing development administration, and therefore institutional design and coordination features are diverse among these countries.  For the purpose of understanding how each country has been trying to ensure policy and resource alignment with development priorities, the diverse mechanisms for development planning, investment programming and aid management are analyzed in light of their coherence.  Table 1 and Figure 1 summarize the different models of development management in the three East Asian countries in this regard.
Table 1: Coherence between Development Planning and Investment Programming in the three East Asian countries
	
	Thailand
	Malaysia
	The Philippines

	Development Plans
	· Indicative plan utilized as strategic core documents (development priorities clearly indicated)

· Do not specify budget allocation

(securing room for flexibility
	· Directive plan utilized as strategic core documents (development priorities clearly indicated)

· Specify budget allocation

(adjusted at mid-term review
	· Still insufficient as strategic core documents (in spite of ongoing efforts)

· Do not specify budget allocation

(lacking alignment with budget implication

	Public Investment Plans (PIPs)
	· Public investment selected in the subsequent annual budget and debt approval process (except for the 70s - 3rd and 4th Development Plans)
	· Public investment selected as part of development planning process

(Development Plans play the role of de facto PIP
	· Public Investment Plans prepared in parallel with Development Plans, but their linkages remain weak

(still remain as “wish list” of projects

	Project approval
	· Project approval integrated into annual budget/debt approval process
	· Project approval conducted as part of development planning process
	· Project approval conducted after PIP process and before annual budget process


Source: Author
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1. Coherence between development planning and investment programming in three East Asian countries
1-1. Thailand
The five-year National Economic and Social Development Plans (the NESDPs) in Thailand have been “indicative” in nature.  While the NESDPs specify development priorities, they do not bind budget allocation.  Hence, in order for line agencies and ministries to translate their prospective investment projects into “reality”, first, those projects must be reflected in the NESDPs, and then scrutinized and pruned through the subsequent annual budget process to secure necessary funding.  The preparation of the NESDPs has been the primary responsibility of the National Economic and Social Development Board (NESDB) in collaboration with other central economic agencies traditionally, and with the involvement of line agencies and ministries recently as decentralization progressed.  The Bureau of the Budget (BOB), in collaboration with the NESDB and other central economic agencies, has been responsible for budget process.
The advantage of having this “two-tiered approach” is that it can be relatively flexible about changing social and economic environment, as there are time-lag between development planning and budget allocation process.  Actual funding requirements are highly dependent on the physical progress and the prior preparation of infrastructure constructions, and such constructions are sensitive to public demand and support.
The Thai government has not introduced Public Investment Plans (PIPs) for investment programming except for the Third and the Fourth NESDPs where PIPs were included in the development plans.  The NESDPs in the early times (the Third through the Sixth NESDPs during the 1970s and 1980s) were selectively specified with real quantitative and strategic guidance with respect to capital expenditures as a whole, including infrastructure investment.  Hence, the NESDPs in those days have effectively functioned as guidance to other central economic agencies, line agencies and ministries.  For example, the BOB utilized the NESDPs for its subsequent budget allocation process, and line agencies and ministries could verify whether prospective projects that they would take charge were regarded as priority.  However, the NESDPs after 1992 (the Seventh through the Ninth NESDPs) are very soft and limited to qualitative analysis.  As such, the recent NESDPs have reduced their function as strategic guidance in terms of resource allocations across specific sectors, let alone projects.
Figure 2 summarizes the overview of development planning and investment programming in Thailand.

[image: image2]
1-2. Malaysia

In Malaysia, the five-year development plans (i.e. Malaysia Plans) play the role of de facto investment plans.  In other words, the planning process of the Malaysia Plans includes public investment planning in the sense that the Economic Planning Unit (EPU) assesses and prioritizes investment projects during the development planning process, complying with the aggregate development budget ceiling as well as sectoral budget ceilings that are strictly observed.  Hence, public investment projects identified in the Malaysia Plans have already been matched with national development goals, financial resource availability and distributional considerations.  They have been already scrutinized and prioritized in view of project approval criteria that include financial viability and implementation capacity in the development planning process as well.  This is the very reason that the Malaysia Plans are regarded as “directive” in nature.  In sum, development plans in Malaysia specify investment priorities, backed by budget implication.  Hence, investment projects reflected in the Malaysia Plans would be sooner or later implemented unless significant changes in the socioeconomic situation take place affecting the basic assumptions of the plans.  In such cases, the Malaysia Plans would be amended during their mid-term reviews to adjust with the changing circumstances.

The EPU plays the key role in development planning, by matching the micro-level projects with the macro level plans for each of the sectors.  The EPU takes into account several factors in prioritizing the projects, including consistency with the overall economic and development policies, urgency of the projects, financial viability and implementation capacity.  The EPU determines the aggregate budget ceiling as well as sectoral ceilings (economic, social, administration and security) for development expenditures during the plan period of the Malaysia Plans.  The Ministry of Finance (MOF), in collaboration with the EPU and other relevant agencies, are responsible for setting annual budget ceilings for development expenditures based on the Malaysia Plans.  The MOF is also responsible for determining the annual allocation of both investment and recurrent budget.  In short, budgeting is considered as one of the implementing tools of the Malaysia Plans.

Figure 3 summarizes the overview of development planning and investment programming in Malaysia.
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1-3. The Philippines

Linkages between the six-year development plans (the MTPDPs: Medium-Term Philippine Development Plans) and its companion documents -- the investment plans (the MTPIPs: Medium-Term Public Investment Programs) -- are weak in the Philippines, with little resource-constraining function internalized in the planning process.  The MTPIP is a rolling, multi-year public expenditure program, updated on an annual basis.  Theoretically, the MTPIP in the Philippines was meant to be prepared: (1) to tighten planning, programming and budgeting linkages, (2) to function as the basis for public sector resource allocation and for pipelining public sector projects and programs for ODA, private sector projects and other financing sources, and (3) to monitor public investment’s performance in terms of achieving the goals and targets of the MTPDP.  However, the reality is different substantially from its expected role.  As to the scope of the MTPIP, it is only a subset of total public expenditures or of total budget.  It includes capital forming public investments, both ongoing and new, as well as programs, and it also covers all departments and agencies, including domestically financed and ODA projects.  On the other hand, it excludes administrative capital expenditures (i.e., in support of regular agency operations such as improvements in existing office buildings etc.), debt payment, and projects and programs to be financed purely from LGU revenues.

While the government has been working to improve the link between the two plans, especially after 2001 when departments were required to submit four year lists of their priority projects and programs, the MTPIPs remain as a wish list of projects and programs, lacking prioritization.  Hence, the MTPIPs have included even low-ranked projects incoherent with allocative efficiency.  The main reasons that the MTPIPs have not served their expected purpose come from the status of the MTPIP itself.  The MTPIP is not a definitive budget -- potential projects and programs must still be evaluated and approved by the Investment Coordination Committees (ICC) of the NEDA (National Economic and Development Authority) Board for funding even after being included in the MTPIPs.  In other words, inclusion of projects and programs in the MTPIPs does not have any binding effect on their successive investment selection and budgeting process.  In addition, since the MTPIP has been regarded as a gatekeeper for actual investment budget, sector departments have every incentive to have their projects and programs included in the MTPIP.  The government has been making series of efforts to improve the linkage between planning and budgeting to strengthen allocative efficiency.
Furthermore, the “congressional insertions” that occur during the annual budget process create distortions leading to the selection of inappropriate programs and projects that are not fully aligned with national objective, strategy and priority.  Such legislative intervention undermines the utility and credibility of the MTPDP and the MTPIP.

Hence, in comparison with Thailand and Malaysia, the Philippine government faces more complicated and profound challenges in the macroeconomic management including the development planning and investment selection.

Figure 4 summarizes the overview of development planning and investment programming in the Philippines.
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2. Decision making parameters and coordination mechanisms for public investment selection and prioritization
2-1. Thailand
With regards to public investment selection and prioritization process, substantive roles of the NESDB was changed from 1992 with the enactment of the legislation related with public-private partnerships, namely, the Royal Act on Private Participation in State Undertaking.  As a matter of fact, the 1992 Act was said to be introduced from the government’s new policy to actively utilize private capital so as to restrain government’s public investment under the financial difficulties.  It is worthy of attention that the year 1992 coincided with the start of the Seventh NESDP which reduced its crucial function as strategic guidance.  Here we can also make out the evolving role of the NESDB as the central coordination agency for approving public investment projects.  In short, in accordance with the rise of power in the private sector, functions and responsibilities of the NESDB have substantially reduced.
In fact, before 1992, all public investment projects were required to go through the NESDB’s scrutiny process for approval in theory (See Figure 5).  The NESDB used to exercise strong powers based on the National Economic and Social Development Board Act -- the NESDB Act of 1978 -- that lay down the NESDB’s formal legal powers and authorities including public investment provisions (Article 12 of the 1978 NESDB Act).  The NESDB would check whether proposed projects were in line with the overall economic policy and development strategies at the macro level, as well as scrutinize feasibility of individual projects including cost-benefit analysis.  Hence, the NESDB was in the position to review projects in systematic manners all the way from a broader perspective to a specific level.  As a matter of fact, since the NESDB exercised centralized, “top-down” power for public investment approval process until the mid 1980s, the involvement of line agencies and ministries must have been limited, with substantial amount of information concentrating to the NESDB, rather than to the line agencies and ministries.
After the end of the Prem Administration in 1988, line agencies and ministries increased their involvements in the planning and investment programming process as decentralization progressed.  As such, ministries gradually began to make budgetary requests for their prospective projects, bypassing the NESDB in its preceding project approval process.  In fact, as for public investment projects costing less than one billion baht financed fully from the government’s budget, ministries are increasingly using the shortcut process as their normal procedures in recent years.  In such cases, ministries would submit their project proposals directly to the BOB and the BOB would make their analysis within their annual budget process.  Specifically, the BOB scrutinized proposed projects from the budgetary perspectives (for both investment and recurrent budgets) as per its mandate -- the BOB looked into the unit costs of each investment project, financial requirements in accordance with preparation and physical progress of investment projects, budget constraints, etc.  Hence, systematic analysis and prioritization of projects from comprehensive perspectives, including analysis on the impacts to the macro economy, would be absent with the shortcut approaches which bypass the NESDB.
Ministries also started using such shortcut process for public investment projects over one billion baht.  In fact, other than for SOE (State Owned Enterprise) projects, ministries frequently bypassed the NESDB in their normal project approval process (See Figure 6).  In other words, for any public investment projects over one billion baht in value, (i) ministries must submit project proposals to the NESDB if they were SOE projects but (ii) they can submit project proposals either directly to the Cabinet, bypassing the NESDB for shortcut, or through the NESDB, if they were not SOE projects.

Figure 5: Project Approval Process prior to 1992 -- all public investment projects in theory (based on the National Economic and Social Development Board Act in 1978)











Source:  Author
Figure 6: Project Approval Process (recent normal procedures) -- public investment projects (including SOE projects) over one billion baht














Source:  Modification of the figure in “Policy Coordination, Planning and Infrastructure Provision: A Case Study of Thailand”, a background paper commissioned for the ADB-JBIC-World Bank East Asia and Pacific Infrastructure Flagship Study in 2004.

2-2. Malaysia

(1) Decision making parameters and involvement/coordination mechanisms of related institutions in public investment selection and prioritization

<Project approval process>

Public investment selection and prioritization take place as part of project approval process within the Malaysia Plans.  As such, processes for public investment plans and project selection form a part of the planning process of the Malaysia Plans.  Hence, they are prepared utilizing the existing planning machinery.
Looking into the project approval process specifically, it begins with the EPU’s issuance of the Call Circulars to ministries, departments, statutory authorities, state governments and the non-financial public enterprises.  The Call Circular has basically two objectives: (1) to inform the government machinery of the preparation of the Malaysia Plan including the future strategic objectives and (2) to obtain bids for development allocation for the next five years to implement the identified strategies.  The Circular provides general guidelines on the procedures for plan preparation, the schedule for submission, the timing and the criteria for proposed projects and programs.  The various ministries, agencies and state governments are then requested to review their strategies, development objectives, and identify, prepare and submit proposals for candidate projects and programs (for both on-going and new projects) with bid for the funds required to implement them during the plan period.

Upon receipt of the submissions from relevant ministries, agencies and state governments, the EPU evaluates targets, concepts and proposed projects and programs, and determines the overall objectives, scope and costs of each project/program for the Malaysia Plan.  The Macro Economic Section in the EPU analyzes the viability of candidate projects and programs from medium-term macroeconomic framework and set the overall aggregate development budget ceiling.  Each Sectoral Division in the EPU scrutinizes candidate projects and programs including technical feasibility, financial viability and effectiveness.  The Budget Section in the EPU coordinates with each Sectoral Division in the EPU to consider development budget allocation to ministries, agencies and state governments.  The Technical Services Section in the EPU checks the project/program costs based on the specified (unit) cost standards
.  At any rate, the relevant sections in the EPU consults with the planning sections (planning cell) and other relevant sections of concerned ministries, agencies and state governments to determine projects and programs for the Malaysia Plan.  In some cases, the EPU may have to consult and coordinate directly with Secretary Generals or Deputy Secretary Generals of relevant ministries, agencies and state governments as it deals with policy issues which even their planning cells may not be able to determine.

To summarize the project approval process, each Sectoral Division in the EPU examines the candidate project proposals submitted by relevant ministries, agencies and state governments and rank them according to priority within the initial budget ceilings established for each sector.  These projects are then discussed at the Development Projects Examination Committees (DPEC), which are chaired by the EPU and comprised of members from the ministries and agencies submitting the projects, the Ministry of Finance, and other relevant agencies.  The DPEC goes through the project list, and concerned ministries and agencies are to provide justification for their proposed projects.  The project lists are drawn up for each sector and then consolidated and examined at Sectoral Divisions in the EPU.  If necessary, some reallocation of the development budget among sectors would take place at this stage based on the priority and the quality of submitted projects.  While the resources are allocated along sectoral lines, the project list also provides the listing of projects based on allocations by state to give due attention to regional considerations for project approvals and resource allocation.  The consolidated project list is then submitted to the Cabinet together with the draft chapters of the Malaysia Plan for its consideration and approval. (See Figure 7)

<Project prioritization>

To elaborate the project prioritization in the project approval process, the EPU prioritizes candidate projects in matching with overall financial resources and development goals.  The Call Circular indicates the broad criteria applied when prioritizing projects and programs: growth promotion, project viability, social obligation and needs, poverty reduction and promotion of regional balance.  In the case of infrastructure projects, the development infrastructure is largely guided by master plans, which help to determine project priority.  Appropriate sectoral distributions as well as state and regional distribution are also carefully considered.  In fact, ministries and agencies have already taken into account of regional distribution aspects in deciding candidate projects within their respective organizations before submitting project proposals to the EPU.  Usually, projects in the less developed states and regions are given more weight than those in the more developed states and regions.  On-going projects are given priority over new projects.

In order to decide regional priority, candidate projects that are proposed by the state branches of Federal Ministries and the state governments are first required to discussed with the State EPU (SEPUs), which are given responsibility to determine project needs and requirements as well as to evaluate, examine and make recommendations with regard to the projects.  Requests for candidate projects proposed by the state branches of Federal Ministries can be submitted to the Federal headquarters only after the SEPUs examine them.  Candidate projects proposed by the state agencies need be scrutinized by the ESPUs before submitting these requests to the EPU.

With regards to projects proposed by state corporations that have plans/potential for privatization, the EPU carefully scrutinizes the project proposals more than those proposed by ministries, departments and state governments in light of financial viability and profitability.  In fact, the Privatization Section of the EPU looks into privatization plans of relevant state corporations.
Figure 7: Project Approval Process for the Malaysia Plans (Five-year Development Plans)













Source:  Author -- drawn from “Development Planning in Malaysia” issued by the EPU in 2004 and information provided by EPU to the GRIPS team

2-3. The Philippines

The NEDA plays the focal point in evaluating and programming public investment projects by coordinating the ODA, and appraising projects and programs.  The ICC, one of the six inter-agency committees of the NEDA Board, is responsible for deciding what projects to be financed, particularly for ODA and BOT (Build-Operate-Transfer) projects.  Potential projects are to be submitted to the ICC by the proponent departments and agencies via NEDA Technical Staff.  Those projects with ICC clearance and recommendation are then submitted to the NEDA Board for final approval.  Hence, in order for investment projects to be approved for funding, the ICC clearance and the NEDA Board approval is required.  (See Figure 8)
The ICC is composed of the Department of Finance (DOF) Secretary as the Chair and the NEDA Director-General as the Co-chair, and the Executive Secretary, and the Secretaries of Budget and Management, Trade and Industry, Agriculture and Energy, the Governor of the Central Bank (Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas) and the BOT Center as members.  The ICC is supported by technical working groups that conduct the technical evaluation of projects for the deliberation of the ICC.  Its core members are drawn from the technical staff of the oversight agencies (i.e., the NEDA, the DBM, the DOF and the Central Bank).  The ICC conducts analysis in deciding which projects to be recommended to NEDA Board for final approval.
The ICC approval process only comes after the MTPIPs are being prepared -- hence, projects and programs listed under the MTPIPs usually have not gone through rigorous scrutiny as required under the ICC process and accordingly, the list tends to end up in a mere wish list.  Various on-going initiatives have been proceeding through the administrative channel (headed by the NEDA and the DBM) to strengthen the effectiveness of the MTPIPs and to enhance the linkage between planning and budgeting, as explained previously.

Projects that require ICC clearance are: (1) any public sector undertaking with total project cost of 500 million pesos and above, resulting in new capital investment, irrespective of financing (i.e., whether for local funding or through loans/grants for foreign funding), (2) public sector projects with foreign borrowing of at least U$5 million, (3) projects of the private sector seeking concessional ODA financing under on-lending arrangements and/or national government financing guarantees (e.g., BOT projects), and (4) other projects and programs not defined above may be considered case-to-case basis.  In reality, those capital investments subject to ICC approval are limited to ODA and BOT projects.  Purely locally-funded public investment projects are smaller in scale, and turn out to be outside of the requirement of the ICC review.  In fact, according to the NEDA officials, no locally-funded public investment project has gone through ICC review process, as projects submitted for local funding are below the 500 million pesos cut-off.
It is also noteworthy that investment projects funded by the PDAF, i.e. pork barrel funds allocated to each legislator, are not subject to the ICC approval.  In short, the administrative system virtually allows legislative intervention that may conflict national and sectoral development strategies, leading to allocative distortion, undermining transparency and efficiency in investment selection.
Figure 8: Project Approval Process -- public investment projects (namely ODA and BOT projects) subject to ICC approval











Source:  Author

3. Project preparation and investment decision process for locally funded projects and ODA projects 
3-1. Thailand
Procedures for preparing, screening and selecting locally-funded projects and the ODA projects have been more or less the same except for requirements related with environmental safeguards, public hearings and gender issues.  As for ODA projects, donors usually require more rigorous standards than those applied to locally funded projects.  In such cases, the Thai government would comply with the donors’ requirements which would involve additional time and transaction costs.  Hence, in case of ODA projects, the Thai government has been rather sensitive to the degree of complexity for additional procedures when making decisions for which donor to request support from.
Contents (coverage and depth of the analysis) and criteria required to carry out the Feasibility Study (F/S) for project approval have been basically the same between those of the locally-funded projects and the ODA projects.  With a view to enhancing the quality of F/S, the Thai government has introduced a system since 1987 to select only the qualified consultants to conduct the study.  More concretely, the MOF manages the list of consultants who actually meet the specific requirements that the MOF has announced in the Royal Gazette, so as to make sure that consultants who conduct the F/S would be selected from that list.  As such, line agencies themselves usually do not conduct F/S directly but outsource it to qualified consultants.
As for public investment projects involving either domestic or foreign borrowing, Regulation on National Borrowing in 1985 (revision of the 1982 version) must be complied with.  Hence, project preparation for ODA loan projects has been subject to this regulation.  The National Debt Policy Committee (NDPC), composed of fourteen representatives from different organizations headed by the Minister of Finance as the Chairman, must review public investment projects with domestic and foreign loans.  The NDPC is authorized to formulate an Annual Borrowing Plan (for both domestic and foreign loans) specifying: (i) the name of the implementing agency, (ii) potential loan source(s), (iii) loan amount, (iv) borrowing schedule, (v) required baht counterpart fund, and (vi) other relevant details of each project.  The Cabinet approves the Annual Borrowing Plan as a subsequent process.
3-2. Malaysia

Both the locally-funded projects and the ODA projects are prepared and selected as part of the planning process of the Malaysia Plans.  Hence, there are no differences in the procedures and approval process between the two.  Regardless of the sources of funds, any candidate projects must be included in the project list in the Malaysia Plans to be carried out for implementation.
After the final approval of the Malaysia Plans by the Parliament, the External Assistance Section in the EPU, in consultation with other sections in the EPU, the MOF and concerned ministries and agencies, considers specific funding arrangements for donor assistance.  The past experiences show that projects with relatively large scale have been the main target for foreign assistance.  Small-scale projects including constructions of school buildings have been financed locally, and the contents of such projects were scrutinized mainly during the annual budget process, rather than the five-year development planning process.
F/S is not required for every project in Malaysia.  For example, F/S is not usually prepared for small-scale projects including constructions of school buildings and hospitals.  In such cases, project scope is determined by the number of possible students/patients estimated by the population distribution in the region to come up with adequate size of the buildings.

Although there is no regulation that specifies the minimum project cost requiring the F/S, the F/S is prepared for large-scale projects around and above RM 200-300, depending on the types and characteristics of the project.  The F/S could be prepared either by relevant ministries, agencies and state governments directly, or it could be outsourced for preparation.  Each ministry, agency and state government has its own internal guideline stipulating the criteria required to carry out the F/S for project approval (including quantitative standards such as IRR and cost benefit analysis) for public investment projects.  Contents (coverage and depth of the analysis) and criteria of the F/S for project approval have been the same between those of the locally-funded projects and the ODA projects.
There are cases that donors require additional standards compared with those applied to locally funded projects such as environmental safeguards.  In such cases, the Malaysia government would comply with the donors’ requirements in accordance with their guidelines.  While the Malaysia government would observe donors’ requirements purely related with additional administrative procedures, it would not accept any conditionalities that would pose critical policy implications to the country including changes in important policy decisions and foundations of administrative machineries, for example.  A typical example for this was that the Malaysia government firmly maintained fixed exchange rate system denying the IMF’s recommendation at the time of Asian financial crises.
3-3. The Philippines

Procedures and requirements for project preparation and selection for locally-funded projects and large-scale ODA projects have been different in reality as described above.  The ICC system, as a result, has virtually excluded locally-funded investment projects to go through intensive scrutiny -- only the (large-scale) ODA and BOT projects have been subject to the ICC process.  This is the distinctive characteristic of the Philippines case in comparison with the situation of Thailand and Malaysia where they both have basically the same approval procedures and requirements between locally-funded projects and ODA projects.
In the case of locally-funded projects in the Philippines, relevant line agencies submit proposals to the DBM and/or the NEDA depending on the size of the project.  In the absence of the ICC review, the inclusion of the project in the national budget by the DBM becomes the crucial investment selection decision.  Hence, when the project is included in the national budget, then it could be regarded as virtually approved.
The donors’ requirements for ODA projects are usually more rigorous (comparable to the international standards) than the government’s requirements for locally-funded projects in terms of quality of F/S, measures for social and environmental safeguards, standards for operation and maintenance, requirements for implementation and monitoring etc.  In fact, procedures for the selection and management of locally-funded projects are less intensive and less well defined than those applied to ODA projects.  It is understandable that donors need to maintain accountability and transparency to their taxpayers in home country and to minimize fiduciary risks in their ODA operations -- leading to push up requirements to recipient countries.  Hence, there is a certain rationale behind institutionalizing the ICC evaluation for ODA projects.  However, setting up dual and exceptional system for ODA would increase the gap in procedures applied for ODA and locally funded projects, only to increase burden to the government.  Furthermore, setting ICC threshold by total project amount may induce inefficiency as it would create perverse incentive for the proponent line agencies to fragment projects to evade ICC evaluation process.  Thus, the consequence of such dual system for project screening and approval -- more rigorous rules applied for ODA projects and less so for locally-funded projects -- could increase administrative burden and may create distortion and inefficiency to the economy as a whole.  While ODA may function as a catalyst to facilitate institution and capacity building of the government system, there are possible risks that additional rules and complex procedures necessary to meet donor requirements may raise transaction costs of the government.
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Figure 1: Coherence between Development Planning and Investment Programming in three East Asian countries
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Locally-funded projects are submitted to the DBM and/or the NEDA depending on the size of the project.  The ICC has yet to evaluate and approve a locally-funded project, as projects submitted to the DBM for local funding are below the ICC threshold of 500 million pesos.  Hence, inclusion of the project in the national budget by the DBM becomes the crucial selection decision for locally-funded projects.





Inclusion of the project in the national budget constitutes final project approval
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Figure 4: Overview of development planning and investment programming in the Philippines








� The same cost standards are applied for both domestically funded projects and ODA funded projects.  As for large scale projects, cost estimations are made in the F/S based on market price, as unit cost standards are not specified for such cases.
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