
Mainstreaming Climate Change Into the Environmental Impact Assessment Process

The Visayas Base-Load Power
Development Project

“A Model for Greenfield Power Plants
(Particularly Coal-Fired) in the Philippines”

Studies and testimonies gathered by the Freedom from Debt Coalition (FDC)
and its partners point out health and environmental risks glossed over by the

ADB’s Summary Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA) while demystifying
the use of ‘clean technologies’ that proponents hope would make the project a

showcase for future coal-fired power plants in the country.

* The full version of the research by Aaron Pedrosa of Freedom from Debt Coalition, Cebu City, Philippines
is available at  http://www.forum-adb.org.
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The Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project

Project Brief

DB’s power failure in the Philippines involves
 a   $120   million  loan  to  the  Korea  Electric
Power Company-Salcon Power Corporation

(KSPC), for financing the construction, operation and
maintenance of a 200 MW coal-fired power plant in
the district of Colon, Naga City, Cebu Province. It is
the latest addition to two existing 110 MW coal-fired
plants owned by the National Power Corporation—
built to provide base load power to the Visayas grid
and thus charge up a region currently grappling with
worsening power shortages.

With a $100M loan from Korean Export-Import Bank1

obtained by the KSPC in 2008, the ADB loan will
construct a power plant utilizing circulating fluidized
bed combustion (CFBC) technology—also dubbed as
“cleaner coal” technology because the boilers used are
said to generate very low nitrogen oxide and sulfur
dioxide emissions. The plant will consist of two 100
MW units which will utilize coals from Indonesian
and local suppliers. The loan will also construct
support facilities and new transmission lines.

The project utilizes a new finance structure of a
merchant power plant on a build–own–operate basis,
characterized by the execution of power sales contracts
with distribution utilities and electric cooperatives,
instead of purchase power agreements with the

A
Philippine government. Under this concept, the
generating company is responsible for the whole
construction, operation, and maintenance of the plant,
including fuel supply—without any Philippine
government guarantees. Once completed, the Naga
plant will supply power to eight electric cooperatives
and a private investor-owned utility that have signed
a total of 171.1 MW power sales contracts.

The 8.4 hectare-project area sits on the previous ash
pond disposal area of the existing Naga Power Plant.
It has easy access to transmission lines, seawater for
cooling and industrial use and infrastructures (access
road, water intake channel, and jetty trestle). The plant
will be interconnected to the Visayas transmission grid
through the New Naga Substation located less than a
kilometer away.

Among a number of reasons, the ADB merited the
project worthy of assistance2 as it “supports
sustainable growth in the Visayas region by increasing
the availability of reliable and competitively priced
power to help alleviate the current power supply
shortage without additional fiscal burden on the
Government.” The ADB also believes the project will
“revitalize implementation of the Government’s reform
agenda for the power subsector… increasing
competition, and efficiency through private sector
investment in the sector.” Utilizing what it claims is a
more environment-friendly technology, the ADB deems
that the power plant “will be a model in the application
of cleaner technologies to coal-fired power plants in
the Philippines,” besides being the least-cost option
“with adequate mitigation equipment and measures
incorporated in the project design.”

As of 30 June 2010, 91.21% of construction milestones
were completed.3 Target for commercial operation is
February 2011 for the first 100 MW unit and May
2011 for the second 100 MW unit.

Scope of the EIA

On 5 December 2005, the Department of Environment
and Natural Resources (DENR) gave the environmental
compliance certificate for the Visayas Base-Load Power
Development Project based on KSPC’s environmental

1 The Visayas Base Load Development Project is the first collaboration between ADB and Korean Export-Import Bank. The
two institutions signed a memorandum of understanding in 2008 under the Asian Infrastructure Financing Initiative.

2 ADB Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors, July 2009.
3 KEPCO SPC Power Corporation, ADB Environmental Monitoring Report, July 2010.

THE VIEW. The ADB-funded 200-MW coal power plant
in Cebu, Philippines.
Photo taken by Lala Cantillo/NGO Forum on ADB.
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impact statement (EIS). A public hearing was held earlier
on 6 August 2005 as part of the EIS. After nearly four
years, the ADB released the project’s Summary
Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA)4 to the public
in March 2009. The ADB eventually approved the
proposed loan for the project a few months later.

The SEIA emphasized that “no significant
environmental impacts could be expected” from the
project, as the power that would fuel the Visayas grid
would utilize the latest ‘clean coal’ technology, which
reduces the production of unwanted air pollutants. The
project also outlined several measures to mitigate any
adverse social and environmental impacts. These
include:

(i) Construction of a desalination plant, to
ensure that the plant’s freshwater
requirements would not compete with the
local community’s water table;

(ii) Collection and transportation of ash
produced during operations to a nearby
cement manufacturing plant as raw
material. In emergencies, ash will be
transferred from the silo in a humidified
form and stored in the emergency ash pond
on-site, lined with high density
polyethylene to ensure no ground seepage
of the wet ash;

(iii) Resettlement of informal dwellers utilizing
the project area, in coordination with the
local government and the NPC;

(iv) Increased employment opportunities
especially during the construction stage
which will require about 500–1,000 workers;

(v) Installation of anti-pollution technology
and devices to prevent air pollutants from
going into nearby communities;

(vi) KSPC will monitor the health of local
communities, contribute to the
improvement of local health services and
facilities, and conduct periodic medical
missions that will distribute free medicines;
and

(vii) Implementation of a social development
plan, as well as an environment management
plan, including monitoring of air emission,
water quality, land use, ecological resources,
and social aspects.

Studies conducted by the Freedom from Debt Coalition
(FDC) and its partners, however, heavily criticized
KSPC and ADB’s appraisal for “double talking,” as
protesting groups noted that the SEIA report “largely
glossed over health and  environmental risks posed
by the coal-fired plant” and scored the “lack of baseline
data of any initial studies undertaken.5” Furthermore,
the group disclosed disturbing practices observed,
some violating the Bank’s safeguard policies and
handling of the EIA.

Consultation or Manipulation?

The SEIA claims “the community and various
stakeholders were consulted in various venues for
participation in the environmental impact assessment
study, through informal interviews in the form of
community meetings and/or focus group discussions
and public consultations. Residents were given the

4 The SEIA report provided information it was expected to give on (a) Project Description, Design and Construction, detailing
project facilities that will be constructed , (b) Descriptions of the Physical, Biological, and Socio-Cultural Environment, (c)
Alternatives considered, (d) Anticipated Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures to be employed at various phases
of project implementation, (e) Economic Assessment, (f) Environmental Management Plan and (g) Public Consultation and
Disclosure report.

5 Violeta P. Corral, KEPCO-Salcon’s 200MW coal-fired power plant (Naga, Cebu), Public Services International Research Unit,
September 2009 at www.psiru.org

The Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project

A DENT ON THE LANDSCAPE.  The landscape has been
compromised by the presence of the coal power plant.
Photo taken by Lala Cantillo/NGO Forum on ADB
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6 ibid.
7 On October 2009, ADB was reported to be agreeable to proposals to review and monitor KSPC’s Ash Disposal Management

Plan, including ash content testing, collection, transportation, and final placement to ensure the project’s ash disposal
complies with ADB’s environmental safeguards requirements.

8 Freedom from Debt Coalition media release, FDC opposes Impending ADB Loan Approval for Coal Power Plants, 31 July
2009.

opportunity to discuss the possible environmental and
social impacts of the proposed Project.” However, FDC
cited several circumstances that placed the project’s
social acceptability under question.

The group cited results of a perception survey covering
122 residents in four barangays within the project area
that revealed residents were not at all aware about the
conduct of the EIA. Majority or 45 % of respondents
also claimed not being asked by the local government
unit if they were in favor of the new plant’s
construction. Some 41% also disclosed that they did
not know of discussions conducted in their barangay
on the KSPC power plant. Respondents also revealed
that Barangay Captains mobilized ten residents per
barangay to express support for the project in the 6
August 2005 public hearing conducted about the KSPC
power plant, prompting respondents to raise questions
on Nagahanons’ representation to the said dialogue.

Another NGO, the Cebu Alliance for Renewable Energy
(CARE)6 found that the KSPC contracted the services
of a PR firm that succeeded in tilting the balance of
media coverage in KSPC’s favor. A three-month
community relations campaign in the surrounding
communities of the project mobilized thousands of
residents who expressed support for the construction
of the coal-fired plants during the municipal ECC and
Cebu Provincial Board hearings.

The FDC also deplored the ADB’s non-disclosure of
important documents during the early stages of the
project, such as the chemical analysis report and
recommendations by KEPCO consultants, among
others.

Dismissing the Dangers to Health
and Environment

The SEIA concedes a host of the project’s adverse
environmental and social impacts inherent with the use
of coal, but it dismisses the serious risks posed to life
and ecology with mitigating measures that the KSPC
vows to undertake during the plant’s construction and
operation. The mitigating measures are contained in
separate environment and social management plans. It
also outlines a monitoring program and annual

environmental audit. Financial resources for carrying
out these social and environment plans were readily
committed. The SEIA did not provide values for the
environmental costs of power plant activities that are
“difficult to quantify”—for water supply, discharge of
effluent and air pollution related to the disposal of ash;
use of seawater for desalination; discharge of heated
water and wastewater to the sea; and discharge of flue
gas to the atmosphere—which expectedly are the most
costly consequences of having a coal-fired plant.

The matter of coal ash disposal proved to be among
the top concerns. The SEIA notes that KSPC commits
to collect and transport the ash produced during the
plant’s operations to a nearby cement manufacturing
plant as raw material. But in July 2009, KSPC’s callous
disregard for the environment and health of
Nagahanons became evident when it signed a MOA
with the Cebu Provincial Government allowing the
conversion of a 25-hectare beachfront property near
the plant site into a coal ash dumpsite for a term of at
least 25 years, subject to extension.7 The deal would
earn for the province an estimated potential revenue
of P48 million ($1million) or $1 for each ton of ash
dumped by KSPC—”a token amount compared to the
overall degradation to be suffered by communities
living near the power plants and the coal ash dump
site area.8" Environmental lawyers under the Global
Legal Action on Climate Change (GLACC) were quick

Photo taken by Lala Cantillo/NGO Forum on ADB
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to expose that 80% of the property in question was
submerged timberland and converting it as a coal ash
dumpsite is “ecologically destructive, patently illegal
and preposterous.9”

Experts pointed out that the ‘clean coal’ technology
that KSPC and the ADB claims would reduce air
pollutants, produces four times the amount of very toxic
waste containing poisonous and radioactive
substances like mercury, arsenic, lead, boron, cadmium
and cobalt. The SEIA admits that the plant will generate
ash at a rate of about 250 tons/day. However, the study
notes that this is still a modest estimate. Former National
Power Corporation employee Engr. Vic Obando10 gave
a computation on the amount of waste that would be
produced by the KSPC plant, which apparently can
reach as much as a staggering 52.4 tons of coal ash per
hour. Having been no stranger to coal ash dumped by
the existing Naga Power Plant, a survey respondent
attested that “the sand in some areas of the beach is so
hot it burns the feet.” Residents expressed fears that
the new KSPC plant will result in indiscriminate coal
ash dumping in the city.

The FDC study also notes that the SEIA mitigation
plan failed to incorporate a targeted health program
that would monitor health risks related to ash coal
residues. CARE added that since 2005, it has been
insisting Naga residents to have their blood and hair
samples examined for possible toxicity. Survey
respondents have mentioned that skin and respiratory
illness have proliferated since the Naga power plants
started operating in their area, and expressed fears that
the construction of another coal plant may only make
things worse. A May 2009 report by the Environmental
Integrity Project and Earth Justice added that “living
near ash ponds increases the risk of damage to the
liver, kidney, lungs and other organs as a result of being
exposed to toxic metals at concentrations far above
levels that are considered safe.”

Engr. Obando also cited that the SEIA made “very
minimal mention, if any, of impacts by the coal-fired
power plant on coastal communities, fisheries and
marine ecosystems.” He explained that the plant would
utilize a once-through seawater cooling system that
would involve sucking in seawater at a temperature of
28°C and discharging the processed water to the sea at
a higher temperature between 45°C to 60°C. This
variance in temperature “will make the coastal
ecosystem vulnerable and may lead to the decimation
of marine life.” Local residents claimed that marine life
has dwindled over the years since the operation of the
existing Naga plant.11 They fear that the condition will
further aggravate once another coal plant begins
operating.

Residents also expect that the new plant will worsen
the pollution problem. One respondent revealed that
the Naga power plant located in Barangay Poblacion
emits dark smoke during nighttime, which they believe
is a strategy of NPC to avoid detecting the bulk of
waste that harms the air. When this happens, they
claim that “the dust in the air is so thick, it feels like
sand.”

9 Victoria P. Corral, KEPCO-Salcon’s 200MW coal-fired power plant (Naga, Cebu), Public Services International Research
Unit, September 2009 at www.psiru.org

10 Mr. Obando was a guest expert in a Roundtable discussion on the KPSC power plant, which was organized by FDC Cebu in
2009, as cited by Pedrosa and Hernandez.

11 FDC perception survey respondents expect the new coal-fired power plant, just like the previously built power plant nearby,
to destroy fish and other marine life forms. Fishermen among them recalled the big difference with their catch (and income)
back when Naga has no power plants. “Today, our livelihood in Naga faces a bleak future. In the past, we have loads of fish
caught but now, we often go home with our boats empty. This is because the plants discharge their hot solid wastes directly
to the seas. No fish could survive in a warm polluted sea.”

FENCED. Marked boundaries enclose the area.
Photo taken by Romil Hernandez/NGO Forum on ADB

The Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project
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Development for the Few

The SEIA claims that the new power plant will increase
employment opportunities in Naga and nearby areas.
However, residents are skeptical that the new plant can
indeed help generate sustainable jobs and lead to a
better quality of life for Nagahanons.

An FDC survey respondent expects employment
opportunities only during the period of construction.
“When the plant is built, KSPC will surely hire experts
from Luzon and Korea. Jobs generated by the project
will not be sustainable for local residents.” Another
respondent doubts that the power plant will contribute
to the development of the city. “Our lives never
improved, contrary to the promises of industry giants
here in Naga. When the first power plant came, life in
the city became worse, as our environment, health and
livelihood deteriorated.”

Difficulties in Recognizing
Cumulative Impacts

The SEIA’s cumulative impact assessment from the
operation of the KSPC plant and other existing sources
of pollutants—such as the Naga power plant and the
APO Cement (CEMEX)—found that “the predicted
emissions for the project have considered the
contributions from these plants and levels to remain
within national limits.” The SEIA added that “air and
water qualities are not likely to be significantly worse
than current levels if the existing Naga power plant
and the proposed KSPC power plant operate at the
same time.

However, in the end, the report again admits to
“difficulties” in predicting potential cumulative
impacts on the project area, and again merely commits
KSPC to the corporate social responsibility policy. This
only means that KSPC will ensure the development
of a social development plan and the allocation of an
annual budget of P240,000 “for interventions and
donations in health, sanitation, nutrition, and
education.” The recipients of these community
programs are residents only of Barangay Colon where
the plant is being constructed, including the relocated
families.

The SEIA conveniently omits the fact that the actual
impact area of the project transcends beyond the
community where the plant is located. An FDC survey

respondent confirms, “Only those who are near the
power plants are given medical privileges. Residents
of neighboring barangays who are similarly affected
by the harmful pollution of the power plant receive no
compensation at all.”

Climate Change Considerations
in the EIA

The SEIA does not directly mention climate change
considerations in the project design but it does
recognize that operating a coal-fired plant such as the
Visayas Base-Load Development Project “would emit
sulfur oxide, nitrogen oxide, suspended particulate
matter (SPM) and carbon dioxide—all major
contributors to greenhouse gases.” Knowing this, the
project proponents justify the preference for using coal
on grounds that the ‘clean coal’ technology would be
used. Moreover, the availability and cost-efficiency of
coal was found superior compared to other fuel sources.

The Myth of ‘Clean Coal’

The SEIA makes much of the circulating fluidized bed
combustion (CFBC) or “clean coal” technology, and
describes how it reduces emission of these pollutants:
“The CFBC technology will “use calcium carbonate
to trap and solidify the sulfur and its derivates present
in the coal. Furthermore, the relatively low burning
temperature in the furnace will lessen the derivatives
of nitrogen to an acceptable level. An electrostatic
precipitator will be installed to eradicate the suspended

ALL DRIED UP.
Photo taken by Romil Hernandez/NGO Forum on ADB
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particles from going into nearby communities. In
addition, the storage area for coal will be enclosed by a
roofed structure to prevent the carbon ash from going
into nearby communities.”

Despite these, the FDC study points out the glaring
fact that the CFBC technology does not reduce carbon
dioxide emissions—the leading contributor to climate
change. By the SEIA’s own estimates, burning 729,500
metric ton/year of Indonesian coal would generate
about 1,006,148 tons of carbon dioxide/year. The
project’s argument that “all emissions are guaranteed
to be below Philippine standards and World Bank
guidelines for all pollutants12” cannot justify that these
emissions all end up in the atmosphere as added fuel to
the problem of global warming.

False Economy over Strategic Value

The SEIA justifies the preference for coal because other
fuel sources were deemed either not easily or  sufficiently
available (hydro, biomass, geothermal, natural gas) or
relatively expensive (solar, wind, oil).13

While there are findings in the SEIA that acknowledge
the significance of geothermal energy for power
generation in the Visayas,14 the project proponents still
opted for coal rather than investing in its continued
development after determining that “coal projects are a
necessary supplement to provide adequate
[energy]supply.”15

The FDC study, however, notes that the coal power
proponents did not look at the strategic value of
investing in renewable energy sources, and turned a
blind eye on the socio-economic and environmental
costs of using coal. Dr. Glen Martin Green, a professor
at the University of San Carlos,16 adds that coal
technology only appears to be cheaper because costs
are externalized.17 “While coal might be comparatively
cheap in the marketplace, in reality, the cost of coal is
far too high because it is the communities that live near
and around these (coal-fired power) plants that
ultimately suffer the negative impacts from the use of
coal.”

12 According to ADB (2009), the Philippines nearly doubled its total carbon dioxide emissions to 80.5 million tons in 2004
from 43.9 million tons in 1991. However, the Philippines’ share of the total world emission of carbon dioxide remains small.
The Philippines accounts for only 0.3% of global carbon dioxide emissions although it comprised 1.3% of the world’s
population in 2004.

13 “Natural gas, which generates minimal carbon dioxide, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide compared with coal, has
accessibility issues due to the absence of piping systems from the supply source. Geothermal and hydroelectric power plants
are location-specific and there is no known source in Cebu. A wind power plant, utilizing renewable energy, is also location-
specific and needs a large area for a wind turbine, which is not available in Cebu. Nuclear plants that do not produce smoke or
any gas emissions would encounter difficulties in achieving social acceptance besides the problem of radioactive waste
disposal. “A coal-fired power plant was deemed the most appropriate plant to be constructed in Cebu, with accessibility to
coal suppliers (through sea ports), availability of coal supplies (both imported and locally), low capital cost, and availability
of clean coal technology.”

14 The SEIA reports: “The Philippines is the world’s second largest user of geothermal energy for power generation with 1,958
MW accounting for 12% of the country’s total installed capacity. The continued development of geothermal energy as an
economically competitive and environment-friendly resource remains a Government priority. Almost 50% of the
Philippines total geothermal capacity is located in the Visayas (723 MW in Leyte and 242 MW in Negros). Total geothermal
potential in the Visayas is estimated at 1,619 MW, constituting 42% of the country’s total geothermal reserves. However,
existing geothermal plants are only operating at a fraction of their rated capacities and new geothermal capacity is expected
to come on-line very slowly relative to demand growth. Even accounting for the new geothermal capacity expected, the
Department of Energy has identified a need for additional base-load generation in Cebu.”

15 The SEIA reports: “This outcome was confirmed in the model constructed by the lenders’ market consultant for project
supply and demand. The model assumes the following additions to geothermal capacity: PNOC-EDC’s 20 MW Nasulo
Geothermal Project in Negros in 2010, 40 MW Dauin Geothermal Project in Negros in 2012, and 100 MW Cabalian
Geothermal Project in Leyte in 2015. The model also assumes additional wells are drilled to offset the natural decline in
performance of existing wells, so the capacity factor of geothermal plants remains at 60%–80%.”

16 Another guest expert in the Roundtable discussion on the KPSC power plant, which was organized by FDC Cebu in 2009, as
cited by Pedrosa and Hernandez.

17 A 2003 External Cost Study conducted by the European Commission defines external costs as arising when the social or
economic activities of, say, a power station, have an impact on a set of people and when that impact is not fully accounted,
or compensated for, by the power plant. Thus, a power station that generates sulfur dioxide or mercury emissions, causing
damage to human health, imposes an external cost. Environmental costs are thus “externalized” because, although they are
real costs to members of society, the owner of the power station is not taking them into account when making decisions
related to his economic activities. This study further identified coal-fired power plants as having the highest external cost.
Wind power registered the lowest external cost among all energy sources.

The Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project
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FDC also cites a study by the European Commission
that identifies external costs of having coal-fired power
plants:

(i) Climate change impacts;
(ii) Human mortality, i.e., reduction in life

expectancy, cancers;
(iii) Human morbidity, i.e., respiratory hospital

admissions, restricted activity days,
congestive heart failure;

(iv) Impacts on building materials, i.e., aging of
galvanized steel, paint;

(v) Impacts on crops, i.e., changes in yield
caused by nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide,
trioxide and acid deposition;

(vi) Amenity losses due to noise or spoliation
of aesthetics; and

(vii) Impacts of acid and nitrogen deposition on
ecosystems.

the U.S reportedly pegs the Philippines’ wind energy
resource potential at 76,000 MW that can supply over
seven times the current power demand of the country.
Experts estimate that, with the right policy support
from the government, commercial viability of wind
power in the country can reach anywhere from 10 to
20% utilization of potential within a 10-year plan
period. Solar energy is likewise abundant, and the
Philippines possesses one of the highest efficiency
ratings in the world. In fact, energy from sunlight that
falls on a land area half the size of Quezon City can
provide the power needs of the entire country.
Meanwhile, the combined commercially viable
biomass potential within a ten-year planning period
from bagasse, rice and coconut residue is over 2,300
MW, while mini-hydropower has a total resource
potential of 1,132 MW. Sadly, energy production in the
Philippines relies heavily on coal, diesel and natural
gas, which comprise 64.7% of the power generation
mix. Combined renewable sources such as hydro,
geothermal, wind and solar power is only 35.27% of the
mix, or a 29.43% difference.18

The study notes that “the volatile situation on world
fossil fuel prices, the rampaging and worsening impacts
of climate change and the increasing toxic risks faced
by communities hosting coal plants warrants a serious,
strategic reconsideration of the energy pathway so far
chosen by the country. New renewable energy (NRE)
alternatives can be harnessed by the country to protect
the environment, to provide jobs and to strengthen the
country’s energy independence.”

Lessons and Recommendations

In its Strategy 2020, the ADB embraces a commitment
to “help developing countries shift to low-carbon
growth and protect those most vulnerable against the
expected impacts of climate change.” As can be gleaned
from the FDC study, this pledge was hardly evident in
the Visayas Base-Load Power Development Project,
which proves to be another case validating the Bank’s
horrible track record in funding the private sector’s past
and ongoing projects that contribute to climate change.
The KSPC’s EIA promotes a myth that coal can be
‘clean’ and largely ignores the external costs that come
with establishing a coal-fired power plant. In various
instances, safeguard measures were even violated. The
foregoing exercise also gives rise to concerns not only
on the necessity of mainstreaming climate change in

18 FDC media release, ADB Privatization Policy Aggravates Climate Crisis in the Philippines, 16 June 2009.

Dr. Green also argued that since the supply of coal is
finite and is already dwindling due to worldwide
consumption, “supply is expected to peak by 2030,
resulting in a supply waning into low-grade coal.”
Thus, having the coal project will definitely be a losing
venture for the Philippines in the long run, compared
to the adoption of renewable energy such as wind,
solar and hydro.

Greenpeace, in a 2005 publication, identifies the
Philippines’ rich new renewable energy (NRE)
resources that the FDC study says government ought
to tap. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory of

Photo taken by Romil Hernandez/NGO Forum on ADB
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the EIA but also rethinking the propriety of current
strategies that the ADB observes in its work with the
energy sector.

For one, in helping countries to meet their energy needs
with climate change considerations in mind, the Bank
should cease any support for coal, recognize the true
costs that come from using it as a fuel source and
account/valuate externalities as a way of discouraging
investments.

Second, ADB should recognize the increasing viability
and strategic advantages of new renewable energy
(NRE) sources such as solar, wind, geothermal, small
hydropower and waste biomass. This should not
include large hydropower, monoculture crops or
plantations that involve deforestation, which directly
or indirectly release greenhouse gas emissions, reduce
biodiversity and destroy natural ecosystems. The Bank

should also intensify its support for renewable energy
production in a manner that facilitates changes in the
current energy status quo.

Third, ADB should review its policy on the private
sector’s participation in energy production and instead
finance and encourage rural electrification programs
that have rural populations as target beneficiaries. It
should be recalled that the ADB initiated and funded
the Power Sector Reform Program (PSRP) in the
country, taking away from the State the responsibility
of generating, transmitting, and distributing power.
ADB also lobbied for the implementation of the Electric
Power Industry Reform Act (EPIRA). There is thus the
heavy reliance on private power which produces energy
even from cheap but dirty sources such as coal. Since
these policies were put in place, non-renewable and
coal-fired power projects proliferated—these include
at least four new coal-fired power plants targeted in the
Visayas region, the expansion of the two biggest coal-
fired power plants in the country located at Pagbilao,
Quezon, and Masinloc, Zambales.

The Philippines, as a signatory to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
is committed to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
and as a country highly vulnerable to the disastrous
impacts of climate change, should be given
prescriptions that encourage the adoption of national
strategies that reduce the use of fossil fuels and
strengthen its people’s capacity to adapt or be resilient
to the impacts of climate change. Specifically for the
power industry, this means departing from the heavy
reliance on coal, diesel and other fossil fuels, reducing
pollution and promoting the sustainable management
of various ecosystems. As a development bank, the
ADB can and should be a catalyst for making this shift
into reality.

TRASH BIN. Coal ash was indiscriminately dumped
beside a river.
Photo taken by Romil Hernandez/NGO Forum on ADB
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