
Llanto, Gilberto M.; Manasan, Rosario G.; Lamberte, Mario B.; Laya, Jaime C.

Working Paper

Local Government Units' Access to the Private Capital
Markets

PIDS Discussion Paper Series, No. 1996-06

Provided in Cooperation with:
Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIDS), Philippines

Suggested Citation: Llanto, Gilberto M.; Manasan, Rosario G.; Lamberte, Mario B.; Laya, Jaime C.
(1996) : Local Government Units' Access to the Private Capital Markets, PIDS Discussion Paper
Series, No. 1996-06, Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIDS), Makati City

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/187312

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/187312
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/




LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNITS'
ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS



LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNITS"

ACC
p_i_,VA'i_E
CAPITAL

MARKETS

Gilberto M. Llanto
Rosario G. Manasan
Mario B. Lambertc

Jaime C. Laya

Philippine Institute for Development Studies



Copyright © 1998
Philippine Institute for Development Studies

ISBN 971-564-029-X
1LP-8-98-500

Printed in the Philippines. All rights reserved.
The findings, interpretations and conclusions in this book
are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the
Institute and other institutions associated with the project.

•, C-_

Please address all inquiries m:

PI-III_PII_ INSTrlXYI_ FOR DBVm.OPMBNT STtlDmS

4th Floor, NEDA sa Makati Building

106 Amorsolo Street, Legaspi Village
Makati 1229 Metro Manila, Philippines
Telefax No. (632) 893-95-89
Tel. Nos. (632) 893-57-05; (632) 892-40-59
E-mail: publications@pidsnet.pids.gov.ph
Website: h ttp ://www.pids.gov.ph

iv



Table of Contents

FOREWORD .................................................................................... xi

PREFACE ...................................................................................... xiii

ACRONYMS .................................................................................... xv

1 INTRODUCTION ...................................................................... 1

Background .................................................................................. 1

Objectives ............ ......................................................................... 2

Approach and Methodology ......................................................... 4
Analytical Framework ........ .................................................... 5

Data Collection and Analysis .................................................. 7

2 FINANCIAL SECTOR: REFORMS AND DEVELOPMENT... 11

Major Reforms ......................... _................................................. 11

Recent Developments ................................................................. 17

Weeding Out Weak Banks ..................................................... 17

Access to Banking Services ..................................................... 18
Financial Intermediation ..................................................... 18

Maturity Profile of Bank Loans ............................................. 22

Capital Markets Development ............................................... 22

3 LGUS' DEMAND FOR CREDIT FINANCING ....................... 26

Financing Capital Expenditure ............................... :.................... 28

LGU Revenue Profile ............................................................ 28

Sources of Capital Finance ................................... _................ 39
Estimating LGU Demand for Debt Finance ............................... 43

LGU Borrowing Capacity ................................. _................... 44

LGU Net Paying Capacity .................................................... 50

Adjuaving LGU Borrowing/Paying Capacity
by Creditworthiness Criterion .......................................... 62

Issues in the Demand for Local Debt Finance ............................. 70

LG U Borrowing Behavior and Preferences ............................. 70

Technical Capability of LGUs ................................................ 89

v



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

Constraints from the Regulatory Framework .......................... 89

Disincentive to Generate Locally Sourced Revenues ................. 94

4 LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEBT FINANCE

IN OTHER COUNTRIES ...................................................... 101

Municipal Credit Institutions .................................................... 102

Belgium: Credit Communal Belgique .................................. 105

Denmark: Danish Creitit Institution for Local Authorities... 105

France: Caisse des Depots et Consignations/Credit Local ...... 106
United Kingdom: Public Works Loan Board ........................ 106
Colombia: Financiera de Desarrollo Territorial ................... 107

Mixed Performance of Municipal Credit Institutions ................ 107

Market framework and government's non-interference ......... 108

Political and financial autonomy ........................................ 108

Credit risks and risk-sharing ............................................... 109
Strong local government performance .................................. 109

i

5 SUPPLY OF CREDIT TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ........... 113

LGU Capital Markets ............................................................... 113
GFI Loan Windows ............................................................. 117

The Municipal Development Fund ....................................... 127
Private Banks ..................................................................... 138

Bond Flotation .................................................................... 140

Constraints on LGU Access to Capital Markets ........................ 146
Constraints on Bank Credit Access ....................................... 146

Constraints on Bond Flotation ............................................. 156

Constraints on Use of BOT Arrangements ........................... 166

6 REQUIREMENTS FORA VIABLE MUNICIPAL
CREDIT SYSTEM ................................................................... 171

Policy Framework for LGU Credit Finance ............................... 171

Addressing Demand-Side Constraints .................................. 172

Addressing Supply-Side Constraints ..................................... 175

7 IMPROVING THE MUNICIPAL CREDIT SYSTEM ............ 179

Policy Recommendations .................. i....................................... 179
Institutional Reforms ................................................................ 192

The Bond Market ................................................................ 192

vi



Table of Conten_s

The Role of GFIs ................................................................. 194

The Role of MDF ................................................................ 196

Financing LGUs' Basic Services and Development Projects:
A New Vision and Credit Policy Framework ............................. 197

Toward Self-reliant LGUs ................................................... 198

ICC Policy Resolution on National Government Grants ....... 198

Expanding LGU Access to Private Capital Markets ............. 199
Present Situation of LGU Financing ................................... 200

Toward Realizing the New Vision ....................................... 200

Operationalizing the Credit Policy Framework ......................... 201
Role of Government Financial Institutions... ....................... 201

Role of Municipal Development Fund .................................. 201

Role of Commercial Banks and Private Sources of Capital .... 201
The Next Steps ......................................................................... 208

ANNEXES ...................................................................................... 207

1. List of LGU Respondents ................................................... 207
2. Resources Generated and Expended Schedule .................... 208
3, Premiumed (MDP III) Pre-implementation Activities ........ 210
4, Priority Provinces ............................................................... 215
5, Securitization of MDF ....................................................... 216

5A, The MDF Credit Delivery System ...................................... 219
6, Options in Reforming the MDF ......................................... 229
7, Proposed Action Plan to Implement

the Recommendations ........................................................ 264

BIBLIOGRAPHY ........................................................................... 271

ABOUT THE AUTHORS ............................................................. 274

v/i



List of Tablesand Figures

TABLES

Table 1.1 Various Options for a Munidpal Credit System ............. 6

Table 1.2 Distribution of Provinces, Cities and Municipalities ....... 8

Table 1.3 Distribution of Sample Ia_cal Government Units ........... 9

Table 2.1 Financial Sector Reforms in the Philippines,
1986-1994 .................................................................. 12

Table 2.2 Banking Density, 1980-1994 ....................................... 19

Table 2.3 Indicators of Financial Intermediation ......................... 20

Table 2.4 Loans Outstanding of Commercial Banks,

by Maturity, 1980-1993 .............................................. 23

Table 2.5 Philippine Stock Market Profile, 1980-1984 ................ 24
Table 3.1 Revenue Structure of Local Governments:

1981-1993 .......................... !...................... . ................ 29

Table 3_2 Revenue Structure of All Local Governments:

1981-1992 .................................................................. 33

Table 3.3 Collection Rates of Current Year and Basic RPT .......... 39

Table 3.4 Capital Outlays of LGOs, 1986-1993 .......................... 40

Table 3.5a Aggregate Borrowing Capacity

(Using LGC Definition), 1991 .................................... 46

Table 3.5b Aggregate Borrowing Capacity

(Using LGC Definition), 1992 .................................... 48

Table 3.5c Projected Aggregate Borrowing Capacity
(Using LGC Definition), 1995 .................................... 51

Table 3.6a Borrowing Capacity of Average LGU
(Using LGC Definition), 1991 .................................... 53

Table 3.6b Borrowing Capacity of Average LGU

(Using LGC Definition), 1992 .................................... 55

Table 3.6c Projected Borrowing Capacity of Average LGU
(Using LGC Definition), 199_ .................................... 57

viii :i



List of Tables and Figures

Table 3.7 Projected Aggregate Net Paying Capacity
(Using COA Definition), 1991-1995 .......................... 60

Table 3.8 Projected Net Paying Capacity of Average LGU
(Using COA Definition), 1991-1995 .......................... 63

Table 3.9 Projected Aggregate Net Paying Capacity

(Using Adjusted COA Definition) 1995 ...................... 65

Table 3.10 Projected Net Paying Capacity of Average LGU
(Using Adjusted COA Definition), 1995 ..................... 67

Table 3.11 Proportion of LGUs that are Creditworthy ................. 70

Table 3.12 Projected Total Net Paying Capacity of LGUs

(Using Adjusted COA Definition
and Adjusted for Creditworthiness), 1995 ................... 71

Table 3.13 LGUs with Loans and Borrowings, 1993 .................... 73

Table 3.14 Reasons for not Borrowing from a Bank/
Financial Institution .................................................... 74

Table 3.15 Current and Past LGU Projects and Type
of Financing Used ....................................................... 85

Table 3.16 Type of Depository Bank Preferred by LGUs .............. 95

Table 3.17a Linear Regression on Per Capita Locally Generated
Revenues of Provinces, 1985, 1990, 1992
and 1993 ..................................................................... 96

Table 3.17b Linear Regression on Per Capita Locally Generated
Revenues of Cities, 1985, 1990, 1992 and 1993 .......... 97

Table 3.17c Linear Regression on Per Capita Locally Generated
Revenues of Municipalities (by province),
1985, 1990, 1992 and 1993 ........................................ 98

Table 4.1 Comparison of Local Financing Intermediaries
in Other Countries .................................................... 104

Table 4.2 Summary Performance of Some MCIs ....................... 110

Table 5.1 LGU Loans ............................................................... 115

Table 5.2 Seed Fund, Terms and Conditions of MDF
and GFI Loans .......................................................... 118

Table 5.3 Loans Granted by the GFIs to LGUs, 1975-1990 ...... 123

Table 5.4 Average Loan Size of LGUs ...................................... 123

/x



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

Table 5.5 LGU Loan Distribution, by LGU Type
and by Income Class ........ ,......................................... 125

Table 5.6 Comparative MDF Budget Proposals vs.
Approved For CY 1991-1995 .................................... 134

Table 5.7 LGU Bond Issues ............ _......................................... 145

Table A7.1 Key Actions, Agencies Responsible,
Legal Instrument and Target Dates ........................... 267

FIGURES

Figure 5.1 MDF Organizational Structure ................................. 128

Figure 7.1 Formula for Determining flaeVolume
and Allocation of Intergovernmental Transfers .......... 181

Figure 7.2 New Vision and Policy/InStitutional Framework ....... 202

Figure A6.1 Mechanisms for Lending to LGUs ............................. 235

Figure A6.2 Proposed Organizational Structure of the MDF ........ 241

Figure A6.3 LGU Credit Guarantee Corporation .......................... 257

List of Boxes

Box 1: The CDF as a Source of LGU Financing .............................. 76

Box 2: Still on the CDF ................................................................... 78

Box 3: Executive-Legislative Gridlock .............................................. 79

Box 4: Foul-up in Project Design not a Problem ............................. 80

Box 5: Going to the Bond Market ................................................... 82

Box 6: Growing Interest in BOT Schemes ....................................... 84

Box 7: Using Credit Finance for Public infrastructure ..................... 87

Box 8: All of Three Years...................... _.......................................... 90

Box 9: Another MDF Experience ......... _.......................................... 91

Box 10: Low Technical Capacity ............ _.......................................... 93

X



Foreword

The passage of the Local Government Code of 1991 heralded
a new era in local government credit financing. The Code liberalized
the credit policy framework by allowing local government units
(LGUs) to borrow from private and government financial
institutions without prior approval by the Department of Finance.
It also allowed LGUs to issue their own debt instruments and to

enter into build-operate-transfer (BOT) arrangements for local
infrastructure projects.

Hailed by many as a significant step for LGUs, this
development, however, ushered in new challenges requiring
government to provide the guiding policies. This study, therefore,
is part of the ongoing attempts to support and strengthen local
government finance. Commissioned by the Department of Finance
with funding from the World Bank, this study looks carefully at
the policy and institutional issues that the government must address
for LGUs to have access not only to government financial
institutions but, more importantly, to the private capital markets.

It is hoped that this study will further contribute to the public
debate and analysis of local government credit financing.
Considering the critical role of credit finance in local development,
it is indeed timely to have a study which recommends measures to
break the barriers LGUs traditionally face to get into the private
capital markets. Readers, researchers and, most especially,
policymakers will find in this book definite courses of action that
the government should take to liberalize LGUs' access to private
capital markets.

Ponciano S. Intal, Jr.
President



Preface

The study attempts to lay down the policy and institutional
framework for the establishment of a municipal credit system with

substantial private sector participation. The present municipal credit

system is underdeveloped. The Municipal Development Fund and

the government financial institutions are the only sources of long
term credit for local infrastructure and development projects.

Because of the limitation of government resources, it is logical for

the local government units (LGUs) tap the private capital markets

for financing. However, much work has still to be done to make

the private capital markets accessible.

The study is a first step toward the objective of providing

LGUs access to the private capital markets. It analyzes the problems

and constraints in the demand and supply sides of the LGU credit
markets and offers some recommendations to address those
constraints.

The study benefited from discussions with the members of

the Steering Committee, namely: Undersecretary Maria Cecilia G.
Soriano of DOF (chairperson from June 1995 to 1996);

Undersecretary Juanita Amatong of DOF (chairperson from

January to May 1995); Undersecretary Simeon Ventura of DILG;

Deputy Director General Aniceto Sobrepe_a of NEDA, Executive
Director Lorinda Carlos of BLGF_DOF and Dr. Ponciano S. Intal,

Jr. of PIDS.

Likewise, it drew useful insights from the constructive

comments and suggestions made by participants in two workshops
organized by the study team and by representatives from the World

Bank, namely: Messrs. Thomas Zearley, Jose Antonio League,
Tom Glaessner and Toru Hashimoto. The study tour in Colombia,

South America and Washington, D.C., U.S.A. organized by the

World Bank was instrumental in providing the team. a practical
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exposure to a successful municipal credit institution and in allowing

the team to interact with various World Bank experts on local
government and credit finance.

Finally, the report would not have been possible without the

assistance provided by Ms. Lorinda Carlos and her staff especially

Erlito Pardo and Beth Legaspi of the BLGF, and the following
PIDS staff: Antonio Avila, Marife Magno, Anicia Sayos, Ieanette

Matro, Juanita Tolentino, Meanne DiZon, Melalyn Cruzado, Bing
Polistico and Melanita Malvar.

The opinions expressed herein are those of the authors and do

not necessarily reflect the position of their respective organizations.

The authors wish to acknowledge the support of the World

Bank, through Mr. Thomas Lee Zearley, for its permission to print
this study.

Gilberto M. Llanto

Rosario G. Manasan
Mario B. Lamberte

jaime C. Laya

Makati City, Philippines
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Department of Finance (DOF), with funding from the
World Bank, commissioned the Philippine Institute fbr
Development Studies (PIDS) to review issues and problems
concernhlg local government units' (LGUs) lack of access to
the capital markets. The devolution of key functions and
responsibilities to the LGUs has created a huge demand for
the improvement of the delivery of public goods and services
at the local level, which requires substantial financing that
cannot be met by the traditional sources of funds, such as
local revenues, grants and transfers from the national
government, and loans from government-owned financial
hlstitutions. This has led to a discussion of what hlstimtional

and financial arrangcmcnts will best enable the local authorities
to have access to the private capital markets for medium- and
long-term credit for their capital investment requirements.1

The Philippine municipal credit system is still
underdeveloped. A great majority of the LGUs have not relied
on borrowing buc have instead used their internal revenue
allotments (IRAs), local tax collections and grants to finance
local projects. Only a handful of LGUs access credit to the

The pioneering studies on the issuesand problems concerningthe
LGUs' lack of access"tomedium- and long-term credit to finance their
capitalinvestmentrequirementswerethoseofLlanto (1992a,1992b, 1994,
1995), Salda_a(1992), Petersen (1992) and Peterson(1993).
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Municipal Development Fund (MDF), 2 which is the sole
source of long-term credit finance for LGUs, 3 although
recently, the government financial institutions (GFIs) have
re-opened their LGU loan windows after their disastrous
experience with LGU lending in the 1980s. The MDF has
been successful in providing long-term credit finance to LGUs
through an hxtcr-agency loan review mad approving mechanism
and the IRA intercept which allows it to recover the loans.
Partly because of the restrictions existing before the 1991
Local Government Code, and the unfamiliarity of private
banks with LGUs, the LGUs were unable to tap the private
capital markets for medium- and long-term credit finance
(Llanto 1992a).

However, the funding available in the existing government
lending facilities, mainly those in the MDF, is far below the
potentially large demand of LGUs Ibr capital financing. To
date, the MDF provided loans to some 110 out of 1,452
LGUs. On the ott-.er hand, the private financial system controls
substantial financial resources, which could be tapped for LGU
credit financing. The 1991 Local Government Code
encourages the LGUs to tap the private capital markets but
private sector borrowing remains a potential source of funds
for local capital investment.

OBJECTIVES

This study aimed to produce analyses and results that can
assist the DOF lay down the policy _mdinstitutional framework
for the establishment of a municipal credit system that has
substantial private sector particiPation. Given the current state
of financial sector development in,the Philippines, this study
sought to (i) evaluate alternative options of providing LGUs
access to private capital markets; (ii) recommend the most

2See Chapter 5 for a detaileddiscussionon the MDF.
"_The MDF is alsoa sourceof grants for LGUs.



Introduction

appropriate option; and (iii) define an action plan to implement
the chosen option.

The scope oft.he study follows:

1. Prepare a detailed problem analysis of LGU access to
credit financing, with special emphasis on private sector
financing.

2. Review and analyze the role of the MDF, the GFIs,
private financial institutions and the foreign lenders/
donors in LGU financing in order to provide a
consistent credit policy f_amework and a well-defined
credit program for LGUs.

3. Identify preferred policy options and interventions for
addressing the problem of LGU access to the capital
markets. These may include, but not necessarily limited
to the following or a combination of them: (i)
expanding the role of MDF to include co-financing
with commercial banks and development banks; (ii)
credit lines to commercial banks for on-lending to
LGUs; (iii) secondary purchase facility for LGU loans
and municipal bonds; (iv) issuance of domestic bonds
by MDF and other intermediary institutions to finance
capital expansion; (v) pooling of LGU liquid funds,
and others.

4. In consultation with the DOF and the LGUs, prepare
a comprehensive action program for carrying out the
legislative, regulatory and institutional actions required
to create access to credit financing and rationalize the
use of the MDF. This activity will draw from the
options and interventions considered in item no. 3
and subject to the review and advice of the Project
Steering Committee.
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5. Conduct workshops to disseminate the results of the
policy review and the proposed comprehensive action
program on LGU credit to the DOF, the Bureau of
Local Government Finance (BLGF), the Bangko
Sentral ng Pilipinas (BSP), the LGUs, financial
institutions and legislators.

6. Assist the DOF and LGUs in designing a local
municipal credit system.

This policy initiative of the DOF is tilllely considering that
(i) the devolution has given the LGUs the main responsibility
of spearheading local development, (ii) the government has
limited funds available for LGU credit finance, and (iii) the
private financial institutions which have the resources have
expressed an interest in LGU credit financc.

APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The study tried to determine an appropriate municipal credit
system that will enable LGUs to have access to the private
capital markets. It took hlto consideration the varying income
capacities of LGUs, thus, they were classified into six income
classes with varyhlg degrees of access to debt financing. The
different sources of LGU financing such as the MDF, the
GFIs, and private capital markets were also considered. Thus,
it was necessary to follow an approach that examined both
the dema_nd and supply sides of a municipal credit system as
well as its operating policy, institutional, legal and regulatory
environment. Relevant insights into the local and fbreign
experience on municipal credit systems can assist in designing
the policy and institutional fiamework for the municipal credit
system.

Since the ultimate goal is to esiablish a municipal credit
system most appropriate for the Philippines, it was deemed
necessary to adopt mechanisms that could solicit the active

4
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participation of the key players. These mechanisms would
facilitate the adoption of policy, legal and administrative
reIbrms to make the proposed municipal credit system
effective. The mechanisms included (i) the formation of a
Project Steering Committee composed of members
representing the government agencies that can recommend
to the President the appropriate naunicipal credit system for
LGUs; (ii) the participation of technical experts from the
supply and demand sides of the municipal credit system as
well as the concerned regulatory agencies in forums organized
by the Study Team; (iii) the participation of key LGU leaders,
private financial sector, and top officers of the MDF and GFIs
in forums organized by the Study Team; and (iv) the conduct
of informal discussions between the Study Team and the key
players working for the development of a municipal credit
system. .

• AnalyticalFramework

The analytical framework considered both the demand
and supply sides and the operating institutional/regulatory
environment of a municipal credit systcm. On the demand
side, the general experience with credit finance, the purpose
for accessing credit and the capability of the borrowing LGU
to repay loans must be ascertained. It is important to identify
those factors which constrain the LGUs' access to the Capital
markets. Although LGUs may be indifferent to the distinction
between a commercial bank loan and a bond issue, their
preference for a particular type of credit instrument may be
conditioned by the types of projects they undertake, their
credit standing, the general condition of the capital market
(such as the relatively advanced stage of development of the
bank credit market over the bond market) and the policy,
regulatory and institutional environmcnt.

On the supply side, the study attempted to identify the
factors limiting the LGUs' access to the capital markets.
Various combinations of credit delivery mechamsms and Credit

5
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guarantee facility were analyzed and their relative merits
evaluated to determine an appropriate, effective and efficient
municipal credit system for LGUS with substantial private
sector participation. The credit delivery mechanisms
considered include the following: (i) private financial
institutions (PFIs), (ii) the MDF, (iii) government financial
institutions (GFIs), and (iv) the creation of an independent
municipal credit institution.

Each cell in Table 1.1 describes various possible
combinations or options for a credit delivery mechanism and
lending facilities. Ideally, PFIs, as suppliers of Rinds, participate
in municipal credit system. However, on the demand side,
only the most creditworthy LGUs can participate in this credit
system, while the rest remain outside the system. Thus, it is
necessary to consider some intermediate options in which the
government assumes a catalytic role and, at the same time,
encourages greater private sector participation in the financing
of LGU projects so that more LGUs can have access to the
credit system. It is envisaged that the government's role in
this credit system diminishes over time as the participation of
the private sector increases.

Table 1.1
/

VARIOUS OPTIONS FOR A MUNICIPAL CREDIT SYSTEM

CreditDelivery Lending Guarantee
Mechanism Wholesale Retail Loans Bonds

TIs

4DF

_Fls

fewCorporation .....1

6
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Within the context of this catalytic role, the present MDF,
which excludes PFIs' participation, could be expanded to allow
co-financing by PFIs. The present wholesale lending programs
of GFIs, which include features that encourage PFIs'
participation in lending to private borrowers, can serve as an
example. The MDF may be converted into a guarantee fund
to provide security to LGL3 loans from the PFIs as proposed
by some quarters. It may also provide liquidity to PFIs that
lend directly to LGUs.

The establishment of a new municipal credit institution
which provides credit or guarantee or both is another option.
It is also possible to assign these tasks to an existing GFI which
MII absorb the MDF.

Each option covers a number of issues such as viability
and sustainability of thc credit system, primary sources of
funds, organizational structure, and so on, that must be
analyzed. The analysis of one option must not be done
independently of other options. For example, assigning to an
existing GFI the task of providing credit to LGUs with PFIs'
participation may imply the elimination of the MDF and the
transfer of the MDF resources and responsibilities to the GFI.
This raises many issues, such as the receptivity of the GFIs to
the option, the capacity of GFIs to assess risks of lending to
LGUs, legal obstacles, and so on, that must all be thoroughly
considered.

• Data Collection and Analysis

The analysis of various options for a municipal credit system
draws fi'om existhlg literature and t?om primary and secondary
data collected fbr the study.

Primary data were collected from potential users (LGUs)
and suppliers of funds (MDF, GFIs, PFIs), from policy-
makers/regulators (e.g., DOF, DBM, BSP, etc.) through
personal interviews, and during LGU credit financing
workshops conducted by the Study Team.

7
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On the demand side, primary and secondary data were
used to determine the magnitude of the credit demand by
LGUs, types of projects to be financed, repayment capacity,
extent of their access to existing government credit facilities
and private capital markets, arid preferred financing
arrangement by LGUs. A simulation analysis was performed
to determine the repayment capacity of LGUs.

The sample LGUs, provinces, cities and municipalities were
grouped into three tiers (Table 1.2): (i) thc first tier consists
of first class provinces, cities and municipalities; (ii) the second
tier includes the second class and third class provinces, cities
and municipalities; and (iii) the third tier includes the fourth
to sixth class provinces, cities and municipalities. Table 1.3
shows the distribution of sample provinces, cities and
municipalities. The list of sample provinces, cities and
municipalities is presented in Annex 1.

Table 1.2

DISTRIBUTION OF PROVINCES, CITIESAND MUNICIPALITIES
By IncomeClass(Per DepartmentOrder35;93)

IncomeClass Provinces Cities Municipalities

1. FirstTier
1st 6 12 40

2. SecondTier
2nd 9 6 44
3rd 13 13 92

Total 22 19 136

3, ThirdTier
4th 26 21 316
5th 11 7 572
6th 8 2 388

Total 45 30 1,276

Source:Departmentof Finance.
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Table1.3
DISTRIBUTIONOFSAMPLELOCALGOVERNMENTUNITS
LevelofLocal 1stClass 2nd&3rd 4th&6th TOTAL
Government
A. Luzon 8

Province 1 1
City 1
Municipality 2 2 1

B. Visayas 8
Province 1 1 1
City 1 1
Municipality 1 2

C. Mindanao 8
Province 1
City 1 1 1
Municipality 2 2

D. Total
Province 2 2 2 6
City 2 2 2 6
Municipality 2 5 5 12

On the supply side, primary data were gathered to assess

the responses of the potential suppliers of funds for establishing

a municipal credit system. Particular emphasis was given to

information that can assist in designing features of a municipal

credit system that encourages the PFIs' substantial

participation.
On the policy and regulatory side, information on policies

and regulations affecting a particular option (e.g., establishing

municipal credit corporation which absorbs the MDF) were

gathered and analyzed. More importantly, views of top

government officials on the economic and political feasibility

of specific options were sought.

9



2

FINANCIAL SECTOR:

REFORMS AND DEVELOPMENT

MAJOR REFORMS

The march toward a market-oriented financial sector in the

Philippines began in 1981 with the restructuring of the
banking system and interest rate policies to make the sector
more competitive. The reforms first proceeded gradually, then
were accelerated star iting in the 1985. Table 2.1 summarizes
the major reform measures instituted by the government since
1986.

The cheap rediscounting policy of the Central Bank made
banks heavily dependent on it for resources and undermined
their capacity to mobilize deposits. It also weakened the
Central Bank's capacity to institute stabilization measures to
manage the liquidity of the system. In November 1985, banks
were weaned away from the cheap rediscounting window of
the Central Bank so that the latter could concentrate on the

conduct of monetary policy, instead of performing
developmental functions.

The government sought to enhance competition in the
financial system by (i) decontrolling interest rates, (_i) lifting
the moratorium on opening of new commercial banks, and
(iii) substantially relaxing the rules on branching. Government-
owned banks' participation in the credit markets was re-
oriented toward supplementing the private banking system's
initiatives rather than supplanting them. This is done by having
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Table 2.1

FINANCIAL SECTOR REFORMS IN THE PHILIPPINES, 1986-1994
PolicyMeasures BeforeReform AfterReform Date

I. SelectiveCredit
Control

1. CentralBank Rediscountrate:varies Uniformfloatingrateforall; November
rediscount bytypeofeconomic noprescribedspread. 1985
window activities(allowable :

i
spread:1%-11%)

Rediscountvalue:varies Uni_form:80% November
bytypeofeconomic 1985
activities(value:60%-
100°/o)

2. CentralBank Directlymanaged CentralBank-managed 1987-1988
specialcredit specialcreditprograms, specialcreditprograms
programs transferredtogovernment

financialinstitutions

I1. BankCompetition
1. BankEntry Newcommercialbanks Newcommercialbanks- 1989

- moratoriumsince moratoriumlifted
1980;Otherbanks- no
moratorium.

Foreignbanks- no Tenforeignbanksallowed 1994
entrysince1949. to have6 brancheseach;

fore_ignbanksmayacquire
orestablishabankupto
60%ofthetotalequityof
eachbank.

2, Branching Restrictivebranching Branchingwasliberalized May1989
policy- thecountrywas buttheCentralBank
dividedinto5service retaineddiscretionarypower
areas:heavilyover- with_respectto theopening
branchedareas;over- of bianchesincertainareas
branchedareas;ideally considered"overbanked."
branchedareas;under- !
branchedareas;and Banksmayopenbranches May1993
encouragedbranching anyWheretheylikeprovided
areas, theymeettheminimum

capitalrequirement.

12
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Table 2.1 (continuation)

PolicyMeasures BeforeReform AfterReform Date

3. Government Largelydoingretail Morefocusonwholesale since1987
Banks lendingthatdirectly usingprivatebanksas

competeswithprivate conduits.
banks.

4. InterestRates
a. Depositrates Nocapsince1981
b. Lendingrates Nocapsince1983 same

Privatebanks Caponend-userrate Nocaponend-user
Specialcredit 1987
programs

II1.Prudential Prohibitingconcurrent September
Measures officershipsbetweenbanks 1986

orbetweenabankanda
non-bankfinancialinter-
mediaryexceptwithprior
approvaloftheMonetary
Board.

Requiringeachbankto December
causeanannualfinancial 1986
auditto beconductedbyan
externalindependentauditor
notlaterthan30daysafter
thecloseofthecalendar
year.

Requiringallbanksandnon- December
bankfinancialintermediaries1987
to adopttheStatementsof
FinancialAccounting
Standards,

TheCentralBankdeclared May1989
apolicythatitshallrefrain
fromsustainingweakbanks,
exceptintimesofgeneral
financialemergencyorwhen
specificbanksfaceproblems
of liquidityratherthanof
solvency.

13



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

Table 2.1 (continuation)

PolicyMeasures BeforeReform AfterReform Date

Includingcontingentliabili-
tiesin thedeterminationof
the,limittowhichbankscan
lendtoasingleborroweror
agroupofaffiliated
borrowers,

Inslder-borrowershallwaive June1993
thesecrecyoftheirdeposits
for_examinationpurposes,

Increasingtheminimum
capitalrequirementsfor
banks.Latest:

Depositsofinsider- Universalbanks-P2,25B
borrowerwereprotected Commercialbanks-P1.125B
bytheSecrecyofBank Thriftbanks-P150M
DepositsLaw. Ruralbanks-P20M

IV.ForeignEx-
changeMarkets

1. Foreign On-floor Off-floorthroughanelectro- December
exchangetrading nioscreened-basednetwork 1992

for,sharinginformationand
undertakingtransactions,

2, Exportreceipts Mandatorysurrenderof Foreignexchangeearners September
foreignexchange mayretain100%oftotal 1992
receipts, receiptsandcanusethem

freelywithoutpriorCentral
Bankauthorization.

3, Foreign Limitsonforeignex- Nolimit, September
exchange changepurchasessuch 1992
purchases astravel,educational

expenses,etc.

4. Repatriationand Staggeredfrom3-9 Fulllandimmediaterepatria- September
remittancesof yearssubjecttoCentral tionwithoutCentralBank 1992
investments Bankapproval, approvalforforeigninvest-

mentsdulyregisteredwith
theCentralBankorcusto-
dianbank.

14
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Table2.1 (continuation)
PolicyMeasures BeforeReform AfterReform Date

5, Outwardinvest- Notallowed. Allowedinitiallyupto 1992-1994
mentbyresidents US$1M,butlatelyincreased

toUS$6M.

6. Accessto Noaccess. Directexportersallowed Septembe_
domesticFCDU access, 1992
loans.

Indirectexportersallowed July1994
access.

the GFIs concentrate on wholesale lending rather than on

retail lending and using private banks as credit conduits. The
latest reform measure in the financial sector is the liberalization

of the entry and scope of operations of foreign banks. The
law encourages foreign banks not only to go into wholesale

banking but also into retail banking to provide more
competition with local banks.

The Central Bank introduced some measures to strengthen

prudential regulations. These included, among others, (i) the

improvement in banks' reporting requirements and specific
guidelines for asset valuation and loan loss provisions to

tighten, standardize and apply criteria uniformly to all banks;

(ii) regularly reviewing and increasing the mimmum capital

requirement; and (iii) instituting measures to curb insider
abuse.

The foreign exchange market used to be highly regulated.

The rigid regulations effectively segmented the market into
three sub-markets: the interbank market, the customer market,

and the parallel market.

The process of deregulating the foreign exchange market

started in mid-1991 and continues today. The Central Bank

initially relaxed some rules to test the reaction of the market.

For instance, it initially increased the retention limit for the

export proceeds of exporters from 2 to 40 percent to be

15
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deposited in special foreign currency deposit account with
authorized banks, and then later raised it to 100 percent
without any restriction at all. Another exalnple was the removal
of the limits on foreign exchange purchases for travel,
educational expenses, medical expenses, and others. The
ceilings were completely removed later. Some relaxation of
the rules did not require any gradual phaseout. For instance,
Filipinos working overseas were no longer required to remit
specified nxinimum shares of their earnings.

The foreign exchange market liberalization put more
pressure on banks to become more competitive because
foreign exchange earners are no longer required to surrender
tbreign exchange receipts to them for conversion into local
currency. An important consequence of this reform is that
the Central Bank is no longer able to administratively set the
exchange rate. At present, the exchange rate is freely
determined in the market. Instead of being a regulator, the
Central Bank is now a mere participant in the foreign exchange
market. However, as a large participant, it may enter the market
on its account to ensure an orderly movement of the exchange
rate, but not to lead the market.

Four major policy reforms have a direct bearing on capital
market development. First, the double taxation of dividend
income was eliminated through the abolition of the tax on
intercorporate dividends and gradual phaseout of the tax on
shareholder's dividend income. Second, the Securities and

Exchange Commission (SEC) formally issued in October 1989
the "Rules and Regulations Governing Investment
Companies," signalling the revival of mutual fimds. Third, as
part of the foreign exchange deregulation program, rules and
regulations coveting foreign investments in Central Bank-
approved securities were relaxed. Under the new rules, some
of the functions of the Central Bank are passed on to the
custodian banks to reduce red tape. Fourth, the two stock
exchanges in the Philippines were recently unified, eliminating
some inefficiencies (e.g., price arbitrage) in the stock market.

16
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The creation of a new central bank, i.e., the Bangko Sentral
ng Pilipinas (BSP), _ is a major institutional measure initiated

•by the government. It addresses two closely related issues: (i)
the independence of the central bank and (ii) the absorption
by the national government of loss-inducing liabilities of the
old central bank. One of the components of the reform is the
transfer of debt management from the BSP to the DOF.

RECENTDEVELOPMENTS

• Weeding Out Weak Banks

The slowdown of the economy in the 1980s exposed the
weaknesses of many banks. The government tried to rescue
five commercial banks and eventually ended up owning them.
The non-performing assets of these banks were cleaned up
and the government sold the rehabilitated banks back to the
private sector. Apart from these commercial banks, the
government closed three commercial banks, 32 thrift banks
and 138 rural banks during the period 1981-1987. The
government launched a massive rehabilitation program for
the rural banking system, in which about half the remaining
1,000 rural banks participated.

Banks operating today have healthier balance sheets than
in the past. The closure of several banks in the 1980s have
taught them some lessons. Moreover, the BSP increased the
banks' minimum capital requirements at least four times
during the period 1986-1994. Some undercapitalized banks
merged to meet the minimum capital requirements while
others raised capital from the capital market. Today, eight of
the 20 domestic commercial banks are listed in the Philippine
Stock Exchange.

Beyond1993,CentralBankwillhenceforthbereferredto asBangko
Sentralng Pilipinasor BSP.

17
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The strength of the balance sheets of the banks today can
be gauged by the fact that none of them went under during
the 1991-1992 economic slowdown and the Treasury bill
scam in 1993 that caused a run on some banks. Although the
Philippines has not yet adopted the BIS capital adequacy
standards, preliminary investigation by the BSP shows that
most of the banks will be able to pass said standards.

• Access to Banking Services

The liberalization of bank entry and branching makes
banking services more accessible to a great majority of the
population. Easy access to banking services increases the
effective return on deposits and reduces the effective cost on
borrowing. One measure of access to banking services is the
banking density ratio, which is the ratio of population to the
number of bank offices (including headquarters and branches).
The lower the ratio, the better is the people's access to banking
services. As shown in Table 2.2, the banking density ratio
declined during the period 1980-1983, but tended to rise
from 1984 to 1990 as several banks closed in the aftermath of

the 1984-1985 crisis. The full effect of the bank entry and
branching liberalization adopted by the Central Bank was felt
in the subsequent years as banking density consistently
improved. By end of December 1993, the density ratio stood
at 14,000 per bank office.

Financial Intermediation

The overall objective of financial reforms is to increase the
funds intermediated through the formal financial system,
which may be measured by the ratio of money supply to GNP.
Money supply (M3) is defined broadly to include currency in
circulation, demand deposits, savings deposits, time deposits
and deposit substitutes. The behavior of M3/GNP ratio
during the period 1980-1994 is shoWn in Table 2.3. The ratio
tended to rise in the early 1980s, bu_ fell precipitously in 1984
and 1985 when the country experienced both severe political

I
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Table 2.2

BANKING DENSITY, 1980-1994

Year No.of Population Banking
Banking (inThousands) Density
Offices

1980 3,364 48,320 14,363.85
1981 3,652 49,540 13,565.17
1982 3,749 50,780 13,544.95
1983 3,861 52,060 13,483.55
1984 3,829 53,350 13,933.14
1985 .3,632 54,670 15,052.31
1986 3,614 56,000 15,495.30
1987 3,547 57,360 16,171.41
1988 3,562 58,720 16,485.12
1989 3,588 60,100 16#50.28
1990 3,638 61,480 16,899.40
1991 3,791 62,870 16,584.01
1992 4,296 64,260 14,958.10
1993 4,657 65,650 14,097.06

Source:BangkoSentralngPilipinas,PhilippineFinancialFactbook.
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Table 2.3
INDICATORSOF FINANCIAL INTERMEDIATION
(In billionpesos)

Year GNP M3 M3as Trust M4 M4as
%ofGNP Account %of GNP

1980 243.3 67.8 27.9 13.5 81,3 33.4
1981 280,5 82,1 29.3 17.4 99,5 35.5
1982 313,5 95.3 30.4 17.1 112,3 35.8
1983 363,3 114.2 31.4 22.1 136,4 37,5
1984 508.5 122,4 24,1 20.8 143,3 28,2
1985 556.1 134.5 24,2 25,1 159.6 28,7
1986 596.3 144.4 24,2 32,9 177.3 29.7
1987 670.8 161.9 24,1 28,9 190.6 28.4
1988 792.0 188.4 23,8 38,3 226.7 28.6
1989 912.0 253,9 27,8 73,8 327,6 35.9
1990 1,082.6 300.5 27,8 77.5 378.1 34.9
1991 1,266.1 347.1 27,4 136,2 483.3 38.2
1992 1.385,6 385.4 27.8 179,5 564.9 40,8
1993 1,519,2 480,0 31.6 185.6 665.7 43,8
1994 1,752,0 607,6 34.7 216.5 824.1 47.0

M4- isthesumofM3andtrustaccountsof theBankingSystem.
1980-1988dataonTrustAccountsweregatheredfrommonthlysubmissionsof Form7-1605

byCentralBank'sAccountingDept.ofCommercialBanks.
1989-1994dataistheTotalAccountabilitiesoftheB_ankingSystemTrustandManagement

Operations,CB'sPhilippineFinancialSystemFactbook,
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and economic instability. Although the economy recovered
strongly during the period 1986-1988, financial
intermediation did not improve due to weak confidence in
the banking system, as may be indicated by the closures or
government takeover of several weak banks. The M3/GNP
ratio rose sharply in 1989, the year Central Bank lifted the
moratorium on opening of new commercial banks and relaxed
the rules on bank branching. Since 1989, Central Bank
approved eight applications of commercial bank licenses. The
slowing down of economic growth during the period 1990-
1992 weakened the demand for banking services; hence the
M3/GNP ratio remained flat during these years. A sharp rise
in the financial intermediation ratio occurred in the last two

years when the economy showed some signs of strong
recovery.

Most commercial banks and some thrift banks have been

given authority by BSP to operate a trust account, which is
treated as an off-balance sheet activity of banks. The
outstanding trust accounts generally grew in the 1980s,
despite negative growth occurring in some years (Table 2.3).
During the period 1990-1992, trust accounts grew by 55
percent annually on the average. These were the years when
reserve requirement ratio was raised to 25 percent. The
growth in trust accounts practically halted in 1993 mainly
because BSP imposed a 10 percent reserve requirements on
all trust accounts and, at the same time, started to reduce the
reserve requirement ratio on deposit liabilities, which is now
pegged at 15 percent. Accordingly, some fimds had moved
to the mutual funds, which are a budding industry in the
Philippines.

Since trust accounts are truly funds intermediated by the
banking system, then they should be included in any measure
of financial intermediation. They may be called M4, which is
equal to the sum of M3 and trust accounts. As shown in Table
2.3, M4 projects a much deeper financial intermediation for
the Philippines, especially in the 1990s.
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• Maturity Profile of Bank Loans

The financial sector reforms could intensify competition
among banks, which would lead to the restructuring of the
loan portfolio of banks. More specifically, competition in the
short-term loan markets would intensify, thereby inducing
banks to look for new markets, particularly the market for
medium- and long-term loans. An examination of the maturity
profile of banks (Table 2.4) indicates that this has not happened
to the banking system in the Philippines. On the contrary,
banks seem to have increased the share of their demand and

short-term loans at the expense of medium- and long-term
loans. That is, banks are changing their lending strategy in
favor of short-term loans. Accordingly, they adopted this
strategy to reduce their exposure to credit and interest rate
risks because during the period 1980-1993, the financial sector
experienced three major crises (i.e., in 1981, 1984-1985, and
1991). Short-term loans are sometimes rolled over, while
practically all medium- and long-term loans now carry a
floating interest rate, i.e., they are re-priced every quarter on
the basis of the expected interest rate that will prevail in the
forthcoming quarter.

• Capital Markets Development

The capital markets, particularly the equities market, have
benefited from the liberalization of foreign investment and
foreign exchange market in the 1990s. Before 1990, the total
capital raised in the exchanges was less than P10 billion and
there were fewer firms listing their stocks in the exchanges.
In the 1990s, the equities marketlsoared to new heights as
several large firms went to the stock exchange to raise capital

(Table 2.5). In 1994 alone, 22 firms raised capital amounting
to P149.4 billion, which is more than the total capital raised
in the past 14 years. Market capitalization reached P1.4 trillion
in 1994. Industry analysts believe that there recently has been
a shift in focus from debt financing 'to equity financing due to

i
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Table 2.4

LOANS OUTSTANDINGOF COMMERCIAL BANKS,
BY MATURITY,1980-19931(in millionpesos)

Year Demand Short-term Intermediate-termLong-term Total

1980 10,458.2 49,843.8 7,746.8 9,149,3 77,198.1
13.5 64.6 10.0 11.9

1981 10,667.3 52,823.4 14,976,2 8,038.3 86,505.2
12.3 61.1 17.3 9.3

1982 9,307.8 58,478.0 17,778,3 12,675.5 98,239.6
9.5 59.5 18.1 12.9

1983 11,099.2 68,501.5 17,530.0 18,259.0 115,389.7
9.6 59.4 15.2 15.8

1984 8,690.6 64,322.0 29,176.9 18,165.9 120,355.4
7.2 53.4 24.2 15.1

1985 8,087,3 52,448.0 15,645.8 15,646.1 91,827,2
8.8 57.1 17.0 17.0

1986 10,550.1 50,586,5 15,791.5 11,397.6 88,325.7
11.9 57.3 17.9 12.9

1987 19,104.6 53,159.9 22,899.0 5,948.5 101,112.0
18.9 52.6 22.6 5.9

1988 21,119.8 68,695.0 26,564.6 10,235.2 126,614.6
16.7 54.3 21.0 8.1

1989 30,352.6 93,491.5 31,780.3 10,233.2 165,857,6
18.3 56.4 19,2 6.2

1990 36,693.8 123,037.4 33,139.5 6,774.2 199,644.9
18.4 61.6 16.6 3,4

1991 16,329.7 96,633.1 23,554.4 7,789.0 144,306.2
11.3 67.0 16.3 5.4

1992 35,601.5 163,480.9 47,451.2 9,790.9 256,324.5
13,9 63,8 18.5 3.8

19931 29,973.6 159,221.6 50,579.0 11,933.9 251,808.1
11.9 63.2 20.1 4.7

Notes:Short-term= 1yearorless;Medium-term=morethan1yearto5years
Long-term=mqrethan5years

ofJune1993
Source:BangkoSentralngPilipinas,AnnualStatisticalBulletin,1990-1992.

23



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL .MARKETS

Table 2.5

PHILIPPINE STOCK MARKET PROFILE, 1980-1984
(in millionpesos)

Combined Market GNP MarketlCapitalizationNo,ofNewly Capital
Year TurnoverCapitalization(Nominal) as%toGNP ListedStocks Raised

1980 4,700 26,432 243270 10.87 3 220
1981 1,300 14,255 280543 5.08 3 690
1982 1,200 18,172 313544 5.80 8 1,292
1983 5,400 19,445 363268 5.35 7 946
1984 2,100 16,846 508485 3.31 1 315
1985 2,066 12,741 556074 2,29 4 494
1986 11,470 41,214 596276 6.91 7 734
1987 31,423 61,108 670826 9.11 9 1,261
1988 18,251 88,591 791,822 11.19 6 3,060
1989 49,919 261,022 914,126 28.55 7 4,897
1990 28,531 161,219 1,078,408 14.95 10 18,537
1991 39,713 297,743 1,262,487 23.58 10 25,991
1992 76,627 391,231 1,385,562 28.24 11 22,143
1993 180,690 1,088,820 1,519,814 71.64 11 36,252
1994 362,268 1,386,464 1,751,485 79.16 22 149,381

Source:ResearchDepa_ment,PhilippineStockExchange.

massive corporate projects (especially in the telecommuni-
cations sector which was recently liberalized) and to the high
cost of borrowing, not to mention the fact that many
corporations have already reached their single borrowers' limit
with banks. 5

The secondary equity market became very active in the
last few years, with combined turnover reaching P362 billion.
Market capitalization rose sharply from 29 percent of GNP in
1988 to 79 percent in 1994.

The government securities market is the next biggest
segment in the capital market, with about P650 billion in
outstanding issues in 1994. About 60 percent of the issues

• , ,',

s The single borrowers' limit was recently increased by the BSP from
15 to 25 percent of the unimpaired capital of banks.
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are in the form of short-term Treasury bills (i.e., securities
with maturities of one year or less).

The government has been trying to lengthen the maturities
of its debt instruments. In October 1994, it started auctioning
2-year fixed rate Treasury Notes. This was followed by the
issuance of 5-year fixed rate Treasury Notes in June 1995. As
of September 1995, the outstanding 2-year and 5-year fixed
rate notes stood at P19.4 billion and P12 billion, respectively.
The fact that the market has shown considerable appetite for
medium-term, fixed-rate notes bodes well for the development
of the LGU bond market.

At present, the government is contemplating on the
introduction of more reforms to deepen and further improve
the efficiency of financial intermediation.

The discussions above clearly suggest that with a favorable
pohcy environment, financial deepening has taken place -- a
development favorable to LGUs that want to tap the private
capital markets.
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LGUs" DEMAND FOR

CREDIT FINANCING 6

Section 296 of the 1991 Local Government Code (LGC or
the 1991 Code) provides that local government (LGUs) units
may borrow (or create indebtedness) for two reasons: (i) to
finance local infrastructure and other socioeconomic

development projects found in their Local Development Plans,
and (ii) to stabilize local finances. However, by custom and
tradition, current expenditures of LGUs are financed out of
current revenues and LGUs generally abstain from borrowing
to fund current and recurrent expenditure. Thus, historically,
grants and debt finance are used almost exclusively to cover
the cost of capital investment projects. These include projects
and facilities like electric and power plants, public markets,
slaughterhouses, waterworks and sewerage systems, irrigation
systems, telephone and communication systems, government
housing, physical infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges and other
public facilities), acquisition of real property, agricultural
development projects, development of industrial/commercial
estates, equipment pool, and maintenance depots, livelihood
projects, and other economic enterprises.

This chapter briefly describes the size and composition of
the LGU revenue stream, summarizes the relative importance
of the various sources of LGU revenues in financing capital
expenditures, reviews and evaluates the different approaches

6The contribution of Mr. AntonioAvilain this chapter is gratefully
acknowledged.
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in debt-capacity analysis, and delves into the real factors that
drive and constrain LGU demand for debt fmancing. Some
indication of the ability of local governments to manage their
financial resources is important to assess their ability to access
the private capital market. At the same time, an estimate of
the magnitude of LGU demand for credit is a useful
background information to any discussion of LGUs' credit
aCCCSS.

FINANCING CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

Capital outlays of LGUs have remained fairly stable in the
period prior to the implementation of the 1991 Code (1985-
1991) at approximately 0.26 percent of GNP or 16.4 percent
of aggregate LGU expenditure. These figures have inched up
slightly in the post-Code period, averaging 0.42 percent of
GNP and 18.5 percent of total expenditure in 1992-1993.

In principle, capital spending may be financed in a number
of ways. Capital expenditure may be funded out of recurrent
revenues from both local and external sources, transfers from
the national government, or loan proceeds.

• LGURe_enue Profile

Total LGU receipts/income was equivalent to 1.7 percent
of gross national product (GNP) on the average in 1981-
1991 (Table 3.1). This amount is divided almost equally
between local source revenue and external source revenue. In

1992-1993, total LGU income jumped to 2.5 percent of GNP,
which can be largely attributed to the rapid growth of LGU
income from external sources. Thus, the share of income from
external sources (largely derived from the internal revenue
allotment or the IRA) to total LGU receipts registered a
marked increase, from 49.3 percent in the earlier period to
60.3 percent in the later period (Table 3.2). Also, LGU income
from external sources doubled from 0.8 percent of GNP in
1981-1991 to 1.5 percent in 1992-1993, compared to the

28



Table 3.1

REVENUE STRUCTURE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1981-1893 (Ratio to GNP in %)

ALLLGUs 1981-911992-931981-93 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1907 1988 1909 1990 1991 19921993"*
averageaverageaverse

A,LOCALSOURCES 0,84 0.98 0,06 1,02 1,00 0,97 0,76 0.76 0.77 0.73 0,70 0,85 0,86 0,83 0.80 1,16

_. TaxRevenues 0,58 0.73 0,60 0.75 0.71 0,67 0,52 0.52 0.55 0.51 0.49 0.51 0.56 0.55 0.55 0,90

1. RealPropertyTaxes 0.35 0.34 0,35 0.46 0.44 0.41 0.32 0.32 0.35 0.32 0,29 0.30 0.35 0.34 0.3t 0.37

2. Others 0,22 0.39 025 0.29 0.27 0,26 0.20 0,21 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.2"I 0.21 0.24 0_53 t_l

II. OparaUng&Misc.Revenues 0.25 0.24 0,25 0.27 0.28 0,29 0.24 0,26 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.27 0.28 0.26 0.22 0,26
;t

ill Capital 0,01 0.01 0,01 ........ 0.07 0.02 0.02 0,02 *

_'_ B, EXTERNALSOURCES 0,82 1.50 0,93 0.011 0.89 0.88 0.68 0,75 0.68 0.60 0.99 0.82 0.9l 1.06 1.18 1,81 "_

1. SharesfromNaUonalTaxes 0.61 1.40 0,73 0.61 0.72 0,71 0_55 0.59 0.54 0.50 0.53 0.55 0.65 0.75 1.11 1,68
2=Gr_ls-irvAids 0.19 0.04 0,'E7 0.15 0.15 0,12 0,10 0.t3 0.12 0.09 0.46 0.27 0.25 0.27 0.04 0,04 _,"
3_Inler-_calGovemment

Transa_on * " * * * " * * " * * * * * *

4. Borrowings 0,02 0.06 0,02 0.04 0.02 0,03 0_03 0.01 0.01 * * 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.09
5, Others ....... 0.01 ........ 5.

TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY

RECEIPTS&BORROWINGS(A.*.B) 1,67 2.48 1,79 1.82 189 1,84 1,45 1.53 1.45 1.33 1.69 1.67 1.77 1_89 1.98 2,98

* Lessthan,01%.
" AdjustedforDOHandDAadvances.



Table 3.1 (continuation)

ALLPROVINCES 1981-911992-93198"t-93 'f9B1 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 198B 1989 1990 t991 19921993"*

averageaverageaverage _,_

A. LOCALSOURCES 0,17 0.t5 0.t6 0.19 0,19 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.23 0.17 0,15 0.13 0.16

I. TaxRevenues 0.09 0,09 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.98 0.98 0.09 0.00 0,07 0.07 0.11 L_
1. RealPropedyTaxes 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.10 0,09 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0,06 0.06 0.0B _'_
2, Others 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.03 0,02 0.03 0.02 0,02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0,02 0,01 0,01 0.01 0.03 r,_

II, Operat_g&Misc.Revenues 0.07 0,05 0,06 0.07 0,08 0.08 0,06 0,07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.09 0,00 0,04 0.06 O

Ill.Capila! 0.01 0.01 0.0I ........ 0.07 * * 0.02 *

B.EXTERNALSOURCES 0.29 0,45 0,32 0.30 0.32 0.32 0.25 0.29 0.26 0.22 0,39 0.28 0,27 0.34 0.34 0.56

1, SharesfromNa_ienalTaxes 0.18 0,42 0,22 0.18 0.21 0,21 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.t5 0.15 0,10 0,21 0.31 0,53
2, Grants-in-Aids 0.11 0.02 0,09 0,11 0,10 0,09 0.07 0,10 0.09 0.06 0.24 0.12 0.08 0.11 0.02 0,02
3, Inte/-10ca}Gevemment

TrarmacUon ............... _4 Borrowings 0,01 0,01 0,01 0.01 0.01 0,01 0.01 0.01 ....... 0.01
5.Others * * * " * * * * * * * * * * * *

TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY

RECEIPTS& BORROWING(A+B} 0,46 0.59 0,48 0.50 0.51 0,51 0.39 0.44 0.40 0.35 0.51 0.51 0.44 0.49 0.47 0.72
• Lessthan.01%

•* AdjustedforDOHandDAa6vances,



Table 3,1 (continuation)

ALLCITIES 1981-91 1992-93 1981-93 1981 1962 1983 1984 1986 1986 1987 1988 t989 1990 1991 1992 1993"

average average average

A. LOCALSOURCES 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.47 0.46 0.44 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.33 0.31 0.33 0.37 0.36 0.33 0.44

I. TaxRevenues 0,26 0.30 0.28 0.30 0.36 0.33 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.24 0.23 0,24 0.26 0.25 0.25 0,36
1. RealPropertyTaxes 0._6 0.14 0.16 0,22 0.21 0.19 0,15 0.14 0.15 0,14 0,13 0.t3 0,15 0.15 0.13 0.t5

2. Others 0,12 0,16 0,12 0.16 0.15 0.14 0,11 0.11 0,11 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.20

it. OperaUng&Misc.Revenues 0.09 0.68 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.09 0,11 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0,08 0.09

IlL Capital ................

B. EXTERNALSOURCES 0,23 0.46 0.26 0.25 0.29 0.28 0.22 023 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.21 0.23 0.26 0.35 0.57

1. Sharesh'(xnNa_'_l Taxes 0.20 0,41 0.23 0.22 0.27 0,25 0,19 0,21 0,17 0.t5 0.I6 0.17 0.20 0.22 0.33 0.49
2, Granfs-_n-Aids 0.02 * 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0'P 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 * 0.01

3. Interqoca_Government
Transac_en * * * * * * * *

4, Borrowings 0.01 0,05 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0,02 0,01 0.01 * * * 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.07 _q.
5, Ob_ers ..... * * * ........

TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY _'
RECEIPTS&BORROWINGS(A+B) 0.60 0.84 0.64 0.73 0.75 0.72 0.57 0,59 0,54 0.49 0,51 0.54 0,60 0.61 0.68 1.01

• Lessthan,01%

•* AdjustedforDOHandDAadvances.



Table 3.1 (continuation)

ALLMUNICIPALITIES 1981-91 1992-93 1981-93 1981 1962 1983 1984 1985 1996 1987 1989 1989 1990 1991 1992 1_)3"*

average average average t'_

A. LOCALSOURCES 0,30 0.45 0.33 0,36 0,34 0.33 0,26 0,27 0,29 0,27 0,27 0,29 0,33 0,32 0.33 0.55
i

>
L TaxRevenues 0.21 0,34 0.23 0.25 0.24 0,23 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.23 0.22 0,23 0,44

1. RealPropertyTaxes 0,12 0`13 0.12 0,15 0.14 0.13 0.11 0.11 0,t2 0.11 0.09 0.10 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.15

2. Others 0,09 0.21 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0,08 0,08 0`08 0,08 0,08 0,09 0,09 0,09 0.12 0.30

il. Operating& MLsc.Revenues 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0,10 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0,10 0,10 0,'i2

IlL Capital ................

e. EXTERNALSOURCES 0.30 0,59 0.35 0.24 0.29 0,28 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.21 0,41 0,34 0.41 0.46 0,50 0.69 _.J

1. SharesfromNa_o_alTaxes 0.23 0.57 0,28 0.21 0`25 0.25 0,20 0,21 0,20 0.19 0.22 0.23 0`27 0.33 0.47 0.66

2. GranEs-in-Al_s 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.03 0,(}3 0.02 0.02 0.02 0,02 0,02 0,t9 0.11 0,_4 0,13 0.02 002
3. Inter-localGovernment.

Trar_a_on * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * •
4. Borrowings * 0.01 ............ 0.01 0.01
5. Ob_ers ................

TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY

RECEIPTS&BORROWINGS(A-..8) 0,60 1.04 0,67 0.59 0.63 0.61 0,49 0`50 0,51 0.49 0.67 0.63 0.73 0.79 0.83 1.25

• Lessthan.01%.

- AdjustedforDOHandDAadvances.

c_



Table 3.2

REVENUE STRUCTURE OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1981-1992 (Ratio to Total Income in %)

ALLLGUs 1981-91 1992-931981-93 1961 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 t987 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992t993"*
averageaverageaverage

A.LOCALSOURCES 50.73 39.68 49.03 56.17 52.69 52,46 52,74 51,09 53.30 54.79 41,32 50.82 48.62 44.07 40.26 39.11

I. TaxRevenues 34.76 29.08 33.89 41.28 37,70 36,57 36.28 34.10 37.96 38,41 28.75 30.55 31.53 29.21 27.98 30.18
1. RealPropertyTaxes 21.31 14.07 20.20 25,39 23.45 22.45 22.28 20.61 24.02 23,82 16,99 1791 I9.56 17.96 15.72 12,43 C_

.. 2. Others t3.45 15.01 13.69 15,90 14,25 14.12 14.00 13.49 t3,95 14,59 11,76 12,64 11,97 11.24 12.27 17,75

II. OperaUng&f_sc.Revanues 15,30 10.00 14,48 14.74 14.83 15.71 16.39 16.81 15,27 1628 12.47 16.00 1594 13.45 11A3 8.87

II1.Capital 0.68 0.60 0.66 0.14 0.16 0,18 0.07 0,18 0.06 0.10 0.ll 4.28 1.15 1.02 1,14 0.07 _,

r._ B.EXTERNALSOURCES 49.27 60.32 50.97 43.83 47,31 47,54 47,26 48.91 46.70 45,21 56.66 49,16 51.38 55.93 59.74 60.69 "_

t. SharesfzomNalionalTaxes 36.56 56.31 39.62 33.29 36,22 38.66 37,94 38.73 37.51 37.62 31,37 32.63 36.69 39,77 56.06 56.45
2. Grants-in-Aids 11.42 1,79 9.93 8,31 7.75 6.75 7.14 8.79 8.48 7,10 26.91 16.08 14.12 14,21 1.98 1.43 _"

3. lntar-localGovernment
Transaction 0.06 0.02 0,05 0.02 0.02 0.12 0.07 0,06 0.07 0.14 0.05 0.05 0,01 0,01 0.02 0.02

4. 9orrowings 1,06 2.25 125 2.04 1.14 1.90 2.03 0.93 0,57 0,15 0.25 0,31 0.51 1.68 1.53 2.97
5. Obhers 0,14 0.03 0.t2 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.08 0,39 0,07 0.20 0.10 0.11 0.04 0.06 0,04 0.02

TOTALINCOME& EXTRAORDINARY

RECEIPTS&BORROWqNGS(A+B)100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00100.00100,00100.00100,00100.00100.00100.00100.00100.00t00.00 100.00100.00

• LessIhan.01%.
"*AdjustedforDOHandOAadvances.



Table 3.2 (continuation)

ALLPROVtNCES 1981-91 1992-93 1981-93 198t 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 t991 1992 1993"

average average average C3

A. LOCALSOURCES 36.02 25.59 34.42 38.76 37.47 38,30 37,34 34,66 34.67 36.36 23.16 45.74 38,69 31.1l 28.54 22.65

•I, TaxRevenues 20.15 15.11 19.38 24.80 22.34 22,10 21,70 18.75 22.73 24.2I 15.82 16.98 17,31 14.93 15.32 14.89

1. RealPropertyTaxes 16.1.1 11.94 15.47 19.3_, 1.8.23 17,20 16,97 14,71 18,81 19.79 12.76 13.62 13,93 11.92 13.16 10.71
2. Olhers ¢04 3.17 3.90 5.49 4.11 4.91 4,73 4.04 3,91 4,42 3.06 3.37 3,38 3,01 2.16 4.18

II, Operating&Misc,Revenues 14.48 8.38 13.54 13.61 15.03 t6.00 15.52 15.43 11,88 12,01 7,24 15.90 20,97 15,67 9.06 7,70 O

llL Capital 1,38 2.11 1.50 0,34 0.11 0.20 0.12 0.48 0,07 0,14 0,09 12,86 0,41 0,51 4.15 0,06 _3_

B EXTERNALSOURCES 63,98 74.41. 65.58 61,24 62,53 61.70 62.66 65.34 65,33 63,64 76,84 54,26 61.31 68.89 71.46 77,35

1. ShamsfromNa_r_l Taxes 39.38 70.17 44.09 36,31 41,17 41.28 41.66 40.35 43.06 46.31 29,32 29.36 41.73 42.30 66.35 73,96

2. Gl=,i_.,.,.,_in-Ak_s 22.80 3.27 19.80 22.68 19.2t t7.'i4 t8.42 23.42 2t.99 t6:04 47.tl 24.23 19.25 21.38 4.24 2.30
3. Inter.localGovernment

Transaction 0.16 0.02 0,14 0,09 0,06 0,43 0.22 0.00 0.19 0.46 0,15 0.11 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.01

4. Borrowings 1.42 0.92 t,35 1.96 1,57 2,52 2,11 1,24 0.02 0,36 0,05 0.45 0.17 5.22 0.79 1,05
k_

5. Others 0.24 0.03 0.21 0.21 0,52 0,32 0.25 0.33 0.07 0.48 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.01 0,03 0,03

TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY ),,-=a

RECEIPTS&BORROWINGS(A+B)100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100.00 _,
* Lessthan.01%,

AdjustedIor DOHandDA advances.
c_



Table 3.2 (continuation)

ALLCITIES 1981-9t 1992-931981-93 1981 1982 _'983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 t981 19921993-
averageaverageaverage

A,LOCALSOURCES 62,21 45,05 59,72 65,09 61,58 61,42 61,88 60,60 65,01 66,60 61.33 61.69 61.09 57.98 48,59 43,50

I. TacRavenues 45.95 35.64 44.37 51.74 47,80 46.42 45.24 42,51 48.17 49,33 45,42 44,59 42,84 41.43 36,75 34.53 L_
1. RealPropertyTaxes 26,36 17.07 24.93 30.12 28.03 26.94 26,25 2390 27,99 28.53 25.03 24.32 24.88 23.96 19.45 14.69 C'j

2. O_e_s 19,59 18,57 19,44 21,62 19.77 19,48 18,99 18.61 20,18 20.80 20.40 20.27 17.95 I7.47 17.31 19.84

U.OperaSng&Mis_Revenues 15.65 10.26 1¢82 13.33 1367 14.86 16.60 18.94 16.81 17.22 "_5.79 16.26 15A1 14,19 11.65 8.88

ill.Capital 0,60 0,14 0.53 0,01 0.1I 0.14 0,04 0.06 0,03 0105 0._=3 0.84 2.84 2.36 0.19 0,09

B.EXTERNALSOURCES 37.79 53.95 40.28 34.91 38,42 38.58 38.12 39.40 34.99 33.40 38.67 38.31 38,91 42,02 51,41 55.50
o.)

1, Sha_sfromNa_ona_T_es 32,85 48,32 35.23 29,81 35.42 34.69 33,34 35,09 31,36 30,39 31,83 31,43 32,71 35.30 47.B9 48,67
2, Grants-_Aids 3.39 0,44 2,93 1,73 2.05 1,73 1,45 1.95 2,55 2,77 6,11 6.29 5.08 5.57 0.30 0,57
3. interqac_Government ._.

Transac_on 0.02 0.01 0.01 * " * 0.01 0,17 * 0.01 0.01

4, Borrowings 1.39 5,18 1.98 3,21 0.86 2.10 3,30 1.46 1,02 0,08 0.65 0.42 1,11 1.12 3.10 7,25 _-
5. Olhers 0.N 0.01 0,12 0.17 0.09 0,06 0.01 0.73 0.06 0.17 0.08 0.16 0.00 0.03 0.02 *

5.
TOTALINCOME&EXTRAORDINARY
RECEIPTS&BORROW1NGS(A+B)100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00100.00100.00100.00100,00100.00100.00100,00100,00100,00100.00100.00100,00

• LessIhan.01%.

"*AdjustedforDOHandDAadvances.



Table 3.2 (continuation)
ALLMUNICIPALITIES 1981-91 1992-93 1981-93 198'i 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 t988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993"* i--q

average average average

A. LOCALSOURCES 50,87 42,55 49.59 59,75 54.42 53,76 54,49 54.42 55.50 56,13 39,74 45,64 44,36 41.34 40.07 45.03 _(_

I. TaxRevenues 34.93 31.71 34.43 42.20 38,t0 37.10 37.57 37.77 39,12 37.64 25.77 29.57 30.75 28.61 27.98 35.45 _)

1. RealPropertyTaxes 20.35 12.86 19,19 24.65 22.22 21,58 21.92 21.96 23.90 21.99 14.06 15.90 18.56 17,07 14.I2 11.59 _

2. Ob_ers 14.58 18.85 15.24 17,55 15.88 15,52 15.65 15.8t 15.23 15.65 11.71 13.67 12.20 11.54 13,86 23.85

g. Opera'm9& Misc.1:z.ev_ 15.76 10.71 15.00 17.42 16,04 16.46 16.86 16.59 16.30 18.38 13,86 15,85 13.40 12.45 11.68 9.53 O

IlLCapital 0.16 0.13 0,I5 0.13 0.28 0.19 0.06 0,06 0.07 0.11 0.10 0.23 0.21 0,28 0.21 0.05

B. EXTERNALSOURCES 49,13 57.45 50.41 46.25 45.58 46.24 45.51 45.58 44.50 43.87 60.26 54.36 56.64 58.56 59.93 54,97 _-_

1. SharesfromNa'donalTaxes 38.46 54.88 40.98 35.03 39,16 41.13 40,31 41.56 39.65 38.65 32.56 36,32 36.95 41.66 56.91 52.67
2. G.__-,_--!.._ds 10.17 1.84 8,89 4.42 5.27 3.95 4.70 3.93 4.18 5.06 27.55 17.83 18.45 16.50 2.08 1.61
3. Inter-localGovernment

Trans_on 0,02 0,03 0,02 * * * 0.01 * 0.06 0.05 * 0.03 0.01 0,01 0,02 0,03

4, Borrowings 0.44 0_65 0.48 0,68 1.13 1.14 0.48 0.04 0.54 0.07 0.t0 0,11 0.22 0.37 0.68 0.63

5. Others 0,05 0.04 0.05 0.12 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.05 0.07 0.64 0,05 0.07 0.01 0.11 0.07 0.02

TOTAL INCOME& EXTRAORDINARY _,
RECEIPTS&BORROWlNGS(A-_)100.00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100,00 t00.00

• Lessthan.01%,

"* AdjustedforDOH_d DAadvances, G,3



LGUs" Demand for Credit Financing

sluggish expansion of LGU income from local sources which
increased only slightly from 0.8 to 1.0 percent of GNP.

There is a substantial variation in the importance of
externally sourced income in the total receipts of different
levels LGUs. Provinces are largely dependent on non-local
sources, which comprised 64.0 percent of their total income
in 1981-1991. On the other hand, externally sourced income
contributed 49.1 percent of the total income of municipalities
and 37.8 percent of the total income of cities in the same
period. In all cases, the contribution of externally sourced
income to the total receipt of LGUs increased in 1992-1993
to 74.4 percent for provinces, 57.5 percent for municipalities
and 54.0 percent for cities. Moreover, the share of IRA alone
in total LGU income rose from 42.3 percent in 1991 to 77.6
percent in 1993 in the provinces, from 41.7 to 52.7 percent
in the municipalities, and from 35.3 to 48.7 percent in the
cities.

Likewise, LGUs' borrowing rose from 0.02 percent of
GNP in 1981-1991 to 0.06 percent in 1992-1993. In contrast,
categorical grants (i.e., non-block grants or grants that are
granted for a specific purpose) from the national government
declined from 0.19 percent in 1981-1991 to 0.04 percent of
GNP in 1992-1993.

While LGU's externally sourced income rose consistently
in 1992-1993, local revenue effort posted a minimal decline
from 0.84 percent of GNP in 1981_1991 to 0.80 percent in
1992 before quickly recovering to 1.16 percent in 1993. This
development is traceable to similar movements in the real
property tax (RPT) and the operating and miscellaneous
income of LGUs.

Taxes accounted for the bulk of locally sourced revenue.
The share of tax revenue to total locally sourced income was
68.4 percent on the average in 1981-1991. This expanded to
73.3 percent in 1992-1993. Focusing on the different levels
of government, the share of taxes in locally generated revenue
had been consistently highest in cities and lowest in provinces
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LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATECAPITAL MARKETS

in 1981-1993. Specifically, local taxes contributed 74.4 percent
of all local source income of cities, 69.4 percent of that of
municipalities and 57.2 percent of that of provinces during
the same period.

The RPT is the single major source of locally generated
LGU revenue, contributing 41.9 percent in 1981-1991.
However, its importance weakened during the period under
study, with its share in total LGU local source income dropping
to 35.4 percent ha i992-1993. This trend is shown in the
declining share of RPT revenue in total local source income
of cities (from 42.3 to 36.9 percent) and mumcipalities (from
39.9 to 30.5 percent). In contrast; the contribution of RPT
revenue to total locally sourced income of provinces increased
slightly from 45.4 to 46.7 percent.

Consequently, RPT revenue in all LGUs in the aggregate
deteriorated almost imperceptibly from 0.35 percent of GNP
in 1981-1991 to 0.34 percent in 1992-1993. The RPT effort
declined in cities (from 0.16 to 0.14 percent), was stable at
0.07 percent in provinces and increased (from 0.12 to 0.13
percent) in municipalities. This occurred as the LGUs'
collection efficiency (i.e., ratio of:actual collections to total
collectibles based on current year tax liabilities) of the RPT
declined from 58.9 percent ha 1991 to 49.7 percent in 1992.
The deterioration was from 54.1 to 44.3 percent in the case
of provinces and municipalities, and from 65.1 to 56.4 percent
in the case of cities (Table 3.3). Note that the higher provincial
share in the proceeds of the RPT under the Code was not
enough to offset the reduced collection efficiency in 1992.

On the other hand, revenue from other local taxes (i.e.,
non-property) rose from 0.22 percent of GNP in 1981 -1991
to 0.39 percent of GNP in 1992-1993. This movement was
especially pronounced in the case of cities and municipalities.
In contrast, operating and miscellaneous income of all LGUs
in the aggregate shrank from 0.25i to 0.24 percent of GNP.
This trend was apparent in the case of cities and provinces.
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LGUs' Demand for Credit Financing

Table3.3

COLLECTIONRATESOFCURRENTYEARANDBASICRPT,1983-1992
AllLGUs Provinces Cities

1983 59.71 58.61 60,87
1984 54,24 50,78 58.76
1985 46.85 41.98 53.20
1986 51.26 49,59 53.36
1987 52.77 49,53 56.74
1988 54.30 49,39 60,67
1989 57.98 55.55 60,98
1990 57.75 53.55 63,30
1991 58,92 54.09 65,06
1992 49,71 44.29 56.41

• Sources of Capital Finance

In practice, own-source recurrent revenue of local
governments has not been sufficient to cover their current

operations in both periods. In contrast, LGUs, in the

aggregate, generally have some IRA left after taking care of

their recurrent expenditures. Thus, LGUs' IRA in excess of

their current operating expenditure financed 27.6 percent of

their capital expenditures i_11985-1991. In 1992-1993, their

"excess IRA" was even larger than their capital outlays (Table

3.4). 7 It is interesting to note that in the aggregate, LGUs

posted surpluses even after they have funded their capital

expenditures. Their overall surplus in 1985-1993 was equal
to 0.11 percent of GNP (or about 6 percent of total LGU

income) on the average. 8

7 The large "excess IRA" in 1992 may be attributed to the fact that
while the IRA share of LGUs rose for that year as mandated by the Code,
the devolution program was not implemented until 1993 and thus, LGUs
did not assume the expenditures for the functions that were transferred to
them until then. However, it is rather surprising that LGUs registered
"excess IRA" in 1993 even after they have started to take over the financing
of devolved responsibilities and even after their capital expenditures rose
by 63 percent over the previous year's level.
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Table 3.4

CAPITALOUTLAYSOF LGUs, 1985-1993
C_

Average Average Average
1985 1986 1987 t988 1989 1990 1981 1992 t993 1985-19931985-19911992-1993

LEVELS(inmillionpesos)

B

To_Expenditore 8,597.923 8,719.1579,587.17211,244.60813,591.51618,021.52123,681.95226298.00340317.599
CurrentOperaUngExpenditum 7,301.312 7,840,351 8,474,1489,929.43921,528.89714,862.00918,366.79321469.79433113.209

Capi_OulJay 1,289.611 878,808 1,113.0241,315.167 2,362.931 3,159,512 5,315.159 4736.209 7704.69 __]
©

Totallncon_e 8,510.17 8,661.599 8,913.56t13,394.41115,280.678t9,062.41323,899.469 2,7433.545,215.885 t-.-]
of which:

RegularOtmSourcelncome 4,332.7t3 4,610.98 4,875.1565,620.433 71112.37 9,049.0210,290,48510,730.98417,655.22'r
TotalOwnSourceIncome 4,348.046 4,615.939 4,893.7115,534,759 7,765.812 9,268,08310,533.43711,943.33717,895355 _-_
_RA. 3,296.2973,249.154 3,353.899 4,202.1124,985.726 6,994.654 9,50¢03915,378.50225,208.148

_ae • Na_onalWear_ 30,626 258.222

OlherGrants 747.79 734.213 63Z923 3,603.942 2,457.119 2,892.51 3,396,331 543.855 645.429 ["t']

TotalNGTransfe_stoLGUS 4,044.0873,983.357 3,986.0127,806.054 7,442.8459,687.164 '_2,900.3715,962.98326,171.798'
BorrowJngs 79.208 49.698 13.411 33.383 48.032 97.419 448,367 420.916 1,342.456

PartofOwnSourceIncome

UsedtoFundC_pex -2,989.206-3,224,412-3,590.437 4,394.89 .3,762,875-5,593,920-7,803.356-1(},428.457-1,5427,354 _,
PatrolIRAUse_toFuedCapex 343.031 24,742 -237,348 -t92.568 1,222.651 1,400.7281,678,683 4,952,045 g,848.794

OtherGtanlsUsedtoFundCapex 747,79 734213 395.575 3,411,374 2,487,119 2,692.51 3,398.331 574,481 903,65

C._r_ntSurplusbeforeBorro_ng 1,129,65 771.03 426.098 3,431.589 3,703.9374,102.965 5,094.599 5,542.79 t0,760.22 o_

Over_lSurplus 2,247 -58.058 .673,605 2,149.865 1,389.038 1,040,892 217,517 t,227.497 4,397.989
CapexPlusFl"nancialInves_nenTs I,Z_.658 620.748 499.419 3,494.972 3,75t.989 4,200.404 5,532,576 5,989.70612,10Z678



Table 3.4 (continuation)

Average Average Average
1985 1886 1987 1988 1569 t990 1991 199_ 1993 1985-19931985-199118.92-1993

SELECTEDRATIOS

Ferc_tofCapanFundedby:

IRA 28,43 2.82 -21,32 .14.64 51,75 44.33 31,43 104.56 127.72 68,45 27.57 118,90
OtherGrantsofNG 61.97 83.56 35,54 259.39 103.99 65.22 63,80 12.13 11.73 55.10 90.12 11.88 _'_

BomTwings 6.56 5.66 120 2.64 ZO3 3.98 8,44 8.69 17,42 9.11 5.01 14.17

%of CapexandFinanda_Inv,Fundedby:
IRA 28.38 3.01 -54,01 ..5,56 32.59 33,35 30.29 83.64 81,31 50.75 21,79 81.88

OtherGrantsofNG 61.86 98,46 90.02 98,45 65.49 64.10 61.39 8.63 7.47 40.85 71,24 8.18

6orrowings 6.55 6.06 3,05 0.96 1.26 2.32 8,10 7._6 1'=,09 6,76 3.96 9.76 _"

b._ "t
%ofcurrentSu_ustoTotalIncomebef,Bo_r, 13.40 8,95 4,79 25.68 24.32 21.63 21.68 20.52 24,53 20.83 19.24 23,00 [%
%ofcurrentSurpdustoCapex 93.62 87,74 38.27 260.92• 156.75 129.86 95.66 117.03 139,66 125.76 • 121,49 131,04

%ofcurrentSu_ustoCapex&FinancialInv, 93.45 93,94 95.95 99,04 98.72 97,68 91.90 92.94 88,91 93.24 96,C4• 95,24 _..

%ofCapex1oGNP 0.22 0,15 0.17 0.17 0.26 0.29 0.42 0.34 0.51 0.32 026 0,43 _"
%ofCapex&FinancialInv,toGNP 0,22 0,14 0.07 0.44 0.41" 0,39 0.44 0.43 0.50 0.43 0,33 0.62

5.

14,18 10.98 1t.61 11.70 17,01 17.53 22.44 18.07 18.66 17.30 16,39 18,56 (_%ofCapextoTofalExpenditu,"e
i

%ofCapex&Fin.Inv.toTota_E.x,oerz_ture 14.21 9.41 4.58 30.61 2T01 23.31 23.36 22,76 29,65 23.33 20.73 20.95

%ofCapextoTotalIncomebeforeBo,"ro_n9 14.31 19,2I 1251 9.64 15.51 16.66 22,56 17,53 17.56 16,56 15.83 17.56

%ofCapex&Financia_Inves_antto

TotalIncomet_fopeBoFro_n9 t4.34 9.53 4.04 25.93 24.63 22.15 23,59 2208 27.59 2233 20.03 25.49



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATECAPITAL MARKETS

Categorical grants from the national government financed
90.1 percent of LGU capital spending in 1985-1991. In 1992-
1993, this source of finance dwindled to 23.8 percent of capital
outlay. Tiffs occurred as the national government moved away
from the practice of providing specific grants for capital
spending, like road construction and rehabilitation, because
of concerns about macroeconomic stability in the face of higher
IRA shares to LGUs.

Finally, debt financing funded only 5.0 percent of LGU
capital outlays in 1985-1991. However, the discussion below
highlights the need for LGUs to reconsider borrowing as a
source of capital finance in the future.

Although the 1991 LGC expanded the revenue-raising
powers of LGUs, it also reduced the assessment levels of some
kinds and classes of land and improvements for purposes of
real property taxation. Also, it should be emphasized that Code
provisions are largely enabling rather than executory. Thus,
the overall impact of the Code on LGUs' local- source revenue
will depend on the extent to which they exercise their taxing
powers, the changes in the statutory rates and legal tax bases,
and the growth and composition of their tax base. At the
same time, it should be noted that the higher IRA lcvels may
have disincentive effects on the local-revenue mobilization?

The law requires that LGUs allot at least 20 percent of
their IRA to development projects.i° However, while the IRA
has been a major source of capital finance in the early years of
Code implementation, it is not clear that this will be
maintained in the post-Code period. The Code transferred

8Manyanalystshaveobservedthat most LGUs post surplusesin most
years becauseof the conservatismon the part of many local treasurers,
arisingfrom the fact that an overdraftin LGU financessubjectsthem to
disciplinaryaction.

9This issueis discussedfurther in pagg 70.
10This requirement is common to ithe periods before and after

the Code.
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LGUs' Demand for Credit Financing

substantial expenditure responsibilities to LGUs concomitant
with increased IRA share. As a corollary, these new
responsibilities mean that LGUs need to have bigger recurrent
budgets, to support the operations of a more autonomous
local government system. Moreover, even if some LGUs find
themselves able to generate higher current surplus after the
enactment of the Code, the lumpy and indivisible nature of
most capital spending for improvements and additions to
physical structures to support the broader powers and
functions of LGUs implies that current revenue will, in general,
not be sufficient to cover the present needs for capital
financing. Also, as Petersen and Strachota (1991) pointed out,
"attempts to accumulate funds in a 'savings account' in the
form of growing fund balances not only postpone the receipt
of the benefits of the desired expenditure, but also require a
political discipline that can seldom be sust._.ined." On the other
hand, building infrastructure/facilities on a piecemeal basis is
not always possible and even where it is, it may not be advisable
because of associated cost inefficiencies.

ESTIMATING LGU DEMAND FOR DEBTFINANCE

In estimating LGUs' potential demand for debt financing,
this study examines LGUs' debt capacity. Debt-capacity
analysis may be used in determining how much individual
LGUs should be allowed to borrow and in determining the
size of the credit pool that LGUs may require. In general,
there are several methods that have been used to determine

the debt capacity of LGUs, including debt-ceiling formulae
and cash flow analysis, among others (Mc Master 1992). 11

H Other approachesinvolvebalancesheet analysisand the existence
ofcredit ratingsystems.Balancesheet analysisisnot deemedapplicableto
LGUs becausemost of their assetscannot be sold to liquidate their debt.
On the other hand, many developingcountriesdo not havecredit rating
institutions.
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LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATECAPITAL MARKETS

Two criticisms have been raised against debt ceilings. First,
debt ceilings do not take into account the fact that many
LGUs borrow for revenue-generating projects. In the
Philippine context, it is interesting to note that under the
Code, LGUs are allowed to issue only revenue bonds (as
opposed to general obligation bor_ds). Second, debt ceilings
look at only the revenue side of the fiscal position of LGUs.
Most LGUs have little room for maneuver on the expenditure
side of their budgets because of the numerous mandatory
requirements they have to comply with. Both these
shortcomings may be addressed by using cash-flow type of
analysis.

• LGUBorrowing Capacity

The Code mandates that a local government's
appropriation for debt service should not exceed 20 percent
of its regular income (Section 324 b). In so doing, it implicitly
defines the statutory ceiling on the borrowing capacity of
LGUs.

Based on the standard annuity formula, the maximum
borrowing capacity (MBC) of an LGU may be expressed as:

1 - (y_-./) n
MBC

=R • _T77+/fl" (1)

where R = 20 percent of the regular income of an LGU;
i = interest rate; and
n = number of years to pay the debt.

Note that the maximum borrowing capacity as defined in
equation I varies positively with the LGU's regular income
and negatively with the interest rate.

The maximum borrowing capadty of LGUs was estimated
based on equation i for different levels of LGUs (classified

!
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LGUs' Demand for Credit Financing

by income class) for the years 1991 and 1992, _2using data

from budget operations statement of individual LGUs
obtained from the Bureau of Local Government Finance

(BLGF). The maximum borrowing capacity for 1995 was

projected based on the trend growth in local source LGU
income and the expected growth in the IRA. _3Because of the

huge increment in LGU income, particularly from IRA, from
1992 onwards, the maximum borrowing capacity of LGUs

in the aggregate surged from P17.8 billion in 1991 (assuming

a 15 percent interest rate and debt maturity of 10 years) to
P58.9 billion in 1995, reflecting an increase of more than

200 percent (Table 3.5).
Prior to the Code, the legal borrowing capacity was defined

by the Commission on Audit (COA) to be equal to 7 percent
of the aggregate assessed value of the taxable real properties

in a local unit's jurisdiction less outstanding loans. Based on

the empirical relationship between the taxable assessed value

of real property in the past 14and the projected LGU income

for 1995, the statutory borrowing capacity of LGUs using

the old COA formula is equal to approximately 35.1 billion

in 1995, roughly 40 percent lower than the maximum

borrowing capacity under the 1991 Code. Thus, the 1991

Code clearly liberalizes LGU credit financing to the extent

_2Regular income is defined as recurrent receipts. It is equal to total
income/receipts lessgrants-in-aids, inter-local transactions, borrowing, and
local source capital revenue (refer to revenue classification in Annex 2).

t._It is assumed that local source income of provinces, cities and
municipalities increase annually by 18.7 percent, 22.2 percent and 34.8
percent, respectively, between 1992 and 1995, On the other hand, it is
assumed that the IRA increases by 35 percent yearly on the average over
the same period.

_4Revenue from the real property tax in provinces, cities and
municipalities is assumed to grow by 18.9 percent, 14.1 percent and 18.9
percent yearlyin 1992-1995. The average RPT rate (inclusive of SEF) is
assumed to be 2.5 percent and the collection rate is assumed to be 55
percent, the average in 1985-1992.
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Table 3.5a

AGGREGATE BORROWINGCAPACITY (USING LGC DEFINITION), 1991
(In pesos) u%

r= .15 r= .15 r= .15 r= 20 r= 20 r= .20

term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15
c3

PROVINCES L'3
r,,/3

Class1 t,359,317,372 2,035,138,334 2,371,140,810 1,212,709,709 "_,700,070,544 1,895,929,930
Class2 459,768,836 688,355,201 802,003,029 410,180,980 575,023,516 641,270,034

Class3 220,742,879 330,491,101 365,055,366 I96,934,901 276,078,622 307,884,707
Class4 107,810,444 161,411,288 188,060,381 96,182,668 t34,836,326 150,370,364
Class5 103,097,976 154,355,890 179,840,134 91,978,458 128,942,538 143,797,573
Class6 9,540,083 I4,283,190 16,641,353 8,511,148 tl ,931,587 t3,306,185

Total 2,260,277,590 3,384,035,004 3,942,741,073 2,016,497,864 2,826,88&!33 3,152;55&793
- bl

MUNrQPALITIES
Class1 t,494,730,147 2,237,875,189 2,607,349,633 1,333,517,689 1,869,428,543 2,084,799,092
Class2 361,101,647 540,632,982 629,891,789 322,155,430 451,622,473 503,652,373

Class3 485,108,482 726,293,129 846,204,531 432,787,646 606,715,295 676,612,916
Class4 1,125,203,416 1,684,628,367 1,962_761,452 1,003,845,853 1,407,268,989 1,569,395,697
Ctass5 1,199,244,606 1,795,481,114 2,091,916,049 1,069,901,413 1,499,870,796 1,672,665,846

Class6 372,184,631 557,226,168 649,224,519 332,043,072 465,483,735 519,110,545

Total 5,037,572,929 7,542,136,948 8,787,347,973 4,494,2510104 6,300,389,832 7,026,236,468



Table 3.5a (continuation)
r =.15 r= t5 r= .15 r =.20 r= 20 r= .20

te_m=5 term=10 term= 15 term=5 term=10 term= 15

CITIES

Special 1,615,221,791 2,418,272,474 2,817,530,611 1,441,013,841 2,020,124,987 2,252,856,765
Class1 2,227,836,031 3,335,464,257 3,886,151,269 1,987,555,254 2,786,309,136 3,107,310,403 C_
Class2 493,716,313 739,180,573 861,219,699 440,467,089 617,480,934 688,618827
Class3 126,071,229 188,750,910 219,913,791 112,473,957 157,674,718 175,839,889 I_
Class4 88,809,812 132,963,984 154,916,412 79,231,329 111,072,623 123,868,924 ._
Crass5 16,314,270 24,425,345 28,457,984 14,554,713 20,403,925 22,754,592
Class6 6,766,904 10,131,25t 11,803,926 6,037,067 8,463,229 9,438,249

Total 4,574,736,350 6,849,188,794 7,979,993,691 4,081,333,249 5,721,529,552 6,380,687,650

ALLLGUs _.-

Special 1,615,221,791 2,418,272,474 2,817,530,611 1,441,013,841 2,020,124,987 2,252,856,765
Class1 5;081,883;550 7,608,477,7-/9 8,864,641,711 4,533,782,652 6,355,808,223 7,088,039,425
Class2 1,314,586,796 1,968,168,756 2,293,114,618 1,172,803,499 1,644,126,924 1,833,541,234 5.
Class3 831,922,590 1,245,535,140 1,451,173,688 742,1_,504 1,040,468,635 1,160,337,512
Class4 1,321,823,672 1,979,003,639 2,305,738,245 1,179,259,850 1,653,177,937 1,843,634,985
Class5 1,3t8,656,852 1,974,262,349 2,300,214,166 1,176,434,584 1,649,217,260 1,839,218,011
Crass6 388,491,618 581,640,609 677,669,799 346,591,287 485,878,552 541,854,979

Total 11,872,586,869 17,775,380,746 20,710,982,737 10,592,082,2't7 14,848,802,516 16,559,482,912



Table 3.5b

AGGREGATE BORROWING CAPACITY(USING LGC DEFINITION), 1992
(in pesos)

r= .15 r=.15 r= ,15 r= ,20 r= 20 r =.20

term=5 term= 10 term=15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15
{,)

PROVINCES C)
r_

Class1 .2,209,396,608 3,307,857,182 3,853,986,250 1,971,104,594 2,763,247,326 3,081,591,719
Class2 ' 653,588,985 978,538,217 1,140,095,424 583,096,872 817,430,428 911,603,827

Class3 410,950,229 615,265,119 716,845,734 366,627,649 513,967,079 573,179,491
Class4 198,242,346 296,803,827 345,806,304 176,86t,138 247,937,663 276,501,724
Class5 176,502,057 264,254,772 307,883,382 157,465,624 220,747,527 246,179,104
Class6 25,151,673 37,656,499 43,873,609 22,438,967 31,456,685 35,080,703

GO

Total 3,673,831,698 5,500_375,6t5 6,408,490,703 3,277,594,845 4,594,786,708 5,124,136,568

MUNICIPALITIES
Class1 1,955,015,958 2,927,004,393 3,41&254,453 1,744,159,886 2,445,098,629 2,726,790,185
Class2 486,657,902 728,612,885 848,907,279 434,169,955 608,653,123 678,773,994

Class3 645,217,647 966,004,645 1,125,492,764 575,628,415 806,960,566 899,927,768
Class4 1,611,435,671 2,412,603,983 2,810,926,249 1,437,636,069 2,015,389,764 2,247,,576,013
Class5 1,647,363,466 2,765,829,587 3,222,469,597 1,648,118,134 2,310,459,651 2,576,640,128
Class6 728,562,113 1,090,787,138 1,270,876,704 649,964,392 911,198,542 1,016,174,649

Total 7,274,253,357 10,890,842,830 1,270r876,704 649,984,392 911,t98,542 1,016,1974,649



Table 3.Sb (continuation)
r= .15 r= .15 r= .15 r =.20 r = 20 r= .20

term= 5 term=10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term=15

CITIES

Special 1,775,549,843 2,658,3tl,902 3,097,200,682 1,584,049,889 2,220,644,015 2,476,476,913
Class1 2,967,355,596 4,442,655,738 5,176,140,683 2,647,314,759 3,711,211,190 4,138,767,299

Class2 779,216,I45 1,166,624,277 1,359,234,597 695,174,654 974,549,758 1,686,824,344
Class3 211,513,484 316,673,066 368,955,966 188,700,932 264,535,605 295,011,859
Class4 172,886,548 258,841,716 301,576,628 154,240,062 216,225,683 241,136,314
Class5 46,742,209 69,981,347 81,535,307 41,700,880 58,459,529 65,194,453
Class6 t7,103,744 25,607,327 29,835,112 15,259,039 21,391,304 23,855,724

Total 5,970,367,569 8,938,695,374 10,414,478,975 5,326,440,215 7,467,017,084 8,327,266,907

ALLLGUs _.

Si_cia_ 1,775,549,843 2,658,311,902 3,097,200,682 1,584,049,889 2,220,644,015 2,476,476,913
Class1 7,131,768,162 10,677,517,312 12,440,381,386 6,362,579,239 8,919,557,144 9,947,149,203
Class2 1,919,463,032 2,873,775,379 3,348,237,300 1,712,441,482 2,400,633,309 2,677,202,166 _.
Class3 1267,681,360 1,897,943,029 2,2tl,294,484 1,130,956,997 1,585,463,250 1,768,119,118
Class4 1,982,564,565 2,968,249,526 3,458,309,181 1,768,737,269 2,479,553,111 2,765,214,051
Class5 2,070,607,732 3,100,065,706 3,611,888,287 1,847,284,638 2,589,666,906 2,888,013,685
Class6 770,818,130 1,154,050,955 1,344,585,424 687,682,398 964,046,531 1,075,111,077

Total 16,918,452,824 25,329,913,820 29,511,896,744 15,093,731,912 21,159,564,267 23,597,286,213



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATECAPITAL MARKETS

that it provides a more generous statutory ceiling on the
borrowing capacity of LGUs.

Profile of LGU borrowing cap_city. The BLGF data base
included information for 75 provinces, 60 cities and 1,413
municipalities in 1994. In 1992, it referred to 72 provinces,
60 cities and 1,465 municipalities. The distribution of these
LGUs into the various income classes is based on the

Department of Finance's Department Order 35-93.
Table 3.5c shows that LGUs in the first tier (i.e., LGUs in

the first income class and special cities) account for the majority
(51.7 percent or P31.2 billion) of the total borrowing capacity
of LGUs in 1995, assuming that the rate of interest is 15
percent and that the loan matures in 10 years. LGUs in the
second tier (i.e., those belonging to the second and third
income classes) contribute 18.9;percent (or Pll.4 billion)
while LGUs in the third tier (i.e., 4th, 5th and 6th income
classes) account for 29.3 percent (or P17.7 billion) of the
aggregate borrowing capacity of all LGUs in 1995.

The average borrowing capacity of LGUs exhibits a wide
variation across different levels of local government and
different income classes. As expected, cities have the highest
average borrowing capacity at P335.8 million in 1995 (Table
3.6c). The average borrowing capacity of provinces was
estimated to be P185.5 million while that of the municipalities
was pegged at P18.3 million.

The variation in the average: borrowing capacity within
each level of local government is likewise very pronounced.
The ratio of the borrowing capacity of the average LGU in
the highest income class to that of the average LGU in the
lowest income class is highest in cities at (51.9) and lowest in
provinces (6.3) in 1995. The ratio for municipalities is 29.9.

• LGU Net Paying Capacity :
i

The maximum borrowing capacity of LGUs as defined by
the Code is a very crude measure of LGU potential demand
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Table 3.5c

PROJECTEO AGGREGATEBORROWING CAPACITY (USING LGC DEFINITION), 1995
(In pesos)

r =.15 r= .15 r= .15 r= 20 r= .20 r= .20
term=5 te_m= 10 term=15 term=5 term= 10 term=15

PROVINCES

1stClass 5,332,203,201 7,983,250,580 9,301,289,662 4,757,104,358 6,668,877,907 7T437,176,819
2ndClass 1,584,929,290 2,372,919,260 2,764,689,541 1,413,988,505 1,982,238,772 2,210,605,810
3rdClass 1,015,494,852 1,520,375,267 1,771,390,063 905,969,784 1,270,059,722 1,416,377,900
4thClass 489,288,544 732,551,424 853,496,069 436,516,872 611,943,213 682,443,125
5thClass 436,581,238 653,639,272 761,555,477 389,494,254 546,023,259 608,928,756
6thClass 62,414,625 93,445,725 108,873,666 55,682,966 78,050,700 87,053,810

Total 8,920,911,750 t3,356,181,529 15,561,294,478 7,958,756,739 11,157,202,574 12,442,586,220

MUNICIPALITIES

1stClass 4,927,055,868 7,376,673,419 8,594,566,276 4,395,653,740 6,162168,392 6,872,091,012
2ndClass 1,182,548,111 1_770,483,520 2,062,791,328 1,055,005,700 1,478,988,830 1,649,378,140 5.
3rdClass 1,567,422,411 2,346,708,368 2,734,151,216 1,398,369,811 1,960,343,275 2,186,t87,807
4thClass 3,934,520,529 5,890,672,600 6,863,225,901 3,510,167,195 4,920,824,665 5,487,736,254
5thClass 4,517,441,352 6,763,408,095 7,880,050,508 4,030,217,741 5,649,871,862 6,300_774,528
6thClass 1,786,140,444 2,674,167,918 3,115,674,519 1,593,496,253 2,233,889,463 2,491,248,327

Total 17,915,128,714 26,822,I13,921 31,250,459,748 15,982,912,441 22,406,086,487 24,987,416,077



Table 3.5c (continuation)
r =,15 r= .15 r= .15 r= .20 r= .20 r= 20

term=5 term=10 • term=15 term= 5 term= 10 term=15 _

CtTIES =C
>

Special 3,485,042,110 5,217,723,969 6,079,173,078 3,109,166,771 . 4,358,871,164 4,860,818,956
1stClass 6,283,281,817 9,407,183,358 10,960,314,527 5,605,605,448. 7,858,372,555 8,783,709,131
2ndClass 1,716,600,676 2,570,054,595 2,994,372,029 1,531,458,620 2,146,917.492 2,394,256,609
3rdClass 472.813,638 707,885,579 824,757,879 421,818,849 591,338,384 659,464,483

©
4thC]ass 385,678,341 577,428,640 672,762,428 344,081,433 482,360,044 537,931,116
5thCLass 105,155,127 157,435,810 183,428,550 93,813,738 131,515,376 146,666,818
6thClass 39,726,930 59,478,235 69,298,125 35,442,226 49,685,662 55,409,779

Total 12,488,298,639 1.8,697,190,186 21,784,106,615 11,141,387,085 15,618,860,676 17,418,256,892

ALLLGUs

Special 3,485,042,t10 5,217,723,969 6,079,173,078 3,109,166r771 4,358,671,164 4,860,818,956
I stClass 16,542,540,886 24,767,t07,357 28,856,170,465 14,758,363,546 20,689,418,855 23,072,976,962
2ndClass 4,484,078,077 6,713,467,376 7,821,852,898 4,000,452,825 5,608,145,094 6,254,240,559

3rdClass 3,055,730,900 4,574,969,213 5,330,299,158 2,726,158,444 3,821,740,381 4,262,030,189
4thClass 4,809,487,414 7,200,652,665 8,389,484,398 4,290,765,500 6,015.127,922 6,708,110;505
5thClass 5,059,177,717 7,574,483,178 8,825.034,535 4,513,525,734 6,327,410,497 7,056,370,102
6thClass t,888,281,999 2.827,091.879 3,293,646,310 1,684,623,445 2,381,635,825 2,633,711,916

Total 39.324.339,103 58,875.485,636 68,595,860.841 35.083.056.266 49,182.149.737 54.848,259,189



Table 3.6a

BORROWINGCAPACITYOF AVERAGE LGU (USING LGC DEFINITION), 1991
(inpesos)

r= .15 r =.15 r= .15 r= .20 r=.20 •r =.20
term=5 term= I0 term=15 term= 5 term= 10 term= 15

PROVINCES

Class1 48,547,049 72,683,512 84,683,600 43,311,061 60,716,805 67,711,783
Class2 28,735,552 43,022,200 50,125,189 25,636,311 35,938,970 40,079,377

Class3 22,074,288 33,049,110 38,505,537 19,693,490 27,607,862 30,788,471
Class4 15,401,492 23,058,755 28,865,769 13,740,381 19,262,332 21,481,481
Class5 11,455,331 17,150,654 19,982,237 10219,829 14,326,949 15,977,508
Class6 4,770,042 7,141,595 8,320,676 4,255,574 5,965,794 6,653,093

C_
Total 31,392,744 47,000,486 54,760,293 28,006,915 39,262,266 43,785,539.

MUNICIPALITIES

Class1 41,520,282 62,163,200 72,426,379 37,042,158 51,928,571 57,911,086
Class2 9,259,017 13,862,384 16,151,072 8,260,396 11,580,063 12,914,163 5.
Class3 5,844,681 8,750,520 10,195,235 5,214,309 7,309,823 8,151,963
Class4 3,713,543 5,559,830 6,477,761 3,313,023 4,644,452 5,179,524
Class5 1,988,797 2,977,581 3,469,181 1,774,298 2,487,348 2,773,907
Class6 928,141 1,389,591 1,619,014 828,038 1,160,807 1,294,540

Total 3,438,616 5,148,216 5,998,190 3,067,748 4,300,607 4,796,066



Tabte 3.6a (continuation)
r =.15 r= .15 r =.15 r= .20 r =.20 r= .20

term=5 term= 10 term=15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15

CITIES

Special 807,620,896 1,209,136,237 1,408,765,305 720,506,921 1,010,062,494 1,126,428,383
C_

Class1 85,686,001 128,287,087 149,467,356 76,444,433 107,165,736 119,511,939
Class2 29,042,136 43,481,210 50,659,982 25,909,829 36,322,408 40,506,990
Class3 21,011,872 3t ,458,485 36,652,298 t8,745,659 26,279,120 29,306,648

©
Class4 14,801,635 22,160,664 25,819,402 13,205,221 18,512,104 20,644,821

Class5 8,157,135 12,212,673 14,228,992 7,277,356 10,201,963 11,377,296
Class6 6,766,904 10,131,251 11,803,926 6,037,067 8,463,229 9,438,249

_ Total 76,245,806 114,153,147 132,999,895 68,022,221 95,358,826 106,344,794

ALLLGUs
t_

Specia_ 807,610,898 1,209,136,237 1,408,765,305 720,505,921 1,010,062,494 1,126,428,383
Class1 56,465,373 84,538,642 98,496,019 50,375,363 70,620,091 78,755,994
Class2 18,258,150 27,335,677 31,848,813 16,288,937 22,835,096 25,465,850

Class3 8,403,258 12,581,t63 14,658,320 7,496,934 '[0,509,784 11,720,581
Class4 4,182,986 6,282,670 7,296,640 3,731,835 5,231r576 5,834,288
Class5 2,147,650 3,215,41t 3,746,277 1,916,017 2,686,022 2,995,469
Class6 961,613 1,439,704 1,677,400 857,899 1,202,670 1,341,225

Total 7,434,306 11,130,470 12,968,117 6,632,487 9,297,935 10,369,119



Table 3.6b

BORROWING CAPACITYOF AVERAGE LGU (USING LGC DEFINITION), 1992
(In pesos)

r= .15 r= .15 r =.15 r= .20 r= .20 r= 20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15

PROVINCES C_

Class1 78,907,022 118,137,756 137,642,366 70,396,593 98,687,404 110,056,847
CIass2 40,849,312 61,158,639 71,255,964 36,443,564 51,089,402 56,975,239
Class3 41,095,023 61,526,512 71,664,573 36,662,765 51,396,708 57,317,949 ._
Class4 28,320,335 42,400,647 49,400,901 25,265,877 35,419,666 39,500,246
Crass5 19,611,340 29,361,64t 34,209,265 17,496,180 24,527,503 27,353,234

t..,-, Class6 12,575,837 18,828,250 21,936,805 tl,219,484 15,728,343 17,540,352

Total 51,025,443 76,394,106 89,006,815 45,522,151 63,816,482 71,168,563 _

MUNICIPALITIES

Class1 54,305,999 81,305,678 94,729,290 48,448,886 67,919,408 75,744,172
Class2 12,478,408 18,682,382 21,766,853 11,132,563 15,606,490 17,404,461 5.
Class3 7,773,707 11,63&613 13,560,154 6,935,282 9,722,416 10,842,503
Class4 5,318,270 7,962,389 9,276,984 4,744,673 6,651,451 7,417,743
Class5 3,063,621 4,586,782 5,344,062 2733,198 3,831,608 4,273,035
Class6 1,816,865 2,720,167 3,169,269 1,620,909 2,272,316 2,534,101

Total 4,965,361 7,434,022 8,661,384 4,429,827 6,210,075 6,925,517



Tab(e3.6b (continuation)
r= .15 r= .15 r = .15 r= 20 r= .20 r =.20

[.-,
term=5 term= 10 term: 15 term=5 term= 10 tenn=15 Cb

CITIES
>

Special 887,774,922 1,329,155,95_ 1,548,600,341 792,024,945 1,110,322,008 1,238,238,457
Class1 114,129,06l 170,871,375 199,082,334 101,819,798 142,738,892 159,183,358
Class2 45,836,244 68,624,957 79,954,976 40,892,627 57,326,456 63,930,844
Class3 35,252,247 52,778,844 61,492,661 31,450,155 44,089,268 49,168,643

©
Class4 28,814,425 43,140,286 50,262,77t 25,706,677 36,037,614 40,189,386

Class5 23,371,105 34,990,674 40,767,654 20,850,440 29,229,764 32,597,227
Class6 I7,103,744 25,607,327 29,835,I12 15,259,039 21,391,304 23,855,724 _J

¢jq

Total 99,506,126 148,978,256 173,574,650 88,774,004 124,450,285 138,787,782

ALLLGUs

Special 887,774,922 1,329,155,95t 1;548,600,341 792,024,945 1,110,322,008 1,238,238,457

Ctass1 79,241,868 118,639,081 138.,226,460 70,695,325 99,106,190 110,523,880
Class2 26,659,209 39,913,547 46,503,296 23,783,909 33,342,129 37,183,363
Class3 12,804,862 19,171,142 22,336,308 11,423,808 16,014,780 17,859,789 _'
Class4 6,273,938 9,393,195 10,944,016 5,597,270 7,846,687 8,750,677
Class5 3,372,325 5,048,967 5,882,554 3,008,607 4,217,699 4,703,605
Class6 1,907,966 2,856,562 3,328,182 'f,702,184 2,386,254 2,661,166

Total 10,593,897 15,8e0,935 t8,479,585 9,451,304 13,249,57'P 14,776,009



Table 3.6c

PROJECTED BORROWING CAPACITYOF AVERAGE LGU{USING LGC DEFINITION), 1995
(in pesos)

r= .15 r = .t5 r =,15 r= 20 r= .20 r= .20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term=10 term= 15

PROVINCES

1stClass 190,435,829 285,116,092 332,188,916 169,896,584 238,174,211 265,613,458
2ndClass 99,058,081 148,307,454 172,793,096 88,374,282 123,889,923 t38,162,863
3rdClass 101,549,485 152,037,527 177,139,006 90,596,978 127,005,872 14t,637,790
4thClass 69,898,363 104,650,203 121,928,010 62,359,553 87,420,459 97,491,875
5thClass 48,509,026 72,626,586 84,617,275. 43,277,139 60,669,251 67,658,751

6thClass 31,207,313 46,722,863 54,436,833 27,841,483 39,030,350 43,526,905

Total 123,901,552 185,502,521 216,129,090 110,538,288 154,961,147 172,813,698 _

MUNICIPALITIES

1stClass 136,862,663 204,907,595 238,737,952 122,101,493 171,1'71,344 190,891,417
2ndClass 30,321,746 45,397,013 52,892,085 27,051,428 37,922,791 42,291,747 _.
3rdClass 18,884,607 28,273,595 32,941,581 16,847,829 23,618,594 28,339,612
4thClass 12,985,216 19,441,164 22,650,911 11,584,710 16,240,345 18,111,341
5thClass 7,491,611 11,216,265 13,068,077 6,683,612 9,369,605 10,449,046
6thClass 4,454,216 6,668,748 7,769,762 3,973,811 5,570,797 6,212,589

Total 12,228,757 18,308,610 2t,331,372 10,909,838 15,294,257 17,056,257



Table 3.6c (continuation)

r= .15 r= .15 r= ,15 r= 20 r= .20 r =.20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term= I5

CITIES

Special 1,742,521,055 2,608,861,984 3,039,586,539 1,554,583,386 2,179,335,582 2,430,409,478
C)

1stClass 241,664,685 361,814,745 421,550,559 215,600,210 302,245,098 337,065,736
2ndClass 100,976,510 151,179,682 176,139,531 90,085,801 126,289,264 140,838,624 o_
3rdClass 78,802,273 117,980,930 137,459,646 70,303,141 98,556,397 109,910,747
4thClass 64,279,724 96,238,107 112,127,071 57,346,906 80,393,341 89,655,186 0

5thClass 52,577,564 78,717,905 91,714,275 46,906,869 65,757,688 73,333,409
6thClass 39,726,930 59,478,235 69,298,125 35,442,226 49,685,662 55,409,779

oo
Total 208,138,311 311,6t9,836 363,088,444 t85,689,785 260,314,345 290,304,282

ALLLGUs

Special 1,742,521,055 2.,608,861r984 3,039,586,539 1,554,583,386 2,179,335,582 2,430,409,478
1stCiass 183,806,010 275,190,682 320,624,116 163,981,817 229,882,432 256,366,411
2ridClass 62,278,862 93,242,464 108,636,846 55,561,845 77,890,904 66,864,452
3rdClass 30,865,989 46,211,810 53,841,406 27,536,954 38,603,438 43,050,610
4thClass 15,219,897 22,786,876 26,549,001 13,578,372 19,035,215 21,228,198
5thClass 8,239,703 12,336,292 14,37&020 7,351,019 10,305,229 I1,492,459

8thCrass 4,673,965 6,997,752 8,153,085 4,169,860 5,845,633 6,519,089

Total 24,623,882 36,866,303 42,952,950 2t,968,100 30,796,587 34,344,558



LGUs" Demand for Credit Financing

for credit financing because it focuses solely on the revenue
side of the LGU accounts and is completely blind to LGU
expenditure requirements. One measure which addresses this
concern is the net paying capacity indicator used by COA
before the Code was put into effect. This measure is akin to
an analysis of the cash flow of LGUs.

The COA defined the net paying capacity (NPC) of an
LGU as equal to its adjusted gross paying capacity (AGPC)
less its outstanding loan balances (D). That is,

NPC = A GPC - D (3 )

In turn, the adjusted gross paying capacity of an LGU is
related to the difference between its gross revenue and current
expenditure requirements, i.e., its current surplus. It was
computed as the average yearly excess of gross revenue over
total budget charges (excluding sinking fund installment, loan
repayment, and capital outlay) for the past five years grossed
up by an annual amortization factor (equal to the sum of the
interest rate and l/n) and adjusted downwards by 40 percent
for revenue generating and 50 percent non-revenue generating
projects, to provide an allowance for revenue shortfalls.

The adjusted gross paying capacity can be expressed in
the following equation:

AGPC-k (i + 1/n)(GR- COE) (4)

where k = 0.6 or 0.5 depending on whether the
proposed loan is revenue generating or
non-revenue generating;

GR = gross revenue; and
COE = current operating expenditure.

With the implementation of the Code, the COA no longer
imposes the net paying capacity ceiling. Table 3.7 shows that
the net paying capacity of LGUs based on the COA formula
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Table 3.7

PROJECTED AGGREGATE NET PAYINGCAPACITY(USING COA DEFINITION), 1991-1995
k = 0.5 (In pesos)

_"=.15 r= ,15 r =,15 r =.20 r =20 r =,20

term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term=10 term= 15 >
C_

PROVINCES
b'l
r_

Class1 1,924,738,041 2,881,673,017 1,103,405,519 2,157,424,681 1,538,953,703 1,379,971,808 r..<
Crass2 523,891,315 784,357,888 300,334,152 587,225,9t3 418,885,304 375,612,28(3 O
Class3 228,459,391 342,044,085 130,970,214 256,078,447 182,668,196 163,797,624 ,.-]
Class4 167,136,244 250,232,496 95,815,145 187,341,784 133,636,337 119,831,011
Class5 125,692,412 188,183,756 72,056,404 140,887,699 100,499,288 90,117,19t

o,, Class6 20,123,677 30,128,701 11,536,415 22,556,481 16,090,193 14,427,993

T0tal 2,990_041,081 4.476,619,943 1J14,117,849 3.351,515,005 2,3.901733,021 2,143,757,907
bJ

MUNICIPALITIES
Class1 1,328,480,065 1,988,969,446 761,585,319 1,489,083,511 1,062,206,529 952,475,089
Class2 307,206,475 459,942,387 t76,114,002 344,345,473 245,631,630 220,256,609
Class3 359,886,363 538,813,491 206,314,102 403,393,972 287,752,639 258,026,300
Class4 889,508,164 1,331,750,928 509,933,402 997,043,143 711,2t9,840 637,747,144
Class5 843,089,426 1,262,253,874 483,322,668 945,012,722 674,105,029 604,466,486

Class6 272,930,500 408,625,194 156,464,419 305,925,785 218,225,750 195,681,899

Total .4,001,100,992 5,990,355,320 2,293,733,912 4,484,804,606 3,199,141,418 2,868,653,526



Table 3.7 (continuation)
r= .15 r= .15 r= .15 r= .20 r= .20 r= .20

term= 5 term=10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term=15

CITIES

Special 1,028,483,036 1,539,820,874 589,604,317 1,152,819,053 822,339,322 737,387,408
Class1 2,297,596,813 3,439,908,495 1,317,156,387 2,575,359,330 1,837,078,629 1,647,298,884
Class2 679,260,911 1,016,973,633 389,403,764 761,378,548 543,113,438 487,007,004
Class3 117,856,613 176,452,t80 67,564,331 132,104,609 94,234,056 84,499,189
Class4 133,066,668 199,224,320 76283,885 149,153,448 106,395,487 95,404,282 ._
Class5 64,656,467 96,802,159 37,065,981 72,472,958 51,697,066 46,356,491
Class6 1,630,937 2,441,800 934,976 1,828,105 1,304,040 1,169,326

Total 4,322,551,446 6,471,623,461 2,478,013,641 4,845,116,050 3,456,t62,039 3,099,122,585

ALLLGUs _.

Special 1,028,483,036 1,539,820,874 589,604,317 1,152,819,053 822,339,322 737,387,408 _.
Class1 5,550,814,919 8,310,550,958 • 3,182r147,225 6,221,867,522 4,438,238,862 3,979,745,781
Class2 1,510,358,701 2,261273,909 865,851,919 1,692,949,934 1,207,630,371 1,082,875,894 _.
Class3 706,202,368 1,057,309,755 404,648,646 791,577,028 564,654,891 506,323,114
Class4 1,189,711,076 1,781,207,745 682,032,432 1,333,538,375 951,25t,665 852,982,437
Class5 1,033,438,306 1,547,239,789 592,445,053 1,158,373,379 826,301,384 740,940,168
Class6 294,685,113 441,195,695 168,935,810 330,310,371 235,619,984 211,279,218

Total 11,313,693,519 16,938,598,724 6,485,865,402 12,681,435,66I 9,046,036,478 8,111,534,018



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

based on 1991-1995 LGU income/expenditure is P16.9
billion, just about a quarter of the Code's ceiling based on
the projected 1995 LGU income. It must be noted that the
net paying capacity of the average 5th income class
municipality is P2.1 million while that of the average 6th
income class municipality is only P1.0 million (Table 3.8).

Most LGU officials interviewed fbr this study considered
the COA formula appropriate in determining the net paying
capacity of LGUs. This stems fromtheir concern for the need
to make allowance for future projects and for not burdening
the next administration with too much debt. However, some
local officials opined that the 40 to 50 percent downward
adjustment factor is too restrictive and suggested that this
factor be lowered to 10 to 20 percent.

It is also worth noting that the COA definition of net
paying capacity tends to be conservative because of the
following reasons: (i) the use of the amortization factor instead
of the annuity formula given in equation 1 tends to
underestimate the paying capacity by 20 to 25 percent, and
(ii) the use of the average income in the last five years rather
than current or projected income, is If these issues are
addressed, the net paying capacity of all LGUs in the aggregate
is projected to reach P53.5 billion in 1995, more than three
times as large as the original COA estimate, but 9.1 percent
lower than the maximum borrowing capacity set under the
Code (Table 3.9)?

• Adjusting LGUBorrowing/
Paying Capacity by Creditworthiness Criterion

As indicated earlier, LGUs' demand for credit financing is
tempered by the results of their self-evaluation of their ability
to repay loans. Salda_,3a (1992) proposed that LGUs can

!

is This is particularly important during periods of high• growth in
income asin the early years of the post-Code era.
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Table 3.8

PROJECTED NET PAYINGCAPACITYOF AVERAGE LGU (USING COA DEFINITION), 1991-1995
k = 0.5 (In pesos)

r= .15 r= .15 r= .15 r =.20 r= 20 r= 20
term= 5 term= 10 term=15 term=5 term= 10 term=15

PROVINCES

Class1 68,740,644 102,916,893 39,407,340 77,050,881 54,962,632 49,284,707
Class2 32,743,207 49,022,368 18,770,885 36,701,620 26,180,331 23,475,768
Class3 22,845,939 34,204,408 13,097,021 25,607,845 18,266,820 16,379,762
Class4 23,876,606 35,747,499 13,687,878 26,763,112 19,090,905 17,118,716
Class5 13,965,824 20,909,306 8,006,267 15,654,189 11,166,588 10,013,021

o_ Class6 10,061,838 15,064,350 5,768,207 11,278,241 8,045,097 7,213,996

Total 41,528,348 62,175,277 23,807,192 46,548,820 33,204,625 29,774,415

MUNICIPALITIES

Class1 36,902,224 55,249,151 21,155,148 41,363,431 29,505,737 26,457,641
Class2 7,877,089 11,793,395 4,515,744 8,829,371 6,298,247 5,647,605 _'_
Class3 4,335,980 6,491,729 2,485,712 4,880,168 3,466,899 3,108,751 _"
Class4 2,935,671 4,395,218 1,682,949 3,290,571 2,347,260 2,104,776
Class5 1,398,158 2,093,290 801,530 1,567,185 1,117,919 1,002,432
Class6 680,625 1,019,015 390,186 762,907 544,204 487,985

Total 2,731,127 4,068,980 1,565,689 3,061,300 2,183,714 1,958,125



Table 3.8 (continuation)
r= .15 r= ,15 r= ,15 r= 20 r =20 r= .20 L-'

term= 5 term=10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term=15

CITIES

Special 514,241,518 769,910,437 294,802,t59 576,409,527 411,169,661 368,693,704
Class1 88,369,108 132,304,173 50,659,861 99,052,282 70,656,870 63,357,649 _"
Class2 39,956,524 59,821,978 22,906,104 44,786,973 31,947,849 28,647,471
Class3 19,642,769 29,408,697 11,260,722 22,017,435 15,705,676 14,083,198 :'-]

©
CIass4 22,177,778 33,204,953 12713981 24,858,908 17,732,581 15,900,714
Class5 32,328,234 48,401,079 18,532,990 36,236,479 25,848,533 23,178,246
Class6 1,630,937 2,441,800 934,976 1,828,105 1,364,04,0 1,169,326

Total 72,042,524 107,860,391 41,300,227 80,751,934 57,602,701 51,652,043 ><_

ALLLGUs rn

Speciai 514,241,518 769,910,437 294,802,159 576,409,527 411,169,66t 368,693,704
C_assI 61,675,721 92,339,455 35,357,191 69,131,861 49,313,765 44,219,398
Class2 20,977,204 3t,4(}6,582 12,025,721 23,513,194 16,772,644 15,039,943

Class3 7,133,357 10,679,897 4,089,380 7,995,728 5,703,585 5,114,375 _:
Class4 3,764,908 5,636,733 2,158,330 4,220,058 3,010,290 2,699,312
Class5 1,683,t24 2,519,935 964,894 1,886,602 1,345,768 1,206,743

Class6 729,419 1,092,069 418,158 817,600 583,218 522,968 ._

Total 7,084,342 10,606,511 4,061,281 7,940,786 5,664,394 5,079,232



Table 3.9

PROJECTED AGGREGATE NET PAYINGCAPACITY(USING ADJUSTED COA DEFINITION*), 1995
(tn pesos)

r= ,15 r= .15 r =.15 r= .20 r= .20 r= .20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term= 5 term=10 term= 15

PROVINCES

Class1 5,403,232,442 8,651,168,424 10,177,723,890 4,914,932,669 7,244,343,117 8,008,610,473

Class2 1,497,994,384 2,398,436,856 2,821,676,356 1,362,617,954 2,008,424,664 2,220,310,460
Class3 687,187,275 1,100,254,651 1,294,410,785 625,084,933 921,341,153 1,018,541,265
Class4 498,326,163 797,869,370 938,665,169 453,291,537 668,127,042 738,613,444
Class5 365,381,960 585,012,58t 688,246,665 332,361,739 489,883,106 541,585,040

o_ Class6 60,818,909 97,377,076 114,560,694 55,322,595 81,542,493 90,145,104
o"1 ",t

C_
Total 8,512,941,133 t3,630,058,957 16,035,283,558 7,743,611,427 11,413,661,574 12,617,785,786

MUNICIPALITIES

ClassI 3,786,788,209 6,063,021,668 7,132,931,117 3,444,569,390 5,077,107,711 5,612,734,975
Class2 909,435,737 1,456,096,374 1,713,046,020 827,248,404 1,219,319,101 1,347,955,441 _.
Class3 1,074,577,365 1,720,504,419 2,024,112,758 977,465,888 1,440,731,492 1,592,726,508
Class4 2,752,281,376 4,406,674,129 5,184,296,666 2,503,552,791 3,690,100,466 4,079,400,564
Class5 2,627,322,128 4,206,602,036 4,948,918,906 2,389,886,331 3,522,562,314 3,894,187,365
Class6 856,680,966 1,371,630,778 1,613,675,226 779,261,176 1,148,588,539 1,269,762,911

Total 12,007,085,783 19,224,529,404 22,616,980,693 10,921,983,979 16,098,409,643 17,796,767,764



Table 3.9 (continuation)

r= .15 r= .15 r= .15 r= .20 r= .20 r =.20

term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15
CITIES _(_

Special 2,942,330,132 4,7190,980,941 5,542,279,366 2,676,426,499 3,944,906,918 4,361,088,693

Class1 6,898,680,282 11,045,468,012 12,994,603,483 6,275,234,214 9,249,353,522 10,225,146,474
Class2 2,058,666,739 3,296,128,634 3,877,779,066 1,872,621,346 2,760,141,893 3,05%332,732 c_
Class3 350,697,853 561,501,876 660,587,150 319,004,661 470,195,500 519,800,422
Class4 414,030,214 662,903,236 779,882,274 376,613,564 555.,107,885 613,670,936 O

Class5 201,917,900 323,290,487 380,339,853 183,670,218 270,719,900 299,280,445
Class6 5,263,702 8,427,706 9,914,899 4,788,012 7,057,269 7,801,800

o,
,586,822 20,608,680,891 24,245,386,092 11,708,358,514 17._257,482,887 19,078,121,500Total 12,871o_

ALLLGUs
bl

Special 2,942,330,132 4,710,960,941 5,542,279,366 2,676,426,499 3,944,906,918 4,361,088,693
ClaSs1 16,088,700,933 25,759,598,103 30,305,258,490 14,634,736,273 21,570,804,350 23,846,491,922
Class2 4,466,096,861 7,150,661,865 8,412,501,442 4,062,487,705 5,987,885,659 6,619,598,633
Class3 2,112,462,493 3,382,260,946 3,979,11'0,692 1,921,555,482 2,832,268,144 3,131,068,194
Class4 3,664,637,755 5,867,446,736 6,902,844,109 3,333,457,891 4,913,335,412 5,431,684,944
Class5 3,194,621,988 5,114,905,"F03 6,017,505,424 2,905,918,289 4,283,165,320 4,735,032,850
Class6 922,763,576 1,477,435,560 1,738,150,819 839,371,782 1,237,1'88,300 1,367,709,8"N

Total 33,391,613,738 53,463,269,252 62,897,650,343 30,373,953,920 44,769,554,104 49,492,675,051

* Applies.standardannuityformula,projected1995LGUincomeandassumesK= 0.8.



Table 3.10

PROJECTED NET PAYING CAPACITYOF AVERAGE LGU (USING ADJUSTED COA DEFINITION*), 1995
(In pesos)

r= .15 r=.15 r = .15 r=.20 _-.20 r=.20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term=5 term10 term15

PROVINCES q_

Classt 192,972,587 308,988,158 363,490,139 175,533,310 258,726,540 286,021,803
Class2 93,624,649 149,902,304 176,354,772 85,183,622 125,526,542 138,769,404 t_
Class3 68,718,728 110,025,465 129,441,078 62,508,493 92,134,115 101,854,127
Class4 71,189,452 113,981,339 134,095,024 64,755,934 95,446,720 105,516,206
Ctass5 40,597,996 65,001,398 76,471,852 36,929,082 54,431,456 60,173,893

o_ Class6 30,409,454 48,688,538 57,280,347 27,661,298 40,771,246 45,072,552--..I "_

Total 118,235,294 189,306,374 222,712,272 t07,550,159 158,523,077 175,247,025

MUNICIPALITIES

CJass1 105,188,561 168,417,269 198,136,975 95,882,483 141,030,770 155,909,305
Class2 23,318,885 37,335,804 43,924,257 21,211,498 3t ,264,592 34,562,960 5.
Class3 12,946,715 20,728,969 24,386,901 11,776,697 17,358,211 19,189,476
Class4 9,083,437 14,543,479 17,109,890 8r262,550 12,178,549 13,463,368
Class5 4,357,085 6,976,123 8,207,162 3,963,327 5,841,729 6,458,022
Class6 2,136,362 3,420,526 4,024,128 1,943,295 2,864,311 3,166,491

. Total 8,195,963 13,122,546 15,438,212 7,455,279 10t988,676 12,147,984



Table 3.10 (continuation)
r= .15 r =.15 r= .15 r= .20 r= .20 r =.20

•
term: 5 term: 10 term: 15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15 C3

CITIES C

Special 1,471,165,066 2,355,480,470 2,771,139,683 1,338,213,249 1,972,453,459 2,180,544,346

Class1 265,333,857 424,825,693 499,792,442 241,355,162 355,744,366 393,274,864
Class2 121,098,043 193,889,920 228,I04,651 110,154,197 162,361,288 179,490,161
Class3 58,449,642 93,583,648 110,097,858 53,167,444 78,365,917 86,633,404
Class4 69,005,036 110,483,873 129,980,379 62,768,927 92_517,981 102,278,489 O
Class5 100,958,950 161,645,243 190,169,927 91,835,109 135,359,950 149,640,222
Class6 5,263,702 8,427,706 9,914,899 4,788,012 7,057,269 7,801,800

I--hi

¢h
Total 214,526,447 343,478,015 404,089,768 195,139,309 287,624,715 317,968,692O¢

ALLLGIJs

Special 1,471,165,086 2,355,480,470 2,771,t39,683 1,338,213,249 1,972,453,459 2,180,544,346

Class1 178,763,344 286,217,757 336,725,094 162,608,181 239,675,604 264,961,021 ]_
Class2 62,029,123 99,314,748 116,840,298 56,423,440 83,165,079 91,938,870
Class3 21,338,005 34,164,252 40,193,037 19,409,651 28,608,769 31,626,951
Class4 11,596,955 18,567,869 21,844,443 10,548,917 15,548,530 17,188,876
Class5 5,202,967 8,330,464 9,800,497 4,732,766 6,975,839 7,711,780
Class6 2,284.,068 3,657,019 4,302,354 2,077,653 3,062,347 3,385,420

Total 20,908,963 33,477,313 39,384,878 19,019,383 28,033,534 30,991,030

• Appliess_andardannuityformula,projected1995LGUincomeandassumesK= 0.8.
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conduct their own credit-worthiness assessment by doing
some version of the cash-flow analysis that most banks use to
evaluate commercial loans. He suggested that LGUs look at
their "net resource after economic enterprise and investments"
or their current surplus from regular income including their
net income from their economic enterprises and financial
investments. 16He argues that this is the amount available to
an LGU on a regular basis from its tax base and from its
ability to manage its assets after it finances its recurrent
expenditure requirements. Thus, it is the amount available
for capital expenditure and debt service. In this sense, LGUs
whose net resource after economic enterprise is positive
and not declining over a given time period are those that
have a demonstrated ability to finance their development
projects.

For flais study, Saldafia's creditworthiness criterion was
applied to all provinces and cities and a 10 percent sample of
municipalities using LGUs' budget operations statements that
were submitted to the BLGF for 1989-1992. It should be

emphasized that the results obtained are crude and should be
treated as indicative only of the general trend because data
are available for only a short period and numerous changes in
the fiscal position of LGUs were engendered by the Code. 17
The incidence of creditworthiness is highest among cities,
with 73.3 percent deemed creditworthy. In contrast, only
49.4 percent of municipalities and 58.1 percent of provinces
were found to be bankable (Table 3.11). It is interesting to
note that the incidence of creditworthiness does not appear
to be correlated with the income class of LGUs, except that

16"Net resources after economic enterprises and investments" is
definedin greaterdetail in Aamex2.

17Saldafiaproposed that the evaluationuse a 10-year time frame.
Other LGU expertsopined that a 5-7 yeartime framecan capture better
the cyclicalfluctuation in LGU surpluses.It is noted that LGUs have
lowersurplusesduring electionyears.
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Table 3.11

PROPORTION OF LGUs THATARE CREDITWORTHY (%)

IncomeClass Provinces Cities Municipalities

FirstClass 60,7 71.4 54.5
SecondClass 76.5 70.5 45,5
ThirdClass 36.4 83,3 31.3
FourthClass 57,1 100,0 65.6
FifthClass 60.0 50.0 51.6
SixthClass 0 0 40,0
All 58.1 73.3 49,4

in sixth income class LGUs, the incidence ofcreditworthiness
is consistently lower than average for all levels of local
government.

If the estimates of the net paying capacity (based on the
adjusted COA definition) are scaled down by the proportion
of LGUs that are not deemed creditworthy based on the
Saldafia criterion, it is estimated that the total demand for
LGU credit financing amounts to P34.4 billion in 1995,
assuming that the interest rate is 15 percent and loan term is
10 years (Table 3.12). This figure is 41.6 percent lower than
the borrowing capacity ceiling set under the Code.

ISSUESIN THE DEMAND FOR LOCAL DEBTFINANCE

The discussions above primarily focused on financial
considerations in the determination of LGU demand for debt
finance. In this section, the real factors that drive local demand
for borrowing are examined using the information gathered
from the small survey of LGUs that was conducted for this
study. As discussed in Chapter I, the survey covered 24 LGUs:
six provinces, six cities and 12 municipalities.

• LGU Borrowing Behavior and Preferences

Past borrowing behavior. In recent past, high income LGUs
have shown a greater tendency to resort to debt financing
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Table 3.12

PROJECTEDTOTAL NET PAYINGCAPACITYOF LGUs
(USING ADJUSTED COA DEFINITION* AND ADJUSTED FOR CREDITWORTHINESS), 1995
(In pesos)

r= .15 r= .15 r =,15 r= .20 r= 20 r= 20
term=5 term= 10 term= 15 term= 5 term= 10 term= 15 b_

PROVINCES
Class1 3,279,762,092 5,251,222,813 6,177,878,401 2,983,364,130 4,397,316,272 4,861,226,557
Class2 1,145,965,704 1,834,804,195 2,158,582,412 1,042,402,735 1,536,444,868 1,698,537,502
Class3 250,136.,168 400,492,693 471,165,526 227,530,915 335,368,180 370,749,021
Class4 284,544,239 455,583,410 535,977,841 258,829,467 381,500,541 421,748,277

_.1 Class5 219,229,176 351,007,548 412,947,999 199,417,044 293,929,853 324,939,024
_" Class6 0 0 0 0 0 0

C_

Total 5,179,637,379 8,293,110,660 9,756,552,149 4,711,544,291 6,944,559,724 7,677,200,380

MUNICIPALITIES

Class1 2,065,503,628 3,307,075,169 3,890,657,278 1,878,840,374 .2,769,308,401 3,061,466,292
Class2 413,374,920 661,854,046 778,647,938 376,017,490 554,229,304 612,699,666 3.
Ctass3 335,805,427 537,657,631 632,535,237 305,458,090 450,228,591 497,727,034
•Class4 1,806,184,655 2,891,879,897 3,402,194,687 1,642,956,519 2,421,628,444 2,677,406,620
Class5 1,356,039,770 2,474,153,5(]9 2,554,285,515 1,233,492,032 lr818,100,087 2,009,906,925
Class6 342,672,386 548,652,31'I 645,470,090 311,704,470 459,435,416 507,905,164

Total . . 6,319,580,786 10,118,272,563 1t,903,790,745 5,748,468,975 8,472,930,243 9,366,811,701



Table 3.12 (continuation)
r= .15 r=,15 r= ,15 r= .20 r = ;20 r= ,20

term=5 term=10 term=15 term=5 term= 10 term= 15

CITIES

Special 2,942,330,132 4,710,960,941 5,542,279,366 2,676,426,499 3,944,906,918 4,361,088,693

Class1 4,776,009,426 7,646,862,470 8,996,263,950 4,344,392,918 6,403,398,592 7,078,947,559
Class2 1,451,360,051 2,323,770,687 2,733,834,242 1,320,198,049 1,945,900,035 2,151,189,576
Class3 292,131,312 467,731,063 550,269,096 265,730,883 391,672,852 432,993,751
Class4 414,030,214 662,903,236 779,882,274 376,613,564 555,107,885 613,670,936 O

Class5 100,958,950 161,645,243 190,169,927 91,835,109 135,359,950 149,640,222
Class6 0 0 0 0 0 0

"1 Total 9,976,820,085 15,973,873,840 18,792,698,854 9,075,197,021 13,376,346,231 14,787,530,737

ALLLGUs

Special 2,942,330,132 4,710,960,941 5,542,279,366 2,676,426,499 3,944,906,918 4,361,088,693

Class1 10,121,275,147 16,205,160,451 19,064,799,629 9,206,597,421 13,570,023,265 15,001,640,408 _,._,
Class2 3,0t0,700,675 4,820r428,928 5,671,064,592 2,738,618,274 4,036,574,207 4,462,426,744
Class3 878,072,908 1,405,881,387 1,653,969,858 798,719,888 1,177,269,622 1,301,469,805 F
Class4 2,504,759,108 4,010,366,544 4,718,054,772 2,278,399,550 3,358,236,870 3,712,525,833
Class5 1,876,227,898 2,663,806,300 3,157,403,440 1,524,744,185 2,247,389,901 2,484,486,171
Class6 342,672,386 548,652,311 645,470,090 311,704,470 459,435,416 507,905,164

Total 21,476,038,250 34,385,256,862 40,453,041,748 19,535,210,287 28,793,835,198 31,831,542,818

* Appliesstandardannuityformula,projected1995LGUincomeandassumesK=0.8.
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than middle- and low-income LGUs. TMAll nine high income

LGUs in the sample availed of loans in the last 10 years,
compared to six out of nine middle-income LGUs, and two

out of six low-inc0me LGUs. These figures are consistent

with the trend shown by the totality of all LGUs in 1991

(Table 3.13).

Most non-b0rrowing LGUs do not want to borrow

because they prefer to secure grants and donations to finance

their local projects (Table 3.14). The Countrywide

Development Fund (CDF) of senators and congressmen

emerged as an important source of grant funds to finance

local projects (Box I and Box 2). Other non-borrowing LGUs

cited high interest rates and complicated requirements as
reasons for not borrowing. On the other hand, some high-
and middle-income LGUs wanted to borrow but were not

able to do so because of the lack of support of the local

sanggunian (Box 3). At the same time, other LGUs feel there

Table3.13

LGUsWITHLOANSANDBORROWINGS,1993(%)
Municipalities Provinces Cities Total

GRANDTOTAL
Special 0 0 7.69 50,00
Class1 8.33 17,86 26.92 16,67
Class2 10,26 12.50 5,88 9,72
Class3 7,23 20,00 0 8,08
Class4 4.29 14,29 16,67 4.75

r Class5 3.48 11,11 0 3.58
Class6 1.75 0 0 1,73

Total 3.71 15,28 16.67 4.70

,8 For purposes of this section, "high-income" LGUs refer to those
belonging to the first income class, "middle-income" LGUs refer to those
in the second and third income classes, and "low-income" LGUs refer to
those in the fourth to the sixth income classes.
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Table 3.14
I

REASONS FOR NOT BORROWING FROM A BANK/
FINANCIAL INSTITUTION

Non-BorrowingGovernor/ Vice-Governor/Planning& Local
LGUs Mayor Mayor Devt.Officer Treasurer

No. % No. % No, % No. % No. %

ALLINCOMEGROUPS 10 100 8 100 9 100 10 100 9 100
1, Notawareofany 2 20

creditfacility
2. Didnothavethe 11 1 10 0 22

capacitytopay
3, Notableto identify 1 11

projects
4. Notabletoprepare 1 13 1 11 1 10

feasibilitystudy
5. Nocollateralas 1 11

demandedbythebank
6. Procedureistoo 3 38 4 44 2 20 3 33

complicated,tedious,etc,
7, Interestrateon theloan 2 26 .2 22 1 10

istoohigh
8, Projectcannotgenerate 1 10

revenuetopayfortheloan
9, Bankis notinterested 1 11 1 10

intheproject
10.Preferredsubsidies, 4 50 3 33 4 40 4 44

grantsordonations
11,Others,(specify)

a. Projectidentifiedas 1 13 1 11 1 10 1 11
partofMCDP

b, Disagreements/lackof 1 13 1 10
supportfromSanggunian

c, Neglectinprocessing 1 11
d. NotwillingtouseIRA 1 13

ascollateral
e. Projectscanbefinanced 1 11 1 11

throughlocalfunds
f. Toomuchbureaucracy 1 13
g. Mandatoryrequirement 1 10

of consultancy
h. Notreadytoborrowing 1 13 1 10

plans

is no need to borrow because they have sufficient funds from
their own resources to finance development projects. For
instance, a first-class city in the Visayas has expressed a
preference for a "pay-as-you-go" type of fmaalcing because of
the huge surpluses it enjoys (Box 4).

|!
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Financing scheme used in past/current projects. High-
income LGUs have been more successful in accessing loans
from GFIs than low income LGUs. Five out of nine high-
income LGUs and five out of six middle-income LGUs with

borrowing experience borrowed from GFIs. In contrast, only
one low-income LGU in the sample borrowed from a GFI.

Likewise, high-income LGUs appear to have greater access
to the MDF than low-income LGUs. Six out of the 24 sample
LGUs were able to secure credit from the MDF. Five of these

belong to the first income class while the other one is a third-
class municipality.

The results of the survey also point to the presence of
highly subsidized (with zero rate of interest) financing f?om
non-financial national government agencies like the
Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG). Some
LGUs have resorted to more iamovative financing schemes:
bond flotation (by a second class city in southern Luzon as
detailed in Box 5) and build-operate-transfer (BOT) scheme.
However, some officials of the LGU that issued bonds
reported that, in lfindsight, bond flotation appears to be more
expensive than originally expected after the financial consulting
services and underwriting fees are factored in.

The survey results show that low income LGUs have relied
on their IRA, own resources and grants to finance their
projects.

Preferred financing scheme for future projects. The LGUs
in the sample will be relying increasingly on debt finance.
Twenty-six out of 41 projects identified by high-income LGUs
in the sample are pla,med to be funded out of loans. Similarly,
middle-income LGUs in the sample prefer to finance through
borrowing 27 out of the 41 projects they have identified. In
contrast, only four out of 22 projects identified by low-income
LGUs will be financed through borrowing. Again, this
observation appears to be borne out by data for the totality
of all LGUs. Based on the Bureau of Local Government
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Box1: THECDFAS A SOURCE!OF LGUFINANCING

MunicipalityAisthecapitaltownof abeaLitifulislandprovinceintheNorthern
partof Mindanao.its populationis 25,207(1990census)anditsaggregateland
areais 89.0sq kin. It is a fifth incomeclass municipalitywith atotal incomeof
P10.3millionin 1994,brokendownas followS:•P1.9millionfromlocalsources
andP8.4 millionas IRA.Basedon its 1994income,its borrowingcapacity is
estimatedat P8.2 million and its net paying capacityis roughlyP2.3 million.
MunicipalityA'scredit-worthinessis poor.ItsCurrentfiscalsurplushasbeenon
thelow sideandhas behavedinanerratic fashionin 1990-1994.

POPULATION(asof 1990) 25,207
LANDAREA 89.0 sq km
INCOMECLASS FifthClass

TOTALREVENUE(1994) P10.3million
INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P8.4million
LOCALREVENUES P1.9million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P8.2million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P2.3million

I

Themayorof municipalityA is notreallyadverseto borrowingfrombanks
or otherfinanceinstitutionsas ameansto financelocaldevelopmentprojects.
She is well aware of the benefitsof finandng incomegeneratingprojects,
particularlyits positiveeffectson localeconomicactivities.

Shedecidednot to resort to creditfinancingbecauseof certainrealities.
First,she felt thatthe municipalitydoesnothavethe capacityto repayits loan.
Second,shefearsthat if anyanomaliesmarthe loantransactionher political
foesmightusetheseagainsther.Third,the majorityofthe SangguniangBayan
membersbelongto the-oppositepoliticalspectrum.Hence,shefinds it difficult
to securethe Sanggunianresolutionwhichis necessaryto enter into a loan
contract.

Evensomeof her financialadvisers,specificallythe municipaltreasurer,
•didnot recommenda bankloantofinancelocalprojectsfor thesamereasons.
The MunicipalPlanningand DevelopmentCoordinator(MPDC)would havei
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wantedtorecommendborrowingfroma banktofinanceincome-generating
tourismprojectsinordertoacceleratethedevelopmentofthemunicipality.He
agreed,however,thattheSangguniangBayanisnotlikelytoauthorizethe
mayortocontractaloan.

Giventhissituation,themayorhasnootherrecourceexcepttorelyon
locallygeneratedrevenues,themunicipality'sIRAandtheCountrywide
DevelopmentFund(CDF)ofthecongressmanwhohappenstobeherhusband.
Incidentally,sheisunabletogetfundingfromtheprovincialgovernmentbecause
thegovernorisnotherpoliticallyally.

Themunicipalpublicmarket,anincome-generatingprojecteligibleforloan
financing,isbeingrenovatedthroughthelimitedCDFofthecongressman.Since
theavailableamountisnotenoughtoconstructtheentirestructureinoneyear,
theconstructionisbeingdonebyphases.Themayoralsopointedoutthatthe
CDFofthecongressmanisbeingusedtofinanceotherinfrastructureprojects,
particularlyroadconstruction.

Finance (BLGF) data, the number of LGUs that contracted
debt rose significantly from 48 in 1991 to 75 in 1993.

The preferred financing scheme for future projects appears
to be highly conditioned by the past experience of LGUs.
Thus, high-income LGUs, which have been more successful
in borrowing from the MDF, show a marked preference for
MDF loans in the future, with 11 out of 41 identified projects
queuing for MDF funding, compared to six projects to be
funded by GFI loans. Middle-income LGUs show a preference
for GFI loans, which should finance seven out of the 41
projects they identified. Only four of the ibrojects identified
by middle income LGUs will be submitted to the MDF for
financing. In contrast, only one project of the sample low-
income LGUs will be proposed for MDF financing.

There is an increasing interest in bond flotation and BOT
scheme in financing future LGU projects of high-and middle-
income LGUs (Box 6).
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Box2: STILLONTHECDF

CityA isafourthincomeclasscitylocatedinoneoftheprovincesinWestern
Mindanao,It hasa populationof 59,046(1990census)andan aggregateland
areaof 390.53sq km. Itstotal incomeis P125,2millionin 1994,consistingof
P3.5millionfromlocal sourcesand P121.7:millionas IRA.Basedon its 1994

income,the city'sborrowingcapacityis P100,2millionwhileitspayingcapacity
is P99.1 million. Its current fiscal positionhas been consistentlypositive.
Moreover,itsfiscalpositionhasshownconsiderableimprovementin1990-1994.
As such, CityA may beconsideredas a goodcredit risk.However,it has not
performedverywell in termsof localrevenuemobilization.Itsincomefromlocal
sourcesdeclinedin 1992and1993,

POPULATION(asof 1990) 59,046
LANDAREA 390.53sq km
INCOMECLASS FourthClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P125.2million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P121.7million
LOCALREVENUES P3.5million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P100.2million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P99.1million

With itssmallpopulationandlow income,CityA has notresortedto debt
financingin the pastl It relied primarilyon its own revenuefromthe IRAand
from local sources to finance its projects. The ongoing construction and
installationof a waterworkssystem, for instance,is being financedby the
CountrywideDevelopmentFund (CDF)of a local congressmanthrough the
LocalWaterUtilitiesAdministration(LWUA).

TheCityPlanningandDevelopmentCoordinator,however,isveryreceptive
totheideaoffinancingsometourism-related_income-generatingprojectsthrough
bankloanor the BOTscheme.Heis tryingto convincecityofficialsto construct
aResortHoteland PavilionworthP45millionwhichmaybefinancedthrougha
Toanfroma GFIor throughtheBoT scheme.
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Box3: EXECUTIVE.LEGISLATIVEGRIDLOCK

ProvinceA isa firstincomeclassprovinceinCentralVisayas.It hasa
populationof891,952(1990census)anda landareaof 4,087sqkm.Itstotal
incomereachedP283.6millionin1994.itsIRAshareamountedtoP180.8million
or63.7percentof itstotalincomein thatyearwhileits localsourceincome
accountedforP102.8millionor36.2percent.

Itsmaximumborrowingcapacityisestimatedat P226.8millionwhileits
netpayingcapacityiscomputedtobeP1083millionbasedonits1994income.
Theprovincehasconsistentlypostedcurrentsurplusesin1990-1994.Moreover,
thesesurpluseshaveincreasedbysignificantamountsin1993-1994.

POPULATION(as of 1990) 891,952
LANDAREA 4,086.9sqkm
INCOMECLASS FirstClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P283.6million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P180.8million
LOCALREVENUES P102.8million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P226.8million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P108.3million

Althoughtheprovincialgovernmenthasidentifieda numberof possible
investmentprojects,it hasnotactivelypursuedthepossibilityof fundingsome
oftheseprojectsthroughcreditbecausethegovernorfindsitdifficulttosecure
Sanggunianapprovalforitsinitiatives.Theexecutive-legislativegridlockwasat
itsworstin1994whenthelocalSangguniandidnotapprovetheprojectslined
upbythegovernorforthe20percentDevelopmentFund.Consequently,the
moneysetasideforthispurposewasnottouchedduringtheyear.

Preferred projects. Traditionally, loans have been used to

finance public markets, slaughterhouses, bus terminals and

the acquisition of heavy equipment (Table 3.15). In recent

years, LGUs have borrowed to finance local public infia-
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Box4: FOUL-UPINPROJECTDESIGNNOTA PROBLEM

City B is a highlyurbanizedcity in one of the high-growthcentersin the
Visayas.Ithas a populationof 180,285in 1990anda landareaof 11.7sq kin.
its total incomeof P190,7millionin 1994was comprisedof Pl13,9 million in
IRAandP76.8millionfrom locallygeneratedrevenues,

Its maximumborrowingcapacityis estimatedat P152.5 millionin 1994
whileits net payingcapacityis computedto be P133.7million.Whilethe city
registerednegativecurrentsurplusesin 1990-_1991,its fiscalpositionimproved
significantlyin 1992through1994.It is also interestingto note that it posted
aboveaveragerateof growthfor its local sourceincomeduringthe five-year
periodfrom1990to 1994.Moreover,unlikemostotherLGUs,thecity owns28
hectaresof primerealestate(theshareofthe citygovernmentinthereclamation
projectin its jurisdiction)which is currentlyvaluedat P2.8 billion.Becauseof
thisdevelopment,somelocalofficialsthinkthat the city has no needfor loan
financeinthe future.Theywouldratherundertakeprojectsona pay-as-you-go
basis.

i

POPULATION(as of 1990) 180,285
LANDAREA 11.7sq km
INCOMECLASS FirstClass

TOTALREVENUE(1994) P190.7million
INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) Pl13.9 million
LOCALREVENUES P76.8million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P152.5million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P133.7million

CityBsecuredloansfor theconstructionof abusterminalin 1992andfor
theconstructionof apublicmarketin1994,bothfromtheMunicipalDevelopment
Fund(MDF).Bothprojectswere "offeredto '_e city on a silverplatter"by the
Metro X DevelopmentProject (MXDP) which identified the projects and
conductedthefeasibilitystudiesfor the same.Theseprojectsweremeant to
decongestthethreeadjacentcitiesin the area,CityB, CityX andCityY andto
link thenorthernandsouthernpartof the province,Ontheir own,cityofficials
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wereinterestedinthepublicmarketbutnotin thebusterminal.However,they
werepersuadedbytheMXDPtotakeonbothprojects.

ThebusterminalwascompletedinOctober1994.Asof May1995,it is
non-operational.Localofficialsfoundout thatunderpresentconditions,the
undertakingwillnot generateenoughrevenuesto payfor its upkeep.The
feasibilitystudyassumedthatCityXwillpassanordinanceprohibitingpicking
upofpassengersinitsjurisdiction,therebyforcingbusestousethebusterminal
inCityB.However,suchordinancedidnotmaterializeasplannedbecauseof
politicaldifferencesbetweenthemayorsofCityBandCityX.

Themayorof CityB is notworriedaboutrepayingtheloanusedforthe
constructionof thebusterminal.Thecityhasaccumulateda substantialnet
incomefrompastoperations.Itis alsoconsideringthesaleof itsshareinthe
reclamationproject.Infact,themayoristhinkingofpre-payingtheloansothat
thecitywillbeallowedtoconvertthebusterminalto a schoolwhichthemayor
thinkshisconstituentsneedmore.

Thecityadministratorreportedthatfollowingupof theirloanapplication
withtheMDFwastimeconsumingandcostly,requiringmanytripsto Manila.
HewishedtheregionalofficeoftheBureauofLocalGovernmentFinancecould
havebeenmorehelpful.Incontrast,thecitytreasurerdid notperceiveany
problemsin relationtotheprocessingof theirloanapplicationbytheMDF.

structure like roads and waterworks (Box 7). Some LGUs are

even considering dcbt financing of social services facilities like

school buildings, hospitals and housing (Boxes 4 and 5). In

all cases, these projects require long-term financing.

Preferred lending institution. When asked directly about

their preferred lending institntion, most local officials (14 out

of 19 who responded) explicitly favor GFIs. They think that

GFIs provide reasonable loan terms and process their loan

applications relatively quick. Also, some LGUs pointed out

that some GFIs have actively marketed their services and

offered to help package LGU loans. Although there is no

reported LGU borrowing from private banks to date, four of
the respondents (three from high-income LGUs and one

81



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

Box5: GOINGTO THE BONDMARKET

CityC isasecondincomeclasscity locatedinoneof the provincesinthe
Bicol Region.It has a populationof 121,116(1990census)and an aggregate
landareaof 153.70sq kin. Itstotal incomeof P177.5millionin1994iscomposed
of P65.8millionfromlocalsourcesandPl11.6 millionas IRA.

POPULATION(as of 1990) 121,116
LANDAREA 153.7sq km
INCOMECLASS SecondClass

TOTALREVENUE(1994) P177.5million
INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) Plll ,6million
LOCALREVENUES P65.8million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P142.0million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P136.2million

[

The borrowingcapacityof City C (basedon its 1994income) is P142.0
millionwhileitsnetpayingcapacityis P136.2million.CityC's pastrecordshows
it iscreditworthy.Itsfiscalpositionhasbeeninsurplusin 1990-1994.Moreover,
thesesurpluseshave beengrowingover time. It also scoreshigh in terms of
localrevenueperformance,as evidencedbythe higherthan averagegrowthin
its incomefromlocalsources.

In 1978,CityC borrowedP10.2millionfromthe NationalHousingAuthority
(NHA)for a housingprojectcalledthe PambansangNayonProjectpayablein
25 years.As of December1994, P6.43millionhas beenpaid. The city also
obtainedaloanof P16.11millionin 1985fromthenow-defunctEconomicSupport
Fund(ESF)for theconstructionof apublicmarket,payablefor 25yearsstarting
1987.The said public marketwas burneddown in March1994and the city
governmentwas able to collect P21.04million as insuranceproceeds.This
amount,togetherwith a loanfromthe PNB,will be used to constructa new
publicmarketwhichwill costaroundP30.79million.

Accordingto the informationsuppliedby_the formercity treasurerto the
currentadministration,thesetwoloansweren_otreleasedto the citytreasurer,
hence,saidloanswerenot booked.All transactionsrelatedtotheseloanswere

i

' i '1
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doneinManilabyandbetweenthethencityexecutiveandtheofficialsof NHA
andESF.it isprobablybecauseof thisreasonthatthecitywasnotregularly
payingthesaidloans,especiallytheNHAloanwhichwassupposedto have
beenfullypaidin1993.Aninterestingtechnicalissuerelatedtothisexperience
ofthecityisthetreatmentofunbookedloansforpurposesofcomputingthe20
percentdebtservicecap,

In1995,CityCofferedtothepublicatwo-yearbondwitha fixedinterestof
15percentperannum.TheP26.0millionthatwasraisedfromthebondissuance
willbeusedto financea socializedhousingproject(PhaseI).Thebondis
guaranteedbytheHomeInsuranceandMortgageCorporation(HIGC)astoits
principalandinterestincomeofupto8,5percent.Theremaining6,5percentis
securedbyfundsappropriatedbythecityfromitsdevelopmentfund.

AccordingtotheCityPlanningandDevelopmentCoordinatorwhoisalso
theSuerteBondFlotationActionOfficer,bondflotationis moretediousand
"bloody"thanborrowingfroma bankto financelocalprojects.Moreover,it
becomesmoreexpensiveif theunderwritingcostsandguaranteefeeare
included.HIGCchargedthecitygovernment1 1/4percentguarantypremium
anda creditsupervisionfeeof 1percentof theoutstandingbondissue.

AlthoughtheCityGovernmentintendstosellthehouseandlotpackageat
priceslowerthanthosechargedbyprivatedevelopers,somecityofficialsare
skepticalthatthe lowincomegroupwillbenefitfromthissocializedhousing
project.TheypointedoutthatthelowestamortizationisP2,500.00permonth
whichlowincomefamiliescannotafford.

from a middle-income LGU) said they would like to borrow

from private banks. Only two LGUs (both belonging to the
first income class) prefer to borrow from the MDF.

Interest rate and maturity preferences. Most LGUs in the

sample said that an haterest rate ranging from 10 to 15 percent

is reasonable for loans used to finance income-generating
projects. For developmental, physical and social infrastructure

projects, a number of LGUs prefer an interest rate of less

than 10 percent. However, an almost equal number said that

interest rates in the 10 to 15 percent range are reasonable
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Box6: GROWINGINTERESTIINBOTSCHEMES

ProvinceB is one of the provincesin'Western Visayas. It has a total
populationof 380,497(1990census)andanaggregatelandareaof 1,817.9sq
km. It is a third incomeclass provincewitha total incomeof Pl12.8 millionin
1994brokendown as follows:P10,9 million from local sourcesand P101.9

millionas IRA.Basedon its 1994income,the province'smaximumborrowing
capacityis P90.2millionwhileits payingcapacityis P80.3million.

POPULATION(asof 1990) 380,497
LANDAREA 1,817.9sq km
INCOMECLASS ThirdClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) Pl12.8 million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P101.9million
LOCALREVENUES P10.9million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P90.2million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P80.3million

Mostof the officialsinterviewedwere in the provincialgovernmentonly
duringthe incumbencyof the presentgovernor.Accordingto them,theywere
notawareof anyloan,whetherfromgovernmentbanksorMDF,thatwassecured
by previousadministrations.Early this year (1995), however,the provincial
governmentobtaineda"bridging"loanamountingtoP10.0millionfromtheLand
Bankof the Philippines(LBP)to financeoperationalexpenseslike paymentof
salariesandwages.Thesaid loanwillbe repaidfromthe 1995IRAshareof the
province,

The provincialgovernmentcommissioneda privategroupto prepareits
ten-year(1993-2002)comprehensivedevelopmentplan(CDP).Todate,some
of the developmentprojectsidentifiedin the CDPare beingfinancedmostly
throughofficialdevelopmentassistance(ODA)iandfromthenationalgovernment.
The BOTschemeis beingeyed asa possiblesourceof financeof someof the
bigprojectsidentifiedin theCDPlikethepropasedhydroelectricplant(estimated
costisP1.0billion)andirrigationproject(P200million).Theprovincialgovernment
is alsoplanningtosecurea bankloanto purchaseheavyequipment(worthP25
million)to constructprovincialroads.TheproposedP50millionsportscomplex
willalso befinancedby borrowingfroma goOernmentbank,
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Table 3.15

CURRENT AND PASTLGU PROJECTS AND TYPE OF FINANCING USED

Typeof Project GFILoans Foreign Bonds BOT tRNOwn CDF Others Others Not
Loans(MDF) Sources Credit Non-Credit Specified

Electricpowerpiant t k,,.=•

Slaughterhouse _, 5 1
Publicmarket 3 4 4 3 4 '_
Imgationsystem " 1 3 1
Waterworkssystem 1 4 1 3 1
Tollsforidges/roads 1 1 6 1 2 1 1
Commercialbuilding 1 _.

c_ coldstorage 3
u_ Heavyequiptment/machinery 6 1 3 2 1

Sportscomplex 1 4 3 1 1
Livestockdispersal 7
Nutritioncenter 2 _'

Munic}pallcitybuilding 6 I _"!.
Publictoilet 5 1
CadestralsurveylRPT t 5 _.
Officeequipment 3 1
Waitingshed 3 1
Basketballcourt 5 1

Barangaymulti-puq)osehall 3 4
Nursery/demofarm 3
Dumpingsite 1



Table 3.15 (continuation)

TypesofProiects GFILoans Foreign Bonds BOT IRA/Own CDF Others Others Not
Loans(MDF) Sources Credit Non-Credit Specified

Jeepney/busterminal 1 1 1
Satellitemarkets I
Housingprejects 1 C_
Rivercontrol 1

Forest&fruittreesseedlingsdispersal 1
Cooperativeassistance 1 0
Assistancetorebelreturnees 1

Supplementalfeeding 1
UgnayanMedicalTeam) 1

c_ Schools 2 1

D(aina_ 1 1
SanitaryEandfill 1
Motorpool 1 t
Healthservices 1 1
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Box7: USINGCREDITFINANCEFORPUBLICINFRASTRUCTURE

ProvinceCisafirstincomeclassprovinceintheSouthernTagalogRegion
witha populationof436,140(1990census)andanaggregatelandareaof
12,913.51sqkm.ItstotalincomeamountedtoP241.8millionin1994consisting
ofP14.1millionfromlocalsourcesandP227.7millionfromIRA.Basedonits
1994income,itsmaximumborrowingcapacityisP142millionwhileitsnetpaying
capacityisP136.2million.

POPULATION(asof1990) 436.140
LANDAREA 12,913.51sqkm
INCOMECLASS FirstClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P241.8million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P227.7million
LOCALREVENUES P14.1million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P142.0million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P136.2million

Giventhelargelandareaitcovers,ProvinceCdecidedtoaccelerateits
roadconstructionprogrambysecuringaloanofP100millionfortheacquisition
ofheavyequipmentfromLandBankofthePhilippines(LBP).Provincialofficials
justifiedthepurchaseof heavyequipmentasa cost-savingandincome-
generatingproject.OftheP100million,aroundP70millionwerealreadyavailed
ofbytheprovince.Itseems,however,thattheprovincialo_cialsarenotsatisfied
withthetermsandconditionsoftheloan,hence,theyarenegotiatingwithPNB
torefinancethesaidloan.

Theprovincehasalreadyprepareda five-yeardevelopmentinvestment
plan(1996-2000)whichincludesanambitiousenergyprogramworthP3billion.
Manyoftheproposedprojectsarealsoslatedforloanfinancingandtheothers
forBOTscheme.ThesecretarytotheSangguniangPan/a/awigan,however,
observedthatinthepreparationof thebudget,theparochialinterestsof
Sanggunianmembersaregivenmoreimportanceevenifthesearenotpartof
thepriorityprogramunderthedevelopmentplan.
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because one cannot expect avcry low interest rate given
existing market conditions.

Many local officials prefer long-term loans of about 10
years. However, others chose a maturity of 20 years or more.

MDF loans: LGUperspective. LGUs that secured loans
from the MDF cited the following advantages of the MDF:
(i) the interest rate on loan is lower; (ii) the tenor of loans is
longer; (iii) loans include a grant component (Box 9); and
(iv) technical assistance is provided in the preparation of the
feasibility study as well as in the implementation of the project.
On the other hand, they noted some disadvantages: (i)
processing of loans is slowed down by bureaucratic red tape;
(ii) processing/approval is too centralized; (iii) interest rates
are high; and (iv) the design of the project is controlled by
the central government. Many LGUs complak_ed about the
cost of having to transact too often with the CPOs in Manila
prior to the loan's release (Box 8). 19A first-class municipality
in Mindanao on the other hand, felt that the MDF program
is too inflexible. For instaaace, design ofbuildhags financed by
the MDF are prescribed by the PMO/CPO (Box 9). Also,
despite the technical assistance extended to LGUs in the
formulation of feasibility studies, some borrowers from the
MDF suffered fiom deficient preparatory studies.

Most of the LGUs that did not borrow from the MDF

claimed that they werc not aware of the financing facility.

Preferred policy option to enhance LG U credit finance. The
transfer of MDF funds to GFIs for relending to LGUs and
the transformation of the MDF into a guarantee fund for
LGU loans were the two most preferred options chosen by
the respondents. A good number of interviewees also thought
it worth considering the retention: of the MDF in the DOF

1_The loan processingproceduresare discussedin detailin Chapter V.
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with some modifications, such as increasing its resources and
improving its management.

• Technical Capability of LGUs

One of the factors constraining LGUs' access to credit is
their own technical capability to fbrmulate and implement
development plans. The survey revealed that three out of 10
municipalities (all belonging to the low-income group) and
two out of three cities did not have updated local development
plans. The survey also showed that many times, LGUs' capital
investment budgets were poorly related to such plans (Box 7).

The complexity and/or tediousness of the loan procedure
is the most frequently cited reason by the respondents for not
accessing credit financing. Likewise, those LGUs which
borrowed reported that tlae difficulty of complying with bank
requirements and lack of technical expertise in preparing the
project feasibility study are some of the more important
problems they encountered in applying for a loan (Box 10).

• Constraints from the Regulatory Framework

Depository bank requirement. The Code explicitly states
that LGUs can contract loans from, among others, domestic
private banks. To date, no LGU loan from private baa_kshas
been consummated. An earlier study (Llanto et al. 1992) has
noted that one of the factors that constrain LGU access to

the private capital market is information asyrmnetry, z° It should
be emphasized that COA Circular 92-382, which mandates
that LGUs maintain their deposits in GFIs, does not provide
a supportive environment within which LGUs and private
banks are encouraged to know one another better. 2_ The
majority of LGU respondents preferred to place their deposits
in GFIs (Table 3.16). The primary reason cited for doing so

20SeealsoChaptersV and VI for a relateddiscussion.
2_It should be emphasizedthat the Code itselfdoes not limit LGU

depository banksto GFIs alone.
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Box8: ALLOF THREEYEARS

MunicipalityBisthecapitaltownofoneoftheprovincesinWesternVisayas.
It has a populationof 51,387(1990census) and an aggregatelandarea of
46.20sq kin, It isa thirdincomeclassmunicipalitywithatotal incomeof P25.4
millionin 1994brokendownas follows:P12.4 millionfromlocal sourcesand
P13.0millionfrom IRA.Itsmaximumborrowingcapacityis P20.3millionwhile
its payingcapacityis P7 million.Its fiscal positionhas not beenverygood in
1990-1994.Whileit continuedto postsurplusesduringthe indicatedperiod,its
surplusdeclinedin 1991-1993.

f

POPULATION(as of 1990) 51,387
LANDAREA 46.20sq km
INCOMECLASS ThirdClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P25.4million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P13million
LOCALREVENUES P12.4million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P20.3million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P7million

]

In 1991, the municipalitywas granted a loan of P300,000.00by the
Technologyand LivelihoodResourcesCenter(TLRC)to financethe purchase
of a meatvan.The loancarriesan interestrate of 17percentperyearpayable
in sevenyears.The loan wastotallyrepaid in 1993.The meatvan, however,
wasnot usedas intendedbut wasconvertedfor otherpurposes.

Themunicipalityalsoappliedfora loanfromthe MDFwhichwasapproved
after threeyears.TheP9.2millionMDFloan,whichwill beusedto constructa
publicmarket, is payablein 15yearswith an interestof 14 percentperyear.
Accordingto municipalofficials,theywaitedthat long(3years)becauseof the
grantcomponentOfthe MDFloan.The MunicipalPlanningand Development
Coordinator,however,saidthatalthoughtheloancarriesareasonableinterest
rate and a grant component,it may becomeeven more expensivethan an
ordinarybankloanif the costof followingup ihe loaninManilaforthree years
were considered.
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Box9: ANOTHERMDFEXPERIENCE

MunicipalityC isthecapitaltownof amedium-sizedprovinceinRegion11.
Its population,basedonthe 1990census,is 96,806anditsjurisdictioncovers
192.4sq kin, It is a first class municipalitywith total incomeof P46.3million
in 1994. IRA accounted for P22.6 million and locallygenerated revenue,
P23.7million.Basedon its 1994income,its maximumborrowingcapacityis
P36.6millionanditsnetpayingcapacityis P15.3million.Withitscurrentsurplus
positiveand risingsteadilyin the last five years, it is a relativelygoodcredit
risk.

POPULATION(as of 1990) 96,806
LANDAREA 192.4sq km
INCOMECLASS FirstClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P46.3million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P22.6million
LOCALREVENUES P23.1million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P36.6million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P15.3million

MunicipalityC borrowedfromthe MDFto financethe constructionof its
publicmarket.The municipaltreasurerobservedthat the MDFcreditprogram
is too centralized in the Manila office of the MDF.The loan process was

reportedlytediouswith localofficialsbeingobligedto go to the Manilaofficeto
complywith documentationrequirementsevenwhen correspondencewould
havesufficed?He notedthat if someof the proceduresweredevolvedto the
regionaloffice,the loanapplicationmighthavebeenfasterandlessexpensive
for the LGU.

He also pointedout that the programis inflexible.Henarratedthat MDF
requiredthemunicipalitytofollowtheprescribedarchitectural/engineeringdesign
in the constructionof the publicmarket.He relatedthat the municipalityhad
problemsin rentingout the stallsin the interiorof the buildingbecausethey
were dimly lit andpoorlyventilated,The municipalitywas alsonot allowedto
makeanymodificationsin the buildinguntilthe loanis fullypaid.
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Themunicipaltreasureralsoreportedthatthemunicipalitychosetoborrow
fromtheMDFbecausethegrantcomponentoftheMDFloanmadeitmore
attractivethanloansfromGFIs.

1A similarobservationwasmadeby the ProvincialPlanningand
DevelopmentOfficerofanadjacentprovinceiwhosestaffprovidedassistance
tomunicipalitieswithinsaidprovinceinaccespsingtheMDFfacility.

is compliance with the said COA mandate. From this

perspective, liberalizing the depository bank requirement for
LGUs will be a major step toward promoting the improved
flow of information between LGUs and private financial
institutions. At the same time, it will provide LGUs the
opportunity to use their deposits as leverage in securing better
loan terms. Note once again that many LGUs post surpluses
in most years.

IRA intercept. Given the fact that many LGUs have no
or poor credit history and have little or no assets acceptable
to banks as collateral, a credible IRA intercept mechanism
will greatly enhance LGU credit standing. Although Article
401 of the Implementing Rules and Regulations of the Code
states that "any LGU... may authorize the National Gov-
ernment to deduct or withhold a portion of its IRA share for
the payment of its contractual obligation," the DBM is not
willing to implement the IRA intercept because of the Code
provision which states that the IRA share of LGUs should
not be subject to any lien or holdback that may be imposed
by the national government except 10an contracts/agreements
arising from foreign loans and international commitments.
However, the DOF appears to be in t_vor of the IRA intercept.
(Refer to draft Local Finance Circular on LGU Credit
Finance).
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Box10: LOWTECHNICALCAPACITY

CityDisa firstincomeclasscityinoneof thefastestgrowingregionsin
Region11.Ithasa landareaof423sqkmandapopulationof250,389.Itstotal
incomereachedP326.7millionin 1994.Ofthisamount,61.8percentorP202
millioncamefromits IRAshareand38.0percentor P124.7.millionwas
contributedbylocalsourceincome.

Itsborrowingcapacity(basedonits1994income)isP260.9millionwhile
itsnetpayingcapacityisP333.5million.Thecityisdeemedcreditworthy.Ithas
beenpostingratherheftycurrentsurplusesin 1990-1994.Asa result,thecity
hasaccumulatedbalancesofPE00-P600millionintheformoftimedepositsat
theDevelopmentBankof thePhilippines(DBP).

POPULATION(asof1990) 250,389
LANDAREA 423sqkm
INCOMECLASS FirstClass
TOTALREVENUE(1994) P326.7million

INTERNALREVENUEALLOTMENT(IRA) P202.0million
LOCALREVENUES P124.7million

BORROWINGCAPACITY(1994) P260.9million
PAYINGCAPACITY(1994) P333.5million

Onereasoncited(byboththevice-mayorandthecitytreasurerinseparate
interviews)foritsgoodfiscalpositionisthereductionin thecostofgovernment
procurementdueto thereductioningraft.Theysaidthattheoldpracticeof
overcostingsupplieshadbeeneliminatedthroughmoretransparentand
streamlinedprocurementprocedures.Atthesametime,anexaminationofits
accountsrevealsthatithasalsobeendoingwellinmobilizinglocalrevenuesas
evidencedbytherapidincreasein localsourceincomein1993-1994.

ThecityhasborrowedfromtheMunicipalDevelopmentFund(MDF),the
DBPandtheLandBankof thePhilippines(LBP)inthepast.Itsloansfromthe
DBPandtheLBPweresecuredthrough"back-to-back"arrangements,i.e.,their
loansweresecuredbytheirdepositswiththesebanks.Withitsstrongfiscal
positionin recentyears,thecityhasdecidedto acceleratepaymentsof their
loanswiththeDBPandtheLBP.
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Ontheotherhand,localofficialsnotedthBttheutilityoftheirMDFprojects
waslimitedbypoorprojectdesign.Inthecaseofthefoodterminal,theproject
couldnotbefullyoperationalizedduetothelackofaccessroads,Insimilar
manner,theabattoircouldnotbemadeoperalionalduetoinsufficientdrainage
facilities,Inbothcases,thedesignfailedtotakeintoaccountancillaryservices
andfacilitiesrequiredtomaketheprojectsoperational.Thesehappeneddespite
theirrelianceonthirdpartyservices(privateconsultingfirms)indevelopingthe
projects.

Government banks such as the PNB mad the LBP have

devised a way of effectively intercepting the IRA, even without
the cooperation of the DBM. They require the borrowing
LGU, as part of the loan agreement, to deposit its IRA with
the lending bank, a designated depository bank. The loan
agreement also authorizes the lending bank to automatically
debit from the LGU deposit any loan amortization that is
not paid within the prescribed period.

Given this backdrop, a clarification of the IRA intercept
provision of the Code is needed to provide an even playing
field between GFIs and private banks. If the IRA intercept is
indeed not allowed by the Code for most loans, then the
depository bank requirement becomes even more important
in increasing LGUs' access to the private capital markets.

• Disincentive _oGenerate Locally Sourced Revenues

The discussion of the creditworthiness criterion used earlier

in this study noted that one of the principal factors contributing
to the bankability of LGUs is their ability to extract income
from their tax base. Previous studies have pointed out that
the poor performance of many LGUs in generating revenue
from local sources stems from two factors. First, poor tax
administration has resulted in low collection efficiency in many
LGUs. Second, many LGUs do not fully utilize their revenue-
raising powers. In this regard, the disincentive effect of the

94



LGUs' Demand for Credit Financing

Table3.16

TYPEOF DEPOSITORYBANKPREFERREDBYLGUs

Governor/Vice-Governor/Planning& Local
Mayor Mayor Devt.Officer Treasurer

INCOMEGROUP/BANK No. % No. % No. % No. %

ALLINCOMEGROUPS 19 100 12 100 22 100 19 100
Commercialbanks 4 21 1 8 6 27 3 16
Developmentbanks 1 8 1 5
Thdftbanks
Ruralbanks 1 8 1 5
Governmentbanks 15 79 7 58 15 68 16 84
Anyoftheabove 2 11 3 25

REASONSCITED
1.Canshoparoundforbetteryields 1 5 1 8 1 5
2.Accessibility/proximity 2 17 2 9
3.COAregulation 5 26 3 25 7 32 10 45
4.Stability 7 37 4 33 3 14 7 5
5.Smoothrelationship 1 5 1 5
6. Highinterestrate 3 16 4 33 11 50 4 18
7,Bestoffer/services 1 8 1 5 1 5
8.Loancontract 1 5

IRA distribution formula on local revenue generation tends
to work against improving the creditworthiness of LGUs.

Manasan (1994) found that while the IRA had a neutral

effect on local tax performance in 1985 (with mixed results

for 1990), it had a negative effect on local tax effort at all

levels of local government in 1992 and 1993 (Table 3.17). 23
While the relationship is rather weak for provinces (where a
P1 increase in per capita IRA leads to a P0.01 reduction in

23These results are based on regression analysis using cross-section
data. LGU-level data on local taxes and IRA came from the COA while

provincial -levelpersonal income data were obtained from the 1991 Family
Income and Expenditure Survey (FIES). The regressions pertaining to
provinces made use of data from all 75 provinces, those pertaining to
cities made use of data from all 60 cities. However, the regressions
pertaining to municipalities made use of data on municipalities aggregated
at the provincial level.
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Table 3.17a

LINEAR REGRESSION ON PER CAPITA I_OCALLYGENERATED
REVENUES OF PROVINCES, 1985, 1990, 1992 and 1993=

PerCapitaTotal PerCapitaReal PerCapita
LocalTax PropertyTax Non-Property
Revenues Revenues TaxRevenues

1985
Constant -4,044 4.054 0.009

(0,000) (0,000) (0,036)

PerCapitaIRA -0,023 -0.023 0.0003
(0,304) (0.303) (0.091)

PerCapitaIncome 0,002 0.002 2.998E-07
(0.000) (0,000) (0.266)

R2 .93 .93 ,16

1990
Constant -12,365 -12.515 -0.732

(00005) (0.000) (0.130)

PerCapitaIRA -0,002 -0.009 0.026
(0,474) (0.385) (0.006)

PerCapitaIncome 0,003 0.003 -1.965E-05
(0,000) (0,000) (0.399)

R2 ,58 ,50 .11

1992
Constant 43,675 -8,152 -0.617

(0.000) (0.000) (0,123)
PerCapitaIRA -0,009 -0.008 -0.0007

(0,067) (0,094) (0,412)
PerCapitaIncome 0,002 0,002 0.0001

(0,000) (0,000) (0.002)

R2 ,69 .68 ,13

1993
Constant -10.616 -0,763 0.026

(0,0) (0.0) (0,358)

PerCapitaIRA -0,010 -0.010 -0.0003
(0,014) (0.016) (0.005)

PerCapitaIncome 0.003 0,003 3.462E-05
(o,o) (o.o) (0.00005)

R_ 0,67 .67 ,24

"Levelofsignificanceshowninparentheses,
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Table 3.17b

LINEAR REGRESSION ON PER CAPITA LOCALLYGENERATED
REVENUES OF CITIES, 1985, 1990, 1992 and 1993'

PerCapitaTotal PerCapitaReal PerCapita
LocalTax PropertyTax Non-Property
Revenues Revenues TaxRevenues

1985
Constant 100.234 36.384 63,'850

(0.277) (0.363) (0.108)

PerCapitaIRA _).452 -0.120 -0.332
(0.376) (0.454) (0.219)

PerCapitaIncome 0.004 0.004 0.0004
(0.278) (0.235) (0.415)

P_ .08 .07 .10

1990
Constant 397.465 284.358 113.107

(0.021) (0.056) (0.024)

PerCapitaIRA -2.185 -1.579 -0.605
(0.013) (0.036) (0.018)

PerCapitaIncome 0.008 0.005 0.004
(0.119) (0.192) (0.046)

,53 .46 .57

1992
Constant 308.591 166.685 151.375

(0.016) (0.044) (0.006)
PerCapitaIRA _.580 -0.314 -0.271

(0.018) (0.051) (0.011)

PerCapitaIncome 0.002 0.002 -1648E-05
(0.279) (0.229) (0.496)

.30 .24 .30

1993
Constant 325.25 141.73 183.52

(0,014) (0.084) (0.002)
PerCapitaIRA -0.279 -0.084 -0.194

(0.038) (0.221) (0.003)
PerCapitaIncome 0.002 0.0008 0.001

(0.305) (0.39) (0.227)

I_ .23 .05 .45

"Levelof significanceshowninparentheses.
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Table 3.17c

LINEAR REGRESSION ON PER CAPITA LOCALLY GENERATED
REVENUES OF MUNICIPALITIES(by provilnce),1985, 1990, 1992and 1993=

PerCapitaTotal PerCapitaReal PerCapita
LocalTax PropertyTax Non-Property
Revenues Revenues TaxRevenues

1985
Constant 4.666 3.719 -0.946

(0.087) (0.049) (0,220)

PerCapitaIRA 0.195 -0,133 -0,062
(0,093) (0,083) (0.122)

PerCapitaIncome 0.005 0,003 0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

I_ .82 .83 .80

1990
Constant -35,959 -21.744 -14.215

(O,0005) (0.001) (0.0005)

PerCapitaIRA -0.123 -0,106 -0.017
(0,139) (0.077) (0.345)

PerCapitaIncome 0,012 0.008 0.004
(0.000) (0,000) (0.000)

R2 .54 .54 ,49

1992
•Constant 30.707 18.745 -11.961

(0.001) (0.0005) (0.003)
PerCapitaIRA -0.103 0,061 -0.041

(0.008) (0.008) (0.015)
PerCapitaIncome 0.008 0.005 0,003

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

F_ .60 .60 .55

1993
Constant -35.43 -7,517 -27.913

(0.0002) (0.020) (0.0001)
PerCapitaIRA -0,071 -0,024 -0.047

(0,002) (0,005) (0,005)
PerCapitaIncome 0,0096 0.0032 0.006

(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) .

I_ .69 .63 .62

' Levelofsignificanceshowninparentheses.
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per capita local tax revenue in 1992-1993), it is not negligible
in the case of cities (where a P1 increase in per capita IRA is
predicted to lead to a P0.28 to P0.58 decrease in per capita
local tax revenue) and mumcipalities (where a P1 increase in
per capita IRA results in a P0.07-P0.10 decline in per capita
local tax revenue). These results suggest the need to include a
maintenaalce-of-effort fhctor directly and explicitly in the IRA
distribution formula.
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4

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

DEBT FINANCE

IN OTHER COUNTRIES

There are two general sources of debt finance for local
governments in other countries: (i) municipal development
funds (MDFs) operated out of municipal development
intermediaries (MDIs), 24and (ii) bond or securities markets.
The first source is used mostly by European countries, and
lately by many Third World countries in Africa, Asia and Latin
America, while the second has been the "chief financing
instrument of local authorities in the U.S. The different

institutional structures offer interesting insights into how the
municipal credit system in the Philippines may be organized.

Municipal bonds issued by local authorities in the U.S.
are traded in the "over the counter" market -- an unlisted

and specialized market not part of the stock exchange
operated by brokers who specialize in municipal bonds. The
exemption of income from municipal bonds from the Federal
income taxation makes the municipal bond an attractive
instrument for investors (United Nations 1972).

24In general, the MDFs and/or MDIs are operated mostly by central
governments, with some participation by municipal governments through
representation in the boards of management, either as share holders or by
statutory right. There are very few examples of private sector involvement
in the management ofMDFs/MDIs (Davey 1988).
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Only a handful of LGUs in the Philippines may be capable
of using bond financing given the state of development of
the bond markets and the requirements of bond issuance.
The use of the bond market for LGu capital finaalcing and
the constraints upon bond flotation are discussed in detail in
Chapter V. This chapter focuses on municipal development
intermediaries, also known as municipal credit institutions
(MCIs).

MUNICIPAL CREDIT INSTITUTIONS

Worldwide experience shows that in developing countries,
private capital may be unwilling to lend to local governments.
Dillinger (1994) observed that "in most developing countries,
the private market has been given the opportunity to lend to
local government and has declined." This attitude was
attributed by Dillinger to (i) the long history of macro-
economic instability that has discouraged long-term financial
commitments of private capital, a_nd (ii) control over returns
to savings that has prevented risk from being properly
compensated with the appropriate reward. Furthermore, "as
political entities lacking readily marketable collateral, local
governments are viewed as particularly unattractive to private
capital" (DiIlinger 1994). Therefore, the authority to borrow
does not necessarily provide the local governments in many
developing countries ready access to the capital markets.

In many countries, the central government's response to
the unwillingness of private capital to lend to local
governments is to create MCIs, _tescribed by Dillinger as
"organizational hybrids" which attempt "to combine the
commercial incentives of private lenders with the financial
backing of central governments." The reasoning seems to be
that public sector intervention through the MCI mechanism
should fill the gap created by the absence of private risk capital.

Davey (1988) points out that MDFs or the institutions
which administer them, genesal.ly called municipal

i
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development intermediaries (MDIs) or MCIs, are not new
ideas. As early as the 19th century, Japan and most Western
European countries have some central institution that channels
investment credit to local governments. Some examples are
the Belgium Municipal Credit Bank, the Danish Municipal
Credit Association, the Japan Finance Corporation for
Municipal Enterprises, and the German Municipal Bank. In
the last 30 years, Davey's survey showed the rapid spread
MDFs in many Third World countries. The ti_rm of these
MDFs and MCIs varies widely, including the following:

• MDFs implemented by ministries of local government,
(the Bureau of Local Government Finance of the
Department of Finance in the Philippines);

• windows for grants and loans to municipal
infrastructure operated by national "Caisses de Prets"
managing state-controlled pension, insurance and
savings funds; and

• autonomous institutions for the promotion of local
governments with a separate legal and financial identity.

These "autonomous" institutions are of several types: (i)
municipal development banks; (ii) municipal "windows"
within banks; (iii) mtmicipally controlled savings banks; (iv)
institutions providing a range of services to local governments
including credit, technical assistance and direct construction
of urban infrastructure; (v) an association of municipalities;
and (vi) a metropolitan development authority.

Some examples of successful MCIs are those of Belgium,
Denmark, France, the United Kingdom and Colombia (Table
4.1). There are many more examples, but these illustrate some
of the different successful approaches to municipal debt finance
employed by other countries. 2s

2sThis part drawsfrom the literatureon municipaldevelopmentfunds
and localauthority financialintermediationsecuredfrom the WorldBank.



Table 4.1

COMPARISONOF LOCAL FINANC|NGINTERMEDIARIES IN OTHER COUNTRIES

Country Institution/Fund StnJcture Sources Assistance Lending(US$) Personnel

Belgium Credit Urnited Privatesavings, Loans $2.25billion 4,000
Communal Company localauthorities (1990) ""
Belgique(CCB) depositsandbonds

Denmark DanishCredit Cooperative Bonds Loans $345mirlion 18
Institutionfor Credit (1990]
LocalAuthority Institution
[DCLA) I_

Colombia FINDETER Autonomous Pensionfunddeposits Redisceunts $300miPlion 90
FinanciaJ externaPborrowing, commercial (1983-86)
Corporation govemment/BCH bankloans

loans,bonds.

France CreditLocal independentsubsidiary Bonds,CDDloans, Loans $3.8birlion 1,000 O
(CLF) ofcentraldeposit externalborrowing (1988) _--

bank(Caissedes
Depots-CDD)

United PublicWorks IndependentStatutory Bonds Loans $11.3billion 23 _"
t_Jngdom LoanBoard CommissionreportFng (1987-88) _"

(PWLB) to Parliament
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the debts. In 1990, DCLA provided loans ofUS$345 million
to members.

• France: Caisse des Depots et Consignations/Credit Local

The Caisse des Depots et Cor_signations was established
as a state bank in 1816, but enjoys autonomy from
government. It sources the bulk of resources from tax-exempt
savings from the public, from depOsits from many public and
social institutions, and from mand_ory deposits from notaries
and other officials. In 1987, the Credit Local de France was

established as a separate joint stock company by the Caisse
des Depots, with shareholdings from Caisse des Depots, the
government of France, banks, pension funds, and foreign
financial institutions. Credit Local draws its resources from
the bond market, loans from the Caisses des Depots and the
European Investment Bank. Credit Local offers a wide range
of financial services, including access to the bond market to
the local governments. It does this by pooling local
governments' capital requirements and issuing bonds for them.
The funds raised from the bond offering are then passed on
to the individual local government with terms and conditions
based on the yield and maturity of the bond. In 1988, it
provided loans of US$5.8 billion, representing about 42
percent of all long-term credit to local governments.

• United Kingdom: Public Works Loan Board

The Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) is an independent
statutory body established in 1817. It is governed by a
Commission appointed by the Crown, representing local
authorities and various branches of the financial community.
The source of funds is the government, which issues bonds
on its behalf and on-lends the proceeds to PWLB at a market-
determined rate. The relending terms from PWLB to local
governments reflect the government's cost of fimds. Loans
are secured by local taxes or other! revenues. In 1988, PWLB
advanced about US$11.3 billion to local authorities.

I
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• Colombia: Financiera de Desarrollo Territorial

The Financiera de Desarrollo Territorial (FINDETEK) is
an autonomous agency operating under the Ministry of
Finance. It is owned by the central government (86 percent)
and local governments (14 percent). It does not lend directly
to local authorities but instead operates as a discount
institution for private sector and state-owned commercial
banks that provide loans to the local authorities. FINDETEK
does not depend on government budgetary allocation, but
raises its funds from the bond market, recycling of loans, and
foreign credits from bilateral and multilateral sources.

An eligible local government approaches a participating
commercial bank for a loan, the bank in turn appraises the
projects and the creditworthiness of the borrower. The
commercial bank forwards the approved loan to FINDETER
for a rediscotmt amounting to 75 to 85 percent of the amount
of the loan. FINDETER charges the bank the three-month
certificate of deposit rate plus 2 to 5 percent, depending on
the size of the municipality. Large municipalities pay the
maximum spread. The term is 15 years with three years grace
period. The interest rate charged by the commercial bank is
market-determined. To cover the credit risk, the bank charges
the local authority an additional spread of up to 2.5 percent
over the cost of FINDETER on the amount that has been

rediscounted. On the portion of the loan which is sourced
from the bank's own resources, the bank generally charges
the three-month certificate of deposit rate plus 4 to 5 percent.
Between 1975 and 1990, more than US$1 billion were
advanced to 600 local authorities.

MIXED PERFORMANCEOF
MUNICIPAL CREDITINSTITUTIONS

Not all MCIs are successful. In a recent assessment, Dillinger
(1994) noted the mixed track record, and that various
administrative and managerial measures can increase the
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likelihood of their success. This section presents first the
successful MCIs and then briefly discusses the poor
performance of some MCIs.

The five MCIs in Table 4.1 have different corporate
structures, i.e., institutional approaches to the problem of
providing local government access to medium- and long-term
credit. It will be instructive to consider the common factors

responsible for their success.

* Market framework andgovernment's non-interference

The successful MCIs operate within a competitive
framework in the sense that the terms and conditions of their

loans reflect the cost of their capital. Their financial resources
are mobilized from various sources such as deposits, bond
issuance and capital contributions, except direct government
budgetary allocation, in competition with other financial
institutions. Independent Boards of Directors are responsible
for policy and decisionmaking, and professional management
teams for the MCIs' daily operations.

Just like other financial intermediaries, MCIs are subject
to (i) the regulation and supervision of the appropriate
government entities to ensure that they adhere to sound
banking principles and (ii) regular external audits according
to generally accepted auditing principles. This policy helps in
maintaining such credit rating that will be necessary to access
the private domestic and international capital markets.

• Political andfinancial autonomy

The successfid MCIs have political and financial autonomy
from central governments. On the other hand, local
governments have been motivated by local autonomy to
provide for the necessary pubhc goods and services to the
local people, and to generate revenues from local taxation,
user charges and other cost recovery schemes. The locally
generated revenues are also used! as leverage to borrow for
capital investments. There seems Co be a conscious decision
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by the governments (central and local) of successful MCIs to
move away from grants and subsidized credits for financing
capital investments. Thus, capital priced at its opportunity
cost does away with (subsidized) transfers from the central
government and encourages the local authorities to use user
charges and other cost recovery schemes.

• Credit rL¢ksand risk-sharing

Another important factor is that the MCIs assume credit
risks in their lending to local governments) 6 The local
governments also share some risk by providing collateral or
guarantee, as a fien on local revenues, including transfers from
the central government. Thus, both the MCIs and the local
governments sharing in the credit risks motivates regular loan
repayment.

• Strong localgovernmentperformance

The strong performance of local governments is required
for the effectiveness and viability of MCIs. Apart from the
accountability of local governments that is guaranteed by the
electoral process, an important consideration is whether the
local government has a sound revenue base and is operating
from a strong local economic base. The local governments of
the five sample countries generate local revenues that are used
not only as leverage in credit financing, but also as a sound
basis for local expenditures.

On the other hand, some MCIs perform poorly. Table
4.2 is a summary of the performance of MCIs in some
developing countries. The MCIs in Indonesia, Jordan and
Kenya are poor performers compared to their counterparts in
Brazil, Colombia and Morocco. It can be observed that the
poor performers draw most of their funding from the
government and donors. The financial backing of the

2_Except perhapsfor the DCLAwhere the membersare jointly and
severallyliablefor the liabilities.
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Table 4.2

SUMMARY PERFORMANCE OF SOME MCIs

3rganizationForm Sourceof Portfolio Collateral Shareof
Funds Results TotalCapital

Transfer

3razil managedbyunit IBRD,and good withholding largeonlyin
_RAM ofstateplanning state;capital- from smalltowns

secretariat;state izedtorevolve transfers towns
bankactas
financialagent

3olombia loansoriginated compulsory good borrow small
--INDETER byprivatebanks; bondssold pledges

• rediscountedby toS&L transfers,
fundsadministered specificsource
byBoard

Vlorocco departmentin bondsfloated good- indirectly small
-'EC CDG-government byCDG,donors, financed

bank(nowbeing government through
convertedto capital government
independentboard, transfers
chairedbythePM
whowillappoint
MOB)

ndonesia bondsfloatedby government poor none small
:_DA CDG,donors loans

government
capital

Jordan legallyinde- compulsoryLA poor withholding large,but
._VDB pendentboard, deposits,central fromtransfersLGshave

chairedbyMinister bankloans, few
donors functions

<enya legallyinde- donoron- poor none largein
LGLA pendentboard,• . lending smallLGs

chairedbyMinister

i
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government is not enough to guarantee an MCI's success.
Local governments are also weak and depend greatly on the
central government. On the other hand, the successful MCIs
operate in a market-oriented, competitive framework.

Dillinger (1994) noted that two conclusions emerge from
the experience of MCIs in developing countries. First,
governments must be committed to the financial integrity of
the MCIs' operations. Thus, government interference in the
lending decisions of the MCI will undermine the viability of
the MCI. The second conclusion is that the viability of any
lending program depends on the health of the local
governments. In this respect, private Capital that is expected
to fund the capital requirements of local governments in the
long haul, will not move in unless the creditworthiness of
local governments is firmly established. This also means that
the government can ill afford to have an MCI in an
environment where local governments are financially weak.
The attempt to have an MCI must be done with a resolve to
strengthen the financial base of local governments.

Indeed, the MCIs have a mixed track record. The
successful ones are those that try to operate in a competitive
framework and have a risk-sharing arrangement with local
governments. Under the market framework adopted by these
MCIs, local governments can reveal their degree of
commitment to certain projects and, simultaneously, their
willingness to repay the loans. Moreover, there is an attempt
to involve private capital in funding local governments.
Government's non-interference with the operations of the
successful MCIs helped in no small measure in assuring the
good performance of the MCIs. The poor performers are
those too dependent on government and donor funds and
saddled with weak borrowers.
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SUPPLYOF CREDIT
TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

LGU CAPITAL MARKETS

The passage of the Code heralded the beginning of LGU
attempts to access the private capital markets. No longer
confined to sourcing credit from GFIs and the MDF, the
LGUs have taken a keen interest in various financing schemes
with the private sector. The Code allows the LGUs to float
their own bonds, enter into build-operate-transfer contracts
and, in general, to tap various sources of private sector
financing. LGU credit finance is provided chiefly by the GFIs,
which returned to the LGU credit markets after the passage
of the Code, and by the MDF, which over the years has been
the LGUs' sole source of long-term credit finance. The private
banks have taken a "wait-and-see" attitude as they try to assess
the profitability of LGU lending. Spurred by the successful
flotation of the CEBU bond, a few LGUs have also considered
bond issuance as an alternative way of raising long-term capital
finance.

LGU borrowing has never been a substantial source of
LGU financing, compared to the traditional sources such as
IRA, grants and local taxes. LGU borrowing was on the
average a mere 1.25 percent of their total income in the period
1981-1993. For the same period, the borrowing of cities was
2.0 percent of their total income, for municipalities it was 0.5
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percent and for provinces, the average was 1.35 percent of
their total income.

However, with the return of GFIs to the LGU credit
markets in the past two years, LGUs can expect to use
borrowings more extensively as they try to explore various
financing options to address the huge demand for local
infrastructure and improved services. This is also due to the
interest taken by the GFIs and MDF in the LGUs as borrowers
for local development projects.

The total approved loans to LGUs from different sources
amounted to some P12.6 billion as of the third quarter of

1995 (Table 5.1 ). The biggest source of credit finance is the
GFIs that have overtaken the MDF as a major source of
borrowing in the last two years. The approved LGU loans
from GFIs amounted to P10.8 billion in the same period.
The MDF remains an important Source of loans, especially
for long-term projects, while the GFIs are the source of
medium-term loans. In contrast, the private banks have not
provided loans to the LGUs.

It is worth mentioning that a water district, which provides
the local water supply, may be present in one or more LGUs.
Water districts are government-owned or -controlled
corporations which operate the local water supply system. The
water districts borrow from the Local Water Utilities

Administration (LW-UA), which was created by PD 178 (as
amended), as a specialized lending institution to promote and
oversee the development of provincial waterworks systems.
As of June 1995, the LWUA has given loans of about P9.4
billion to 409 water districts. The :LWUA also extends loans
to rural waterworks and sanitation associations (RWSA) which
are non-stock, non-profit cooperative associations organized
and/or registered with LWUA, and franchised to operate a
rural water supply system in remote areas where access to a
water district is difficult (Primer lon LWUA and the Water
Districts 1994). In this respect, the LGUs which have water
districts may not feel the need to iborrow to put up a water
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Table 5.1

LGU LOANS

(Amounts in million pesos)

MUNICIPALDEVELOPMENTFUND(MDF) GOV'TFINANCIALINSTITUTIONS(GFls]

(asofJune1995} DBP LBP PNB GSIS LWUA

REGION RCDP MDPI MOPII MISORTELMCDPI MDPIII MCDPII TOTAL (Sept.1995) (Nov.t995)(OcL1995} (Mar.1995)(June1995) _,_
NCR ,_

Loansapproved 223.8 223.8 1.925,0 4.155,0 _"
Loansrereased 2,746,3 "_
Oubtandingbalances 75,0 1,300,0

No.ofLGUborrowers 7 7 8 7 _,,

_-' LUZON _"
k_

_n Loansapproved 430,9 277,9 86,6 ?95.4 77.3 021.6 864.5 106,3 3,621.7
Loansreleased 59,6 577,0 19.4 2,253.3
Outstandingbalances 53.5 330.6 550.0 2,053.5
No.ofLGUborrowecs 28 25 3 56 13 29 47 7 233 _)

_d

V1SAYAS
Loansapprow_l 69.1 67,8 222 35,0 214.2 33.0 798,7 485,2 9.5 3.837,1
Loansre_eased 83.7 1,675.8
Outstandingbalances 1262 78.6 1,581.1
No.ofLGUborrowers 2 6 1 2 11 3 t8 21 t 91



Table 5.1 (continuation)

MUNICIPALDEVELOPMENTFUND(MOF) GOV'I"FINANCIALINSTITUTIONS(GFls) p-w
(asofJune;1995) DBP LBP PNB GS1S LWUA

REGION RCDP MOPI MOP_1 MISORTELMCDPI M,DPlib MCDPLI TOTAL (SepL'_995)(h'ov.'t995}{OcL1995) (Mac.1995) (June1995) C_

MINDANAO
Loansapproved 203.2 154.8 144.4 63.3 565.7 70.0 1,147.8 397.0 5 1,942.8 C'_
Loansreleased 60.0 43.0 1.4 1,132.1
Outstandingbalonoas 33.4 492.8 42.8 1,016.5 c_

1 2 13 5 53 13 1 85No.ofLGUborrowers 2 8

TOTAL
Loansapproved 320.9 653.5 501.7 144.4 22.3 i49.9 35.0 1,827.8 I80.3 4,6932, 5,921.7 120.8 9,401.6 L'_

21.0 (PD,6B)*

_-" Loans_eased 254.0 635.0 387.0 144.4 20.0 29.4 21.6 1,470.6 119.6 3,450.0 20.8 5,061.3
O_ (PSAB)*

Okdsfandin9balanc_ 86.8 1,024.6 1,971A 4,651.1 L'rJ

No.ofLGUboux_vers 4 42 32 1 1 5 2 87 21 108 88 9 409
k_N

Sources:BureauofLoca'_GovernmentFinanoe(BLGF)andGovernmentRnandalInstJtulior_(GFls), _;_

1

Noteson.data:

*PNBtota_amountloanapprovedand_eleasedincludingIheGOCCsandGAs,
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supply system. It must be emphasized that LWUA does not
lend directly to LGUs but to water districts that serve one or
more adjoining LGUs.

To show their keen interest in providing credit to LGUs,
the GFIs have established seed funds or loanable funds targeted
to LGU lending. Table 5.2 shows the seed fiands allocated by
each GFI to LGUs. Among the GFIs, the Land Bank of the
Philippines has the biggest fund allocation for LGUs, with
P5 billion, followed by the Social Security System (SSS) with
P4 billion. However, the SSS targets the livelihood projects
in LGUs. Its funds are not meant for capital financing. The
Philippine National Bank (PNB) has no specific allocation
but it is ready to provide loans depending on the LGU project
requirements and repayment capacity. Part of the available
supply of credit is the loan repayment of LGUs to the MDF
which amounted to P700 million as of November 1995. The

accumulated repayments of principal and interest, or "second
generation funds," come to a considerable sum that can fund
long-term development projects. It is also a potential source
of funds for schemes such as co-financing, venture capital,
and the like, which can be used to attract private capital for
LGU development projects.

• GFI Loan Windows

Revival of GFI loan windows. Under PD 752, the GFIs
became the only other source of credit finance for LGUs.
The DOF reviewed the LGU loan applications to the GFIs to
check whether the legal borrowing capacity as required by
the COA was observed. It also assessed whether the LGU

could meet its annual loan amortization. Loan applications
are then forwarded to the GFIs which make the credit

decisions. At their peak in 1983, the GFIs granted LGUs loans
amounting to as much as P85 million (Table 5.3). However,
the GFIs' loans to LGUs in the 1980s turned sour as the loan

arrears and loan defaults mounted. Despite the IRA intercept
mechanism, unpaid obligations to the GFIs rose to P2.1 billion
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Table 5.2

SEED FUND, TERMS AND CONDTTIONS OF MDF AND GFI LOANS

I:h_gram_/SourCes SeedFund/ Max.Loanable Maturity Interest Er[gible Eligibility Collateral _)
LoanFund Amount (ind.grace • Rate(%) Projects Requirements Requirement

pedod) p.a.
MDF: C'_

1."SecondGeneraHon" $47M *opendependingon 20yrs. 11% *Urbantransport,sanite- *pdo_zationis *wilhholdingfrom
(IBRD) projectreq't,provided tion&drainage,municipal basedongeographic theLGUIRAof o,_

2. MDPI (WB) $40M that10%of _e total 20yrs. 11% enterprise,shelter,liveli- focusdependingon theamountequi- O
(IBRD) costofthe_ocelsub- hoodproj.equipmentpro- theprojectpackage valenttoitsamor- __]

3. MDPII(WB) $40M projectcomponents 20yrs. 11% curement,tech.asst.& & passingthe tizat_on _3_
(19RD) shafPbeborneby baining,bas!caliyawide projectcriterion

P-' theLGU rangeofinfrastructure,

publicservice,facilities&
eqp'tmaintenance

4. MISORTEL W3.79B 20yrs. 1'1% improvementofthe C_
(KOREANEXIMBANK} telephoneservice

5. MCDPI Y2.06B 20yrs. 11% const.limpr,ofnail rd.
(OECFI impr.of_c mgt.,so.

busterminal6. MDPItl $68M 15yrs. 14% basicinfra.,publicservices,

(IBRD) eqp'tmaintenance,RPTA



Table 5,2 (conUnuation)

Programs/Sources SeedFund/ Max.Loanable Matudty Interest Eligible El_ibility Collateral
LoanFund Amount (ind, gmco Rate (%) Projects Requirements Requirement
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Fund capadty{opay economic annually any investmentsw/in heSStestspecifiedby _"

lifeof in- therangeoftheir MDFPolicyGovern-

vestments responsibil_es ingBoard =__

GFIs:
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Table 5.2 (continuation)

Pregrams/Souroes SeedFund/ Max.Loanable Maturity Interest Eligible Eligibility CoJ]ateral
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in 1985. Finally, the GFIs had to stop lending to the LGUs.
The national government had a first debt relief program for
LGUs in the 1980s and a second one after the enactment of

the Code, giving the LGUs a Clean slate vis-a-vis the
government lenders. 27

Encouraged by the decentralization and the greater
autonomy of LGUs caused by the new policy regime under
the Code, the GFIs revived their loan windows for the LGUs.
Table 5.1 shows the amoun t of approved loans from GFIs,
the amounts released, and the outstanding balances of LGUs
as of the third quarter 1995. For instance, the PNB has
approved loans as large as P5.9 billion to 88 LGUs. The
average size ofa PNB loan is P67.3 million (Table 5.4). The
second biggest lender is the LBP, with approved loans of P4.7
billion to 108 LGUs. The average size of an LBP loan is about
P43.5 million.

Terms and conditions of GFI loans. The loan terms and
conditions of the GFIs are shown in Table 5.2. The GFI

interest rates range from 14 to 20 percent. DBP Window III
provides a maximum loan term of 12 years, inclusive of a
maximum grace period of two years. LBP has a five-year
maturity period, inclusive of two years grace on the principal.
PNB offers a loan with a maturity period of four to seven
years. The maturity for a GSIS loan is six years, inclusive of a
grace period of one year. The maximum loanable amount
depends on project requirements and repayment capacity. PNB
provides 100 percent financing of total project cost. GSIS
has a ceiling of P20 million per proiect.

Collateral and loan security. The GFIs demand collateral
just like any lender (Table 5.2). The usual collateral demanded
is real estate mortgage. The assignment of part of the IRA,

z7SeeLlanto's 1992 studyof LGU credit financing.
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Table 5.3 ir

LOANS GRANTED BY THE GFIs TO LGUs, 1975-1990
thousandpesos)

FINANCIALINSTITUTIONS

YEAR TOTAL DBP LBP PNB GSIS

1975 11,125 11,125 0 0 0
1976 24,526 24,526 0 0 0
1977 53,159 53,159 0 0 0
1978 19,870 19,370 500 0 0
1979 47,493 21,614 15,879 0 10,000
1980 53,521 41,037 11,192 1,292 0
1981 70,583 36,940 29,858 O 3,785
1982 75,172 28,366 40,552 1,254 5,000
1983 85,606 21,346 51,524 4,236 8,500
1984 34,049 15,073 18,976 0 0
1985 88,055 0 . 52,984 0 35,071
1986 5,103 386 3,017 1,700 0
1987 38,804 5,600 0 33,204 0
1988 5,610 0 3,610 2,000. 0
1989 8,561 149 5,219 3,193 0
1990 56,904 2,204 0 54,700 0
TOTAL 680,308 280,895 233,311 103,746" 62,356

Includestheamountof P2,167Mforwhichtheyearwhentheloansweregrantedcannotbe
ascertained.
Sources:DatasuppliedbytheGFIsandreportsonstatusofLGUloanssul0;_ittedbytheGFIs

toCOA.

Table 5.4
AVERAGE LOAN SIZE OF LGUe

millionpesos)

Sources NCR Luzon Visayas MindanaoPhilippines
A v e r a g e*

MunicipalDev't.Fund(MDF) 32.0 14.2 19.5 43.5 21.0
Dev't.BankofthePhils.(DBP) -- 5.9 11.0 14.0 8.6

BankofthePhils.(LBP) 240.6 28.3 44.4 21.7 43.5
NationalBank(PNB) 593.6 18.8 23.1 30.5 67.3
ServiceInsuranceSystem

(GSIS) -- 15.2 9.5 5.0 13.4
LocalWaterUtilitiesAdm.(LWUA) -- 15.5 42.2 22.9 23.0

Amountapproved/No,of LGUborrowers
--No borrower
Sources:BureauofLocalGovernmentRnanceandGovemrne_tFinarcialInst.
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assignment of the net profits or income from the project to
be financed, assignment of the LGU's regular income,
endorsement in favor of the GFI of insurance policies on
mortgaged properties, and chattel mortgage are the other
types of collateral GFIs accept. Hold-out on deposits was
specifically mentioned as a good collateral because of the liquid
quality of deposits.

It should be mentioned that the COA ruling favoring the
use of GFIs as LGU depository institutions is an advantage
to the GFIs. The PNB, which has about P9.6 billion in LGU
deposits alone, is a main beneficiary of this policy. The LGU
deposits reduce the credit risk because they are usually held as
collateral to the loan. Because LGU deposits also provide
compensating business to the GFIs, LGUs get favorable loan
terms from the GFIs, which may come in the form of a lower
borrowing cost. However, the 50-percent reserve requirement
for LGU deposits reduces the GFIs' capacity to generate
loans and to obtain compensating business from this pool of
funds.

Access to GFIs by all types of LGUs. A commercial lender
such as a GFI prefers to provide loans to higher-income LGUs
that have better capacity to repay the loan. The higher income
LGUs also have more diverse source of revenues, such as local
taxes, IRA, user fees and charges, and grants, assuring loan
repayment. They also have the administrative and project
management skills needed to carry out loan-financed projects.
However, GFI loans are almost evelfly distributed across LGUs
of different income classes (Table 5.5). DBP has even lent to
lower-income LGUs, i.e., those in the fifth and sixth income
classes. PNB and LBP have also provided loans to all types of
LGUs, as long as they met their respective creditworthiness
criteria. It seems that LGUs, irrespective of income class, have
access to GFIs, provided the project is viable and their
repayment capacity can meet the 16an obligations. The liquid
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Table 5.5

LGU LOAN DISTRtBUTION, BY LGU TYPE AND BY INCOME CLASS

PROVINCES CITIES MUNICIPALITIES TOTAL

SOURCES lst-2nd3rd-4th5th-6th Ist-2nd3rd-4th5th-6th Ist-2_d3rd-4th5_'_61h lst-2nd3rd-4th5th-6th
class crass class TOTAL class class class TOTAL class class class TOTAL class class class TOTAL

MDF 1 1 0 2 t9 3 0 22 28 31 4 63 48 35 4 87

(AsofJune1995) '_"
1. RCDP 0 4 4 0 4 0 0 4

2, MDPI 0 12 3 15 8 17 2 27 20 20 2 42 '_
3. MDPII 0 2 2 _,5 13 2 30 17 13 2 32 _J
4. MISORTEL 1 1 0 0 0 t 0 1 _.,

5, MCDPI 1 1 (] 0 1 0 0 1 _.
t_ 6, [viDPIll 0 0 4 1 5 4 1 0 5

7. MCDPII 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 2

GFIs C_
1. DBP 2 2 3 1 4 5 10 15 5 5 11 21

(AsofSe_1995)
2, LaP 11 5 1 17 10 1 11 4 8 33 45 25 14 34- 73

%

(AsOfDec.1994) =
3. PNB 3 2 1 6 17 2 t9 4 24 25 53 24 28 26 78

(AsofJune1995)
4, GSIS _ 1 I 3 4 8 2 3 4 9

(AsofMarch1995)

Sources;BureauOfLocalGovernmentFinanceandGovernmentFinanciatInstitutions.
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collateral provided by the hold-out on LGU deposits and the
IRA intercept mechanism have also encouraged GFI lending.

Based on interviews, GFIs prefer to lend to LGUs for
revenue-generating projects, which assure the GFIs that their
loans will be repaid. Sometimes a GFI will lend for social

projects, e.g. local waste disposal system, but will do so rarely
and only to higher-income LGUs which have the capacity to
repay the loan from non-project income.

Some weaknesses. The GFIs have not developed any
expertise in appraising and lending to social projects. The field
survey results indicate that many LGUs want to implement
social projects which are badly needed in their respective
jurisdictions. The GFIs' preference for revenue-generating
projects puts these LGUs at a disadvantage because, except
for the MDF, there are no other lending institutions willing
to finance social projects. 2s On the other hand, the GFIs are
willing to develop not only their expertise in LGU lending
but also to expand their LGU loan windows. However, the
GFIs' loan budgets for LGU lending are relatively small
compared to the LGU requirements, perhaps because the
GFIs' LGU loan windows have only recently been revived
and because the GFIs feel the need to be conservative when it
comes to LGU loans because of the LGU loan default

experience of the 1980s. The other reasons are that the budget
for LGU lending has to compete with other loan demands
and that LGU lending is not the main mandate of GFIs. For

instance, the LBP's main mandate is to lend to agriculture
and agrarian reform beneficiaries. The DBP, on the other hand,
caters to the financing requirements of industry, and to small-
and medium-enterprise development financing.

I

I
l

_ The MDF has given loansmostlyfdr revenue-generatingprojects,
but it has recentlytried to financeevensocialprojects such as sewerage
systems,which are not revenue-generating.
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• The Municipal Development Fund

Conduit of grants and long-term finance for LGUs. The
MDF is a revolving fund created by PD 1914, on 29 March
1984, out of proceeds from foreign loans, assistance and grants
to the national government. It was created by the national
government to synchronize and consolidate the fragmented
borrowing and grant system to LGUs. According to the
Bureau of Local Government Finance (BLGF), it is just a
convenient conduit for foreign loan proceeds which come in
two forms: as grants or as sub-loans to the LGUs. Before the
creation of MDF, the donor agencies required a central agency
to monitor foreign loans and grants for LGUs. The MDF
was thus created primarily as a conduit for tbreign loans and
grants, and also as a monitoring unit and project accountant
for the foreign funds directed to the LGUs. 29For more than
a decade, it has served very well as the central mechanism for
channelling foreign funds to LGUs in the form of project
loans, technical or commodity assistance or grants,
performance payments or other incentives.

Thus, strictly speaking, the MDF was not envisioned to
operate as a credit institution. Under PD 752, the LGUs
borrowed from the GFIs for their capital financing
requirements. However, when the GFIs stopped lending to
LGUs in the 1980s, the MDF assumed a more strategic role
because it became virtually the LGUs' only source of capital
financing. As shown in Table 5.1, it channelled P1.2 billion
of long-term finance to LGUs. The MDF has also been a

major source of technical assistance to LGUs. For instance, it
has provided assistance to about 800 LGUs to improve their
real property tax collection under the Real Property Tax
Administration Project (RPTA).

29This informationwassuppliedbyExecutiveDirectorLorindaCarlos
ofthe BureauofLocalGovernmentFinanceduringaworkshopconducted
bythe StudyTeam.
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Organizational structure. Figure 5.1 shows the
organizational structure of the MDF. It has two broad
components: (i) the financial unit administered by the MDF
Administrator (concurrently, Executive Director of BLGF)
and (ii) the implementation units or Central Project Offices
(CPOs) located in lead or participating agencies in the MDF.

The financial unit of the MDF is the conduit of loans and

grants, and acts as project monitor and accountant as earlier
described. It is under the direction of a Policy Governing
Board (PGB), chaired by the DOF with the National

Figure 5.1
MDF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

MDF- POLICYGOVERNING
BOARD
(PGB)
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Source:BureauofLocalGovernmentFinance
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Economic and Development Authority (NEDA), Depa_rial,ent
of Public Works and Highways (DPWH), Department of the
Interior and Local Government (DILG), the Department of
Budget and Management (DBM) as members. The financial
unit of the MDF is admimstered by the BLGF Executive
Director, designated as Administrator. The Administrator
manages the financial side of MDF, including the consolidation
of individual projects into an MDF budget, fund release,
financial reporting, replenishment of the funds, recovery of
sub-loans, and to a limited extent, cash management. He is
assisted by 16 personnel in the Central Fund Management
Division under the Special Project Management Service of
BLGF. Annex 5.A describes the MDF credit delivery system,
including credit processes, budgeting, and fund releasing.

Each project under the MDF is implemented by a CPO,
which is located in a lead or participating agency in the MDF.
The CPO is headed by a Project Manager/Director with staff
personnel support. An inter-Agency Project Steering
Committee provides direction to the CPOs. The financial unit
of MDF, more popularly known as the "MDF," and the CPOs
coordinate through meetings, workshops, consultation and
direct phone calls, s°

s0There are two separateactivitiesurider the MDF. The first track
consistsof the stepsundertaken by the DOF to fund the MDF as part of
the regular,annualbudgetaryexerciseof the nationalgovernment, andits
administrationbythe BLGF.The secondtrackisthe projectidentification,
review,appraisaland approvalundertaken by the CPOs and the Inter-
AgencySteeringCommittee, and the funding of the approvedproject by
the BLGF and the MDF PolicyGoverningBoard. At the locallevel, the
LGU or leadgovernment agencyidentifiesthe project intended forMDF
financing.The request for foreignfunding is evaluatedand endorsed by
the ProvincialDevelopmentCouncilto the RegionalDevelopmentCouncil.
The latter submitsthe proposal to NEDA and the Presidentfor approval.
Upon the approvalof the request, the national government negotiates
andenters into a loan/grant agreementwith foreignfinancialinstitutions
or foreign governments. The peso counterpart funds of the national
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MDF loan terms and conditions. The MDF has been

conceived as a conduit fbr long-ter m finance for LGUs. Thus,
it is the only source of credit finance offering a loan with a
maturity period of 15 to 25 years. The interest rate is set at 2
percent above the weighted average interest rate of 61-90-
day time deposit. No collateral is required since the IRAi

intercept mechanism is used to guarantee loan repayment.
The MDF's experience with the IRA intercept mechanism
shows its usefulness as a loan recovery mechanism.

The MDF provides a package composed of a loan and
grant, which effectively lowers the LGU's borrowing cost.
For example, under the PREMIUMED project financed by a
World Bank loan, an infrastructure loan assures the LGU of a
grant up to 50 percent of the total project cost, which is a

component provided by the national government through
the DPWH. The other 50 percent of the project cost is
financed by an MDF sub-loan (90 of 50 percent) and the

LGU's equity (10 of 50 percent).!

Types of projects financed. Based on field survey results,
although the MDF has also tried to provide loans to social
projects (drainage and sewerage systems), most of the loans it
extended to LGUs were for financing revenue-generating
projects such as public markets, bus tcrminals, slaughterhouses
and the acquisition of heavy equipment. For instance, MDP
2 provided loans for markets, motor pools and maintenance
equipment.

I

government and the proceeds of the foreign loan that accrue to the MDF
must, however, be appropriated in the ,General Appropriations Act by
Congress. The concerned LGU must allocate in its annual budget the
required local counterpart funds, utilization of,the loan and amortization.
Upon receipt by the Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas of the remittance advice
fiom the foreign lender, a credit advice is issued to the Bureau of Treasury
(BTr), which, in turn, provides a certification of the availability of funds to
the BLGF. The BTr likewise issues to the DBM a certification that the

loan/grant has been deposited with the Bangko Senta'al ng Pilipinas.

•.13.0
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Access to MDF by higher income LGUs. Although the MDF
caters to all classes of LGUs, most of its LGU borrowers
belong to the first and second class LGUs (Table 5.5). The
average loan size is about P21 million which is beyond the
absorptive capacity of lower-income LGUs (Table 5.4). The
greater access by higher-income LGUs to the MDF credit
facility can be attributed to the project selection criteria, which
are biased toward the higher-income LGUs. The requirements
of financial capacity and ability to repay, aald the other criteria
may be more easily satisfied by the higher income LGUs.
Among these criteria are: (i) an urban population of 10,000
with a population growth rate of at least the national average,
(ii) an annual income of at least P3 million over the last three

years, (iii) the capacity to contribute the required equity, and
(iv) a commitment to establish a project office with full-time
staff.

It must be emphasized that the MDF was orgamzed to
cater to urban infrastructure projects thus, it was mostly the
higher-income LGUs that naturally had access to it. However,
there is now an attempt to address the needs of the lower-
income LGUs with the creation of the MMINUTE II. Thus,
as pointed out by the MMINUTE II CPO, 16 of 37 MDF
loans under this project were provided to 4th and 5th class
LGUs.

LGU preference for the MDF. Access to the MDF assures
the LGU of funding assistaalce composed of a loan cum grant. 31

._1MDF-PGB ResolutionNo. 01-92, dated 5 February1992,created
two accounts:the LocalLoansAccount (LLA)and the Program Support
Account (PSA) within the MDF. The LLA is a distinct account which
covers all lending transactions to LGUs. It is funded from an initial
capitalizationsourcedfrom 50percent ofthe MDF-accurnulatedbalances,
foreign funds intended for on-lending to LGUs, all repaymentsof loan
principalandinterest byLGUs on their borrowingsfromMDF-LLA,and
anydomesticallysourcedfundsfromthe GeneralAppropriationsAct(GAA)
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The grant component covers the maintenance of the
infrastructure financed from the MDF loan, which will be
shouldered by the national government according to the
following formula:

First year
National government -- 70 percent share in

maintenance costs

Local government -- 30 percent
Second year

National government -- 50 percent
Local government -- 50 percent

Third year
National government _ 30 percent
Local government _ 710percent

Fourth year
National government _ 0 percent
Local government _ 1_00percent

intended to finance loans to LGUs under MDF-LLA terms and conditions,
and earnings from investments of LLA cash balances subject to applicable
rules and regulations.

The PSA is a separate account in the MDF for financing essential
support services to the MDF lending operations. It is capitalized by an
initial allocation of 50 percent of the MDF accumulated balances comprised
of accrued repayments of principal and interest on loan advances together
with accrued interest earned on the MDF cash balances. Thereafter, it
receives semestral transfers as determined by the MDF-PGB. The PSA
may be used to finance the release of installments of MDF disbursements
pending receipt of the Notice of Cash Allocation (NCA) from DBM. Such
financing is to be reimbursed to the PSA Once the NCA has been received
by the concerned LGU. The PSA may also be used to finance training
activities and other expenditures essentia! to the effective implementation

of programs and projects financed through the MDF for which no
alternative funding is available.
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The subsidized loan package makes the MDF loan
extremely attractive to LGUs, as confirmed by the results of
the field interviews, s2Another attractive feature of the MDF

is the technical support for project identification and feasibility
studies given to LGUs by the CPOs. The LGUs send notice
of their interest and formal application to avail themselves of
an MDF loan. After determining the eligibility of the LGUs
for MDF loans, a briefing on the MDF concept, and an
evaluation of financial borrowing capacity, the LGUs are
helped in the initial round of project identification. Thus, the
package of technical assistance, grants and loans provided by
MDF is something that lenders without access to technical
assistance or donor grants will find difficult to match.

Limited funding in the MDF. _ Notwithstanding the
relative advantage of the MDF in providing long-term finance
to LGUs, fianding constraints tend to limit the MDF's capacity
to service the expected increased in LGU demand for credit
finance. This has two aspects: (i) the limited funding now
currently provided by multilateral institutions and (ii) the
constraints imposed by the government's budgetary process.
On the first issue, there are few grants and soft loans coursed
to the Philippines, compared to several years ago. As it
develops, the country is losing its eligibility for this type of
funding. It has to rely more on commercial loans and has
tried to tap the international capital markets to raise funds.
The same thing is true for the MDF. Soon, there will be less
and less sweeteners such as technical assistance or grant

32SeeChapterIII. Llanto(1992a)concludedthat the subsidizedcredits
extendedby MDF discouragedthe participationof private banksin LGU
credit markets. In a surveyof LGUs, it was pointed out that becauseof
the interest rate subsidies,manyLGU respondents werewillingto queue
for an MDF loan and evenpostpone the implementation of development
projectsunless these are financedfrom an MDF loan.

3__See Llanto (1994) for an extendeddiscussionof this issue.
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money, and more commercially priced loans to be offkred to
the LGUs. Then the MDF may choose to be very selective of
foreign loans that will be tapped for LGU credit finance.

As to the second issue, the MDF's lending capacity is
constrained by the budgetary process of government. Each
department of the national government observes a budgetary
ceiling imposed by the President and the Development Budget
Coordinating Committee. The CPOs submit their budgetary
requirements for each fiscal year to the BLGF for consolidation
into a single MDF budget. The consolidated MDF budget
that is lodged within the BLGF's own budget is subject to
the budgetary ceiling imposed on the DOF.

This cons_-ains the MDF's capacity to meet the growing
requirements of LGUs and has hampered the funding of new
local capital investments. A comparison of the MDF's
proposed and approved budgets in the last five years is shown
in Table 5.6. in 1995, the proposed MDF budget was P2.5
billion while the approved budget was only P600 million.
The year before, the proposed budget was P2.5 billion but
only P551 million was approved.

In 1992, the MDF was not included in the computation
of DOF's budgeting ceiling. Instead , it was placed under the
Assistance to Local Government Units (ALGU) of the General
Appropriations Act. However, this did not completely solve

Table 5.6

COMPARATIVE MDF BUDGET PROPOSALS VS. APPROVED
FOR CY 1991-1995
(in millionpesos)

Year Budget Approved Amountof %
Proposal Budget Decrease Decrease

1991 1,139.7 275.6 864,1 75,8
1992 2,144.7 1,283,0 861.7 40,2
1993 2,856.6 1,137.9 1,718.7 60.2
1994 2,531,8 551.3 1,980.5 78,2
1995 2,463.0 571.3 1,891.7 76.8
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the problem of limited funding in the MDF because the ALGU
is also subject to budget scrutiny and cuts by the legislature.

In 1996, the DBM proposed taking the relending
component of the MDF off-budget to properly reflect it as
local government spending and not as a national government
expense. The relending component was appropriated as an
"unprogrammed fund item" in the General Appropriations
Act. The proposed appropriation amounted to about P543.7
million. However, the proposed unprogrammed fund items,
including the relending component of the MDF, are still
subject to congressional scrutiny and appropriation.

To date, the MDF has accumulated "second-generation"
funds amounting to about P700 million, which came from
the loan repayments of LGUs. These funds cannot conceivably
cover all of the LGUs' demand for credit finance. However,
these are "off-budget" fimds under the control of BLGF
which can be used as a leveraging mechanism to draw co-
financing schemes or venture capital from the private investors
or as a seed fund for capitalizing a municipal credit institution
or as a guarantee fund for LGU bond issuance or LGU
credits. _4

Project identification and appraisal expertise in CPOs. The
CPOs have gamed valuable experience and expertise in the
identification, development appraisal and approval of local
projects. Some effort has also been made to transfer the
responsibility for project identification and project preparation
to the LGUs. This has allowed the CPOs to concentrate on

the evaluation and appraisal of project proposals, processing
of sub-project and subqoan agreements and monitoring of
project implementation. It must continuously upgrade the
technical skill of its staff in view of the turnover of staff who

decide to seek better opportunities elsewhere.

3, The different options for improvingthe effectivenessof the MDt
are discussedin Chapter VII.
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Inefficiency caused byhaving t-_vaseparate components. The
MDF is implemented through two distract components:

(i) project budgeting, accounting and loan collection
under the BLGF, and

(ii) project identification, packaging and approval under
the CPO of each MDF loan.

Project identification, appraisal and approval are
undertaken by the CPO in a lead agency, the DPWH, for
example, while loan disbursement, monitoring and collection
are under the BLGF's responsibility. The CPO appraises the
technical merits of a project and submits its recommendations
to its Interagency Project Steering Committee which approves
or disapproves the proposed project, ss The MDF/BLGF, i.e.,
the financial unit of MDF, merely acts as a funding conduit
for projects which have been approved by the CPO's Project
Steering Committee. Thus, the MDF does not function as a
true credit intermediary but as a loan disbursing and collecting
unit.

The separation of these components, which have their own
steering committees, 36creates inefficiencies in overall MDF
project implementation. An immediate disadvantage of this
arrangement is the risk of inconsistency between the technical
recommendations and the economic and financial feasibility
of a proposed project. Having two distinct steering committees

will also pull overall MDF projec t objectives in different
directions, depending on the policy and operational
orientation of the members of the two steering committees.
On the other hand, it can be argued that the two steering
committees have more or less the same membership, which

ssThe CPO alsoevaluatesthe financialaspectsofthe project,including
the expectedrevenuegeneration from the proposed project.

s6The PolicyGoverning Board for thelMDF financialunit and the
ProjectSteeringCommittee for the CPOs. :
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should allay concerns about inconsistency in policy direction
and the internal inefficiencies of a project as well. However,
the fact is that having two separate operational units, -- the
financial unit and the implementing units (CPOs) -- with
their own respective steering committees, is bound to create
inefficiencies in overall policy direction and project
implementation. It seems that housing these two separate but
complementary activities trader one institution with (i) a wide
network of local offices for greater access by LGUs, and more
importantly, (ii) a single policy-setting board will clearly be
more efficient.

High transaction costsfor LGUs and MDF staff. The MDF
has provided access to long-term credit finance but the
transaction cost of accessing MDF credit seems high. The
financial unit of MDF is located in Manila and has a centralized

operation. It has no branches or divisions outside the main
office at the BLGF. Likewise, the operations personnel under
the CPOs are also located in Metro Manila, and are attached
or under the direct supervision of the lead agency participant
in the MDF. For example, the MMINUTE CPO under the
DPWH maintains an office in Quezon City. Thus, neither
MDF, the financial unit, and the project CPOs are directly
accessible to LGUs.

Because of the Iocational disadvantage of the CPOs and
the centralized operation of the financial unit of MDF (in the
BLGF), transaction costs for borrowing LGUs tend to be
high. The LGU chief executives and officials have to commute
to Manila for costly follow-up activities on their loan
application.

The other reason for the high transaction cost is that the
complete cycle of project identification, preparation, appraisal,
approval, and monitoring, in addition to financial evaluation,
loan disbursement and collection, is undertaken by two distinct
and separate bodies: the CPOs and the MDF financial unit,
which are housed in different government agencies. In
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addition, the existence of separate CPOs with their own project
management staff and personnel leads to larger-than-necessary
overhead costs. 37 This situation contributes to a high
transaction cost for MDF loans.

Because of the highly centralized operation, it was
estimated by some MMINUTE CPO personnel that loan
processing, from the pre-qualification stage up to the approval
stage, will take on the average 10 months to complete. 38
However, some effort has been done to decentralize
operations. For example, during the field interviews, it was
indicated that in the case of PREMIUMED II, a Cebu office
will be established as part of the overall plan to decentralize
and streamline MDF operations.

• Private Banks

Banks" interest and willingness. In a series of workshops as
early as 1992, private lending institutions expressed interest
and willingness to lend to LGUs.S9 This is important because
the private financial system has extensive resources which can
be tapped for financing LGU projects. However, because of
several factors, such as the lack of experience of private banks
in dealing with LGUs and the dearth of information about
the creditworthiness of LGUs, private banks have adopted a
wait-and-see attitude toward LGU lending.

37On the other hand, the CPOs also find it costlyto send staff to
LGUs whichhave expressed an interest in a loan or have submitted loan
applications.Respondentsstressedthat the CPO alsohasalimitedoperating
budget.

38Field interviewsalso revealedthat a good reasonfor what appears
to be a long processingtime forLGU loanapplicationsis the delaycaused
by the inability of LGUs to immediately_espondto the CPOs' adviceon
revisionsrequired in their loan proposals.

39The seriesof workshopsandseminarscame afterthe 1992national
surveyof credit financefor LGUs (Hant6 1992b).
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Short-term orientation of private banks. Commercial loans
are mostly short-term. Recently, however, there have been
serious attempts to develop the long-term capital markets,
with the government trying to create a market by making
available long-term notes as alternative investment
instruments, and the private sector getting involved in capital
markets development. The short-term orientation of private
bank lending prevents LGU access to private credit finance.
Long-gestating capital investment projects should be financed
by long-term capital. However, the example of GFIs seems
to indicate that the credit markets, although short-term-
oriented, can develop loan instruments suitable to LGUs. The
MDF's experience also indicates the viability of long-term
loans to LGUs.

Perception of high credit risk.4° The private banks cite as
barrier to lending the poor information structure on LGUs,
which prevents an efficient evaluation of LGU credit-
worthiness and the viability of projects and creates a perception
of high credit risk in LGU lending. The short-term political

• tenure of LGU officials is another source of the perceived
credit risk, especially if the LGU project is long-gestating.

As an illustration of the credit risk, some critics of LGU
lending cite the case of Cebu province, which has floated a
bond to raise development funds, as a discouraging experience
for private lenders. The successful bond flotation was done in
cooperation with the private business and financial sector.
When a new provincial administration took over from the old
one, which had packaged the successful Cebu bond offering,
questions were raised regarding the appropriateness of the
province's transaction with the private sector, creating concern
about the future of the bond repayment. However, it must
be emphasized that no repayment was ever missed and that
the private sector's legitimate interests in this venture with

40Alsocited in Llanto (1994).
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Cebu province was never compromised. Yet the fact that the
succeeding administration raised iquestions regarding the
appropriateness of the transaction was enough to scare private
investors.

Lack of acceptable collateral. Not all LGUs own real estate
which can be used as collateral to loans from banks. The LGU

deposits seem to be an acceptable collateral but the COA
ruling on the utilization of GFIs as depository institutions
has prevented private banks from accepting LGU deposits. A
corollary of this is the inability oflLGUs and private banks
•alike to use the IRA intercept mechanism to guarantee
repayment of private bank loans.

Lack of expertise in evaluating LGU projects. Private banks
have never dealt with LGUs, which partly explains their lack
of expertise in evaluating LGU projects. They also do •not
have the expertise to evaluate social projects which are needed
in the local areas. This expertise has never been developed
because private bank lending has been geared for financing
industry, trade and commerce, not long-gestating
development projects and socially oriented projects.

•Nevertheless, private banks have expressed some interest in
LGU lending although there are no incentives for them to
lend to LGUs.

*Bond Flotation

Legal authority and pre-conditions. The Code allows
LGUs, subject to the rules and regulations of the BSP and
SEC, "to issue bonds, debentures, Securities, collateral, notes
and other obligations to finance self-liquidating, income-
producing development or livelihood projects pursuant to the
priorities estabhshed in the approved local development plan
or the public investment program. *

Provinces, cities and municipalities are allowed to issue
bonds under the following conditions:
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1. The obligation should finance serf-liquidating, income-
producing development or livelihood projects.
Accordingly, the proceeds of bond issues may not be
used to finance, for example, recurrent expenditures
and the general obligations of an LGU.

2. The projects concerned must be pursuant to the
priorities established in the approved local development
plan or the public investment program. The LGU
concerned is, therefore, obliged to formally adopt a
public investment program which is expected to
support the local development plan and which in turn
is consistent with the Medium-Term Philippine
Development Plan.

Government regulation of bond issues. The Code allows
the issuance of LGU bonds with or without a national

government guarantee to service the loans obtained by the
LGU when the latter is unable to pay the principal, interest
or other charges.

The first step, after project identification and development,
is for the LGU to pass an ordinance or resolution approved
by the Sanggunian stating the terms, conditions and purpose
of the bonds, and indicating that the project is among those
in the priority areas of the approved local development plan
or public investment program. A bond issue without a national
government guarantee need not have the approval of the
Secretary of Finance.

To secure the necessary BSP endorsement, the LGU
should present the guarantee approved by the Secretary of
Finance, the Sanggunian Resolution and other documents as
may be required by the BSP. Upon the rendition of a favorable
opinion by the BSP, the bond proposal is submitted for final
approval by the respective authority exercising supervision ovar
the proponent LGU as provided by Sec. 25, Chapter 3, Article
1 of the 1991 Code. With such final approval, the LGU is
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_thorized to coordinate with its underwriter, trustee or other
gents for implementation of the bond flotation.

The SEC has not issued any regulations specifically
_plicable to LGU bond issues. The existing rules and
:gulations, which were designed to apply to corporate bond
sues, therefore apply.

The more significant conditions for registration of
nsecured bonds are as follows:

1. net worth of registrations should be at least P25 million
at the time of filing;

2. the registrant must be in operation for at least three
(3) years; and

3. certain financial standards should be met, in terms of
current ratio, debt to equity, debt to average earnings,
debt to cash flow, fixed assets to long term habilities,
interest coverage, and others as may be prescribed by
the SEC.

A preliminary prospectus of the issue, which includes
ertinent information, as well as the audited financial
:atements for the preceding three years, a long-form audit
:port, projected cash flows, and other information as may
e required by the SEC, are to be submitted. Subsequent to
le issuance of the SEC Certificate of Registration, the
:gistrant is required to submit the Trust Indenture,
rnderwriting Agreement, Printed Prospectus, and other
ocumentary requirements.

Specified minimum collateral coverage is required in the
tse of secured bonds. Acceptable collaterals are as follows:
_ted securities (which must have a current market value of at
ast 200 percent of the facevalue of the bond issue), registered
:al estate (appraised value of at least: 150 percent), registered
:avy equipment and motor vehicles (appraised value of at
ast 200 percent), government securities (aggregate current
tarket value of at least 100 per¢ent), and other assets
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acceptable to the SEC. Documents (e.g., Certificates of Title)
shall be physically delivered to the indenture trustee and,
where applicable, covered by pledges, real estate or chattel
mortgages.

LGU bond flotation. Cebu province issued the highly
successful and path-breaking Cebu Equity Bond Ulfit (CEBU)
in July 1990. A total of P300 million had a term of three
years, earned tax-flee interest of 16 percent per annum, and
called for principal repayments in five equal semi-annual
instalments in the form of class "A" shares of Cebu Property
Ventures and Development Corporation (CPVDC), a joint
venture of Cebu Province and Ayala Land, Inc. The province
contributed real property and Ayala contributed cash for their
respective shares in CPVDC. The conversion between CEBU
and CPVDC shares was according to a formula based on the
current market value of the latter's shares. Security offered
was the shares of CPVDC. Interest rate was in effect a high

20 percent before tax and there was a likelihood of capital
appreciation in CPVDC shares. The tax-free feature, which is
no longer allowed under the provisions of the 1991 Code,
has the advantage of allowing investors to earn 20 percent
while cost to the province was only 16 percent; the national
government in effect shouldered the difference in terms of
tax revenue foregone.

The issuance in 1990 of the innovative CEBU was

preceded by about seven months of work and waiting to securc
the necessary authorizations from the Department of Justice,
the Monetary Board, the COA, the DOF, and the Office of
the President m addition to the Provincial Board approval.
The process was slow since the issuance was unprecedented.

The Code was passed in October 1991 aald implemented
in 1992. Since then, there have been a number LGU bond
flotations, which signals the potential of this form of financing
for local projects (Table 5.7). For example, Naga City recently
finished a successful public referendum on a proposed bond
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flotation to finance the construction of a local bus terminal.

The local community expressed support for the proposed
project and of its financing through a bond issue. 41With more
LGU debt issues, all concerned will gain experience and will
have more models to follow, thus inevitably speeding up review
and approval. The formulation of standard operating
procedures and policies for the guidance of both LGU
proponent and approving agency alike, will be advantageous
to all concerned.

Build-operate-transfer schemes. The Code allows the LGUs
to tap both government and private Sources of capital to
finance local infrastructure and other development projects.
This, together with the greater taxing powers given to LGUs,
is a logical progeny of the decision to devolve various central
government functions and responsibilities and give LGUs a
major role in development. For the first time in the history of
local governance, the LGUs can also use build-operate-transfer
(BOT) arrangements, which harness private sector expertise
in financing, construction and operation of infrastructure. This
is provided for in Section 302 of the Code subject to the
applicable provisions of Republic Act (RA) 6957, commonly
known as the BOT Law.

BOT arrangements are allowed under RA No. 6957
(enacted in 1990), as amended by RA 7718 in 1994. The
BOT law is an explicit recognition of the private sector's major
role in infrastructure development. Thus, the BOT Law
provides the legal and administrative framework as well as an
appropriate incentive structure for private sector participation
in the financing, construction, operation and maintenance of
infrastructure and development projects.

41The actualflotationhasbeensupersededbyNaga Citypending the
result of its loan negotiationwith a GFI. Local officialsthink that a GFI
loan is cheaperthan a bond flotation.
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Table5.7
LGUBONDISSUES

Issue Amount Matudty InterestRate
LGU Date (InPM) (years) (%)p.a. Purpose

CebuProvince July1990 300 3 16 Infrastructure
Development

V'ctodas.Negros Jan.1994 8 2 1styr.-15.09 Housing
Occidental 2ndyr.-14.08

LegespiCity Jan,1995 26 2 15 Housing

Claveria,MisamisApr,1995 20 2 19 Housing
Oriental

NegaCity Jan.1996 45 5 above182-dayT-billsCentralBus
1stSeries 5.00 2 plus2.5 Terminal
2ridSeries 6.25 2 plus2.5
3rdSeries 11.25 3 plus3.0
4thSeries 11.25 4 plus3.5
5thSeries 11.25 5 plus4.0

V_an,IlocosSur Jan.1996" 10M - - Housing

Note:InterestrateexcludesguaranteeandundenNdtingfee
*Stillinthenegotiation/agreementperiod
Sources:Guarantee&CreditInsuranceGroup,andHomeInsuranceGuaranteeCorp,

The central government has successfully used BOT

arrangements to solve the serious power crisis that crippled
the economy in the early 1990s. A vital lesson from the initial

BOT experience in the power sector is that private sector

expertise in mobilizing capital, building, operating and
maintaining infrastructure projects can effectively help address
serious infrastructure bottlenecks that can constrain economic

growth and development. At the same time, the government

can avoid additional public borrowing which worsens the fiscal

deficit. The huge funding requirements of infrastructure

projects would have meant more public borrowing with its ill
effect on the government's fiscal position and private

investment opportunities. Since then, the central government
has encouraged the use of BOT and its variants to address the
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needs of the economy in infrastructure, energy, transport,
telecommunications and information technology.

Despite the limited number ofLGU BOT projects to date
(so far, only the Mandaluyong Public Market has reached
financial closure and one public market in Northern Luzon is
currently under contract negotiation), 10 are in an advanced
development stage.

Thus, the LGUs have recognized the potential of the BOT
approach in financing local infrastructure. The CCPAP LGU
BOT Center took off in early 1996. It reports some 79
potential LGU BOT projects ranging from the construction
of public markets, water supply and wastewater system, solid
waste facilities, international container terminals, circum-
ferential roads, to mini hydropower throughout the country.
There are 30 proposed BOT projects in Luzon, 20 in the
Visayas and 29 in Mindanao.

CONSTRAINTS ON LGU ACCESS
TO CAPITAL MARKETS

* Constraints on Bank Credit Access

The local governments are treated just like any other
borrower by the lenders. This means that LGUs must pass
the regular loan application and screening process which
considers creditworthiness, character of the borrower,
collateral, loan recovery and the project to be financed. The
GFIs state that their LGU lending programs are anchored on
the creditworthiness of the LGU borrower and the viability
of the project for which credit finance is being sought. The
loan terms and conditions are market-oriented and the LGUs
have to compete with other borrowers for credit resources.
In this regard, both government and potential private lenders
have raised certain issues which constrain LGU access to private
capital markets. The issues must be addressed satisfactorily in
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order that LGUs can access the private capital markets. The
issues were identified as follows: _2

(i) the information structure on LGUs;
(ii) loan repayment capacity of LGUs;
(iii) quality of project management and executive ability

of LGUs;
(iv) collateral and loan safeguards and credit risk;
(v) type and viability of project to be financed;
(vi) regulatory framework affecting LGU deposits

and bond issuance;
(vii) short political tenure (three years) of LGU officials;
(viii) manner of private sector participation in LGU credit

markets; and
(ix) the appropriate role for the Municipal Development

Fund.

Information structure. Asymmetry of information creates
moral hazards and adverse selection problems for transactions
in credit markets. Agents may exploit the information
asymmetry to conceal their true worth and intentions, which
results in sub-optimal transactions from either the borrower's
or the lender's end. While the private banks appreciate the
liberal credit policy framework provided by the Code to LGU
credit financing, they believe that rudimentary information
on LGU creditworthiness hinders loan transactions with
LGUs. Because of the dearth of information on the

creditworthiness of LGUs, private banks expect to incur high
transaction costs in lending to LGUs, and thus their immediate
instinct is to shy away from LGU lending.

The available information in the marketplace is insufficient
to determine the creditworthiness of LGUs and so the

42The followingwere pointed out earlierin Llanto (1992), but since
then, there seemsto havebeenno concertedeffort amongthe LGUsand
the national governmentto addressthese issuesand concerns.
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probability of success of an LGU loan becomes an open
question. The lenders will need basic information on the
financial performance of LGUs, the collateral that LGUs can
offer, possible remedial measures in case of loan default, and
the viability of projects to be financed. Because of the
information constraint, the private banks have a tendency to
locate LGUs at the lower end of their lending preference
function with the possible exception of a handful of LGUs
belonging to the first income class. Thus, the information
gap between private banks and LGUs constrains the latter's
access to private credit and capital markets.

Part of this gap is explained by the lack of an objective
standard, or basis for gauging the performance of LGUs and
their creditworthiness. For example, the financial reports of
LGUs are extremely different in structure from those of private
corporations. Nevertheless, the information asymmetry seems
to be more of a problem for private banks than it is for the
MDF and GFIs. Because of a government mandate to lend to
LGUs, both the MDF and GFIs have tried to lend to LGUs,
notwithstanding their limited information on the performance
of LGUs and their creditworthiness, it seems that the MDF

and GFIs have exerted much effort in assembling the pertinent
•information on LGUs which •may help them make a credit
decision. 43The private banks are morc conservative and risk-
averse, but the 3, are nevertheless studying carefully the
performance of the GFIs' lending to LGUs.

Loan repaymen_ capacity. In general, the lenders find no
readily available indicators of: LGU performance in
governance, much less of creditworthiness. This makes it
difficult to determine the loan repayment capacity of LGUs.
Even for the GFIs and the MDF, the creditworthiness of

_'_ The use of GFIs as official depositories of LGUs, following COA
Circular 92-382, helped greatly in establishing a lender-borrower

• relationship between the GFIs and the'LGUs.
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LGUs, except for a handful of first-and second-class LGUs,
is yet to be established.

The situation for private lenders is much more severe since
they have never had any formal relationship with the LGUs,
unlike the GFIs, which obtain LGU deposits, and the MDF
which benefits from the administrative control and supervision

exercised by the BLGF over the LGU treasurers. The varying
capacity of very heterogeneous LGUs to service their debt
burden is also cause for concern. The local governments are
classified into six income classes, and the banks worry that
those at the lower end of the income scale will find it difficult

to repay their loans.
An important dimension of loan repayment capacity is

the LGU's ability to repay the loan. This is determined largely
by the income of the LGU generated from local taxes and
fees, transfers such as IRA, grants and the operation of
economic enterprises such as public markets. The LGUs, just
like any other type of borrower, have varying capacities to
service debt, given their relative performance in resource
generation. 44A strong local revenue base will be helpful in
establishing the capacity to repay the loan. For revenue-
generating projects, this depends on the ability of LGUs to
implement user fees as a cost recovery mechanism for timely
debt service. However, the perceived reluctance of LGUs to
raise the local tax effort which will be necessary to present a

good income profile, has not helped in convincing lenders
about the loan repayment capacity of LGUs. 4s Conversely, a
serious effort in mobilizing more local taxes will create a
positive impact on the loan repayment capacity of LGUs.

It is important to mention that the LGUs are concerned
about their perception as loan defaulters brought about by

44This generic term covers local tax collection, receipts from transfers,
grants and operation of economic enterprises and other sources of income.

4s Chapter III noted that the increase in IRA allocation seems to have
a substitution effect on local tax collection effort.
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their loan default experience with the GFIs in the 1980s. They
believe that this should be altered. According to the LGUs,
there are built-in mechanisms such as the IRA intercept and
local ordinances sanctioned by the local sanggunians which
safeguard the loan. The local ordinance•is the LGU's assurance
to the lender that it will honor the debt contract, even after
the three-year tenure of the elected officials. The Code also
provides for a system of public consultation or referendum
which can be used to generate agreement on a certain project
and the manner of its financing and to tie the LGU to regular
loan repayments to a lender.

Notwithstanding these claims of the LGUs, lenders claim
that they are less concerned with foreclosure of collateral to

recover loan losses, than with the commitment and ability of
LGUs to service the debt out of their revenue streams. This

effort is largely dependent on the quality of the elected officials
and those tasked with managing the project financed out of a
loan. •

Quality of project management and executive ability of
LGUs. Any attempt to create LGU access to the private capital
markets must address the issue of the quality of LGU project
management and the ability of LGUs to efficiently execute
projects. The lending institutions are very much concerned
not only with the debt service capacity of LGUs, but also
with efficient project identification, implementation and
maintenance. Indeed, there is a great deal of unevenness in
the quality of the human resource in, the bureaucracy and this
is particularly pronounced among the LGUs. The LGUs have
varying degrees of executive, managerial, technical and
financial capabilities to implement and maintain projects, and
those LGUs with higher capabilities will find it relatively easy
to secure funding for local projects. This is so because part of
the LGU creditworthiness criteria is !the quality of the human
resource at the local level (Llanto 1992; 1994).
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Collateral, loan security and credit risk. While banks are
more concerned with the viability of a project submitted for
financing, they feel more secure in extending loans if the LGUs
can offer acceptable collateral. The LGU lending experience
of the GFIs in the 1980s was not very encouraging and the
LGUs could not, therefore, show a good credit track record
to encourage the private banks to lend. However, the GFIs
are able to surmount this difficulty because they have relatively
more information on the LGUs. They are also used by LGUs
as depository institutions, which has helped LGUs to establish
a business relationship with the GFIs. Field survey results
indicate that the only sources of LGU loans at the moment
are the MDF and GFIs.

The collateral or loan security usually demanded by banks
is a real estate mortgage. However, the banks also pointed
out that real estate devoted to public use cannot be
encumbered, limiting the use of real estate as collateral for an
LGU loan. 46In this respect, the IRA intercept mechanism
and a hold-out on LGU deposits are very important forms of
collateral. In addition, the Sangguniang Bayan Resolution
authorizing the loan and a public endorsement of a project
through a public referendum may also serve as loan security.
Nevertheless, these are not sufficient security for the bank
because the overriding concern of a lender is project viability
and LGU creditworthiness, which are the best collateral and
assurance of loan repayment. 47

Type and viability of project financed. Banks prefer to
finance revenue-generating projects because of their self-

46Also, not allLGUs havereal estate that can be mortgaged.
47It wasalsomentioned that basedon an opinion of the Department

of Justice,onlya maximumof 20 percent of IRAcan be used as alien for
LGU loam. The intention seemsto be to prevent the LGUs from over-
borrowing. If thisweretrue, it seemsto limit the flexibilityof the LGU to
use the IRAintercept in providingsecurityto a loan.
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liquidating nature. They will yield revenue streams which will
cover loan repayment and thus assure the lender recovery of
the loan and profits. With a steady revenue stream, the banks
can be assured that the risk that a new set of elected officials

will abrogate loan contracts of the previous administration
because of insufficient income will be minimized. However,

the ability of revenue-generating projects to yield steady
revenues depends on the willingness of local governments to
impose effective cost recovery me¢hanisms such as user fees
or charges. Public referendums can elicit the support of the
local citizens for cost recovery mechanisms. Improvement of
the local tax effort will also increase the LGUs' capacity to

repay the loans.
The banks indicated that project viability is a major factor

considered in lending and LGU projects and the local
governments themselves wiU thus be evaluated in the same
manner and with the usual criteria as any other bank borrower.
The banks believe that the financing of non-revenue or social
projects such as solid waste disposal system, water treatment
facilities, environment-oriented projects, etc., is the domain
of the government. The prevailing view among banks is that
the financing for these public goods should be sourced from
local tax collections, the IRA and grants from the national
government, and not from bank loans.

Regulatory framework affeating LG U deposits. The
government should review certain policies which diminish the
LGUs' chance to tap the private capital markets. In particular,
the private banks cited COA CircUlar 92-382 which requires
LGUs to open and maintain depository accounts "with a
government-owned bank located in or nearest the locality."
The samecircular further states that "in case there is no

governmentm_ned bank located in the nearest locality,
depository accounts may bc opened with a bank duly
designated as governmentdeposit0ry by the Bangko Sentral
ng Pilipinas, Upon prior authority of the sanggunian and the
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approval of the chief executive." This severely limits the LGUs'
use of private banks as depository banks. All banks require
borrowers to maintain deposits with them because these
deposits provide them not only subsidiary business, but also
important information on the deposition. The private banks
hold the view that the LGUs should hkewise hold their

deposits with a government or private bank. On the other
hand, the GFIs welcome their designation as official depository
banks of LGUs. The use of GFIs as depository institutions
has encouraged a lender-borrower relationship. For example,
this has helped LGUs to obtain loans from the PNB with
their deposits as collateral.

Short political tenure of local officials. The banks perceive
that the short pohtical tenure of local officials adds to the risk
of loan default. The risk that a future LGU administration

will not repay the loan or loans incurred by its predecessor or
lay roadblocks to loan repayment, for example, by questioning
the legality of a past loan, bothers the banks. As a defensive
posture, banks, therefore, tend to consider only short-term
projects. However, the LGUs are quick to emphasize that
the loan is a liability of the LGUs, not of the chief local
executive. They maintain that the tenure of the elected officials,
particularly the local chief executive, should not constitute a
major limitation in accessing bank credit. As pointed out
earher, the loan is legally covered by the sanggunian resolution
which obligates loan repayment. Nevertheless, the short
political tenure reinforces the banks' short-term loan
orientation.

On the part of the LGUs, this creates an incentive for
local executives to submit fbr funding those projects which
are highly visible, wield great political impact, and of limited
term (three years). The result is a distortion of the preferences
among LGUs, and lenders alike. This brings about projects
of limited duration and/or high visibility, and crowds out
lumpy, long-gestating but more socially meritorious projects.
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The short-time horizon of LGUs coincides with the banks'

expressed preference for short-term loans, but in this case,
society loses when the socially useful but long-term projects
which are badly needed in the local areas, fail to get the
necessary financing (Llanto 1994).

The manner of private sector participation, and MDFs'
appropriate role.48 The government's lending programs for
LGUs do not take into account the possibility that private
banks could participate in LGU lending. There seems to be
no scheme or program where private sector financing and
government funding can have a complementary role. The
government lenders adopt independent approaches to LGU
lending, which may result in a fragmented and uncoordinated
effort to provide LGUs capital financing. Thus, the private
banks, which are more conservative than GFIs and MDF, tend
to adopt a "wait-and-see" attitude toward LGU lending.

One suggestion to bring in private sector participation is
to have government provide seed funding for LGU financing
which can be complemented by private financial resources.
Both the government and the private financial institutions
have enough experience in co-financing schemes for target
clientele. An example is the Agricultural Loan Fund and its
successor, the Countryside Loan FUnd under which the LBP
provides "wholesale" loans to the private banks which, in turn,
on-lend directly to the target clientele, e.g., agribusiness. The
private banks originate the loans directly from the clientele
and rediscount the promissory notes with the LBP to generate
liquidity and earn a loan spread. If this approach is adopted
for LGU credit finance, the private_ banks can bring in their
enormous financial resources, an extensive branching network

• and the relative efficiency of private lenders to bear on LGU
demand for capital finance.

4sSee ChapterVII for a related discussion.
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An important element in cofinancing schemes is the extent
of risk-sharing between the government and the private banks.
Credit risk, interest rate risk and foreign exchange risk (in
case funding is to be secured from foreign sources) are critical
aspects of a co-financing scheme. Credit risk can be covered
by effective collateral such as the IRA intercept and hold-out
on LGU deposits, and by quality project management and
execution. Interest rate risk is more difficult to manage,
especially when there is a lot of volatility of domestic interest
rates. This also constrains the development of the credit
markets. Variable interest rates have thus been used by lenders
to compensate for the interest rate risk. However, the volatility
aspect of interest rates is not taken away by offering variable
rates. This may compensate the lender for the interest rate
risk, but it does not encourage long-term public investments.
Given the long-gestating and lumpy nature of public
investments, banks and LGUs alike are wary about the
implications of interest rate risk on the LGUs' capacity to
repay a long-term loan (Llanto 1994). A relevant point that
arises is the ability of the country's macroeconomic managers
to contain the fiscal deficits and inflation, and to maintain
stable macroeconomic conditions, which will reduce interest
rate volatility.

The issue of private sector participation in LGU credit
markets is tied to what appropriate role the MDF should take
in view of the liberal credit policy adopted by the Code and
the interest of LGUs in tapping long-term credit finance. The
MDF has control over a sizeable amount of resources and is

currently being used as a conduit of foreign loans for LGUs.
There must be a clear delineation of the role of MDF vis-a-vis

that of the banks. For a long time, the MDF has been the
only source of long-term finance for LGUs and, given the
short-term orientation of banks, MDF clearly plays a critical
role in the municipal credit system. At present, the GFIs
provide only short- and medium-term loans. However, it is
conceivable that the GFIs and, eventually, the private banks,
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will provide long-term credit fmance in the future, as the
economy develops and the credit markets mature. Thus, the
question raised about the appropriate role of MDF vis-l-vis
other lenders is very timely and relevant. That role is expected
to be catalytic given MDF's track record in funding long-
term LGU projects, its capability to provide technical assistance
to LGUs which it has developed over the years, and its
professed willingness to do business with lower income LGUs.

The banks pointed out possible co-financing ventures with
the MDF in long-term LGU projects. This scheme will reduce
their credit risks as well as cost of funds, in this regard, there
can be a greater role for thrift banks and rural banks which
can capitalize on their locational advantage to bridge the
information gap between LGUs anti lenders. These banks can
even go into loan syndication with commercial banks.

On the other hand, the presence of a government lending
program such as the MDF encourages LGUs to continue to
depend on government resources for medium- and long-term
finance, 49but the problem is that the available resources in
government hands cannot adequately meet the huge funding
requirements of LGUs. There is, however, a recognition of
the strategic role that MDF can play in providing lower income
LGUs access to credit finance.

• Constraints on Bond Flotation

The Philippine capital market is still in the early
developmental stage and it would be unrealistic to expect
immediate market acceptance of LGU bond issues. A number
of factors constrain the demand and supply of LGU bonds.
The long-term capital markets have a narrow investor base
and few types of securities issues. However, the government
and the private sector cooperation in the development of the

I
i

49Somelocalchiefexecutivessaidthdywerewillingto queue forMDF
loans because their terms are not as regtrictiveas those in the financial
marketplace(Llanto .1992).. ,"
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long-term capital markets will have a positive impact on LGU
bond flotation. This section discusses the constraints on the

design and issue of an LGU bond.

General lack of familiarity with procedural requirements.
The requirements for a bond flotation seem straightforward.
Obviously, prevailing market conditions and practices
determine coupon rate, term, denomination, selling price and
effective interest rate, whether or not the bond is guaranteed
by the national government. The formulation of the specifics
of the bond indenture would likewise be in the light of
prevailing practice. However, LGU operations and accounting
are different from those of private corporations and the former
would be hard put to produce timely audited financial
statements that would be mea_fingful to financial analysts, let
alone comply with announced criteria on current ratio, fixed
assets and so on.

Limits on LGU borrowing are imposed by the Code,
which provides that an LGU annual budget should provide
in full for "...all statutory and contractual obligations...
provided that the amount of appropriations for debt servicing
shall not exceed20 percent of the regular income of the LGU
concerned," with regular income defined as "estimates of
regular income for the budget year as determined by the local
finance committee."

Within these broad constraints, an LGU has discretion in
the formulation of the detailed terms and conditions of a bond

issue, taking into account project cost and ability to pay,
specifically the maximum amount available for debt servicing,
which is 20 percent of LGU regular income. In designing
and marketing securities issues, it is normal to have a financial
adviser to assist in the design of the issue and in negotiations
with underwriters. However, the Code is unclear as to the
consequences of debt service requirements above the 20
percent ceili.lg. This has to be resolved in order to remove
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any uncertainty in the continuity of payment in case there is a
violation.

Lack of skilled technical personnel. The existing levels of
training and experience of LGU planning and finance
personnel are such that it may be difficult to expect them to
design bond packages. Skills in project identification, analysis
and development are necessary as well as skills in the
preparation of an LGU plan and investment program,
familiarity with financial packaging, detailed guidelines and
examples of what can be done, and how to do it. This suggests
a program of technical assistance to LGUs and the
development of external consultancy expertise in these skills.

Marketability. The marketability of LGU bonds depends
on the terms and conditions vis-fi-,vis competing public and
private sector issues. In the continuum of risk and return,
debt instruments of the national government have the lowest
risk and the least returns. Other things equal, LGU and
government corporations are next, followed by private
corporation debt paper, preferred stock, and common stock.
There would be gradations within each category: small LGUs
vs. large LGUs, guaranteed and n0n-guaranteed LGU debt,

•banks as against non-bank financial institutions, public utilities
vs. ordinary corporations, etc.

Private companies have •started to issue long-term
commercial papers, with maturities ranging from one to seven
years. As of March 1994, a total of 21 companies had been
authorized by SEC to issue long-term commercial paper with
an aggregate face value of P36.8 billion. It is common for
long-term paper to•have an interest rate that floats with
Treasury bill rates. There is a market acceptance of a fixedI

rate instrument with a five-year maturity and interest at about
200 basis points above 91-day Treasury bills, with
corresponding resetting of interest rates. A seven-year issue
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could be similarly saleable, but possibly at about 275 basis
points above the 91-day Treasury bill rate.

During the necessary period of transition, it may be
advisable to design LGU bonds that initially have relatively
small amounts, short maturities, attractive interest rates that
either float with Treasury Bill rates as latest LGU bond issues
have followed, or that carry a fixed rate using the five-year
fixed-rate Treasury notes, a mechanism that assures prompt
payment and, where possible, added features such as
convertibility to an attractive security such as what was done
in the Cebu province debt issue. As LGU issues gain market
confidence, terms can be more favorable to the issuer.

LGU debt issues no longer have a tax exemption privilege
and, like Treasury debt instruments, enjoy mainly the
advantages of being eligible as reserve assets of banks and
other financial institutions and of interest payments being
subject to a lower income tax rate to holders (20 percent
rather than the 35 percent imposed on interest earned on
private corporate debt). Accordingly, LGU bonds might be
of particular interest to certain sectors, as follows:

(i) cash-rich LGUs might be persuaded (or directed by
the authorities concerned) to buy bonds issued by
other LGU rather than placing all or most of these
funds in private fixed-income instruments;

(ii) the funds of insurance companies and pension funds
are necessarily long-term in character and could be
partly invested in LGU bonds; the portfolios of
government-controlled pension funds are large and
could logically include LGU bonds, the most sizable
of which are the GSIS, the SSS, and the Armed Forces
of the Philippines Retirement and Separation Benefits
System;

(iii) government securities, including LGU bonds, are
eligible as reserve assets of bank and non-bank
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I

financial institutions, which warrant a focused
marketing approach; and

(iv) the Code provides that LGUs should "preferably"
use government banks as depository banks, but the
COA has ruled that where there is a government bank
in the vicinity, the LGU must deposit its funds with
same. A revision of the COA ruling would provide
leverage in marketing LGU debt issues. Government
deposits, however, are subject to a 50 percent reserve
requirement (as against 15 percent for other forms
of deposits). At the same time, banks enjoy a longer
than average float on government deposits. As matters
stand, leverage could be exercised on banks
authorized to receive deposits under existing policy.

Government financial institutions presumably can be
counted on to protect the interestsl of LGUs as colleagues in
government. As such, they may be appointed as financial
advisors to LGU in the design of debt issues, the selection of
underwriters and the other decisions that need to be taken in

such transactions. The LBP and the DBP could help make
sure that LGUs do not pay too much for debt fimds.

LGU bond ratings. The SEC requires that commercial
paper be rated by the Credit Information Bureau, Inc. (CIBI)
prior to authorization. Of the 21 long-term commercial papers
authorized as of March 1994, five were rated CIB Aa and the
rest rated CIB A. Ratings are issued after a thorough analysis
of the company and the paper concerned. The CIBI ratings
appear to have gained the confidence of investOrs, to the extent
that some limit their portfolio to paper of highest ratings and
are content to charge a lower interest rate than those charged
by paper of lower ratings.

The rating of LGU debt issues is a fairly well-defined
discipline in the morc developed countries. As more LGUs
float debt paper, a rating mechanisJ a becomes more and more
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necessary, to guide investors and LGUs alike. In broad terms,
such rating of municipal bonds would necessarily call for an
analysis of factors such as the project to be financed by the
proceeds and the anticipated benefits and cash flows arising
from same; the operating revenues and expenses of the LGUs;
the magnitude, disposition and trends of the LGUs' share of
national government support to LGU (IRA); the presence of
a national government guarantee to the proposed issue; level
of outstanding debt and commitments for annual interest and
principal repayment; and subjective considerations regarding
LGU leadership and management, plans and programs, and
the like.

The financial statements of LGUs and of government, in

general, are not always revealing or timely. Government
accounting is entirely different from private accounting and
analysts are often lost. Proper monitoring requires at least the
preparation of some special purpose reports or possibly
changes in the recording and summarization of LGU accounts.

Liquidity mechanism. Buyers of a bond also look for a
liquidity mechanism so that their holdings can be converted
to cash when so required. Depending on quality, the holder
of a debt paper may or may not find ready buyers, possibly
among banks, for their own or trustees' accounts, insurance
companies, pension funds and other financial institutions,
corporate treasurers.

LGU bonds can be used as the underlying security of
repurchase agreements and other forms of deposit substitutes
and money market instruments. In this, however, they would
be on the same footing as paper issued by the Treasury and
private corporations which may, in fact, have a more active
secondary market. Other things being equal, investors
naturally tend to buy money market instruments without
attaching particular importance to the underlying security.

Some financial institutions,particularly GFIs, could make
a market for LGU bonds. As they would not wish to hold
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these instruments until maturity, they would do so once there
is broad acceptance of the said instruments and the institutions
concerned can also find ready buyers.

The ideal solution for liquidity would be for LGU bonds
to be listed in the Philippine Stock Exchange (PSE), which is
reportedly studying the possibility. It would help enlarge the
market and thus ensure maximum liquidity to bond holders.
Just like equity listings, however, applicants for listing must
measure up to applicable standards. Tax considerations, as
described elsewhere in this paper, must also be resolved for
trading to materialize.

Adjusting to bond trading mechanics. Government
regulations need to be carefully reviewed vis-a-vis the
mechanics of bond marketing and administration. With a fixed
coupon rate that is not necessarily identical to market interest
rate at the date of bond issue, chances are, that the initial sale
will not be at face value. Nonetheless, an early draft of
government rules and regulations required that LGU bonds
be sold at no lower than face value.

The issue would necessarily be at a discount in case the
coupon rate is lower than market and at a premium if the
opposite happens to be the case. Unless appropriate measures
are taken beforehand, all concerned are likely to be charged
with graft if the issue is sold at a discount. The alternative of
setting a high coupon rate will not necessarily solve the
problem, either, since a higher-than-market coupon rate will
likewise render the decisionmakers vulnerable. Repayment of
principal on the basis of face value could also be questioned
and stopped by an auditor or accountant who notices that
the bond was originally sold at a discount.

A fall in market interest rate willlincrease the market value

ofa fixed coupon bond. All concerned would be charged with
graft by an alert prosecutor who notices a lower issue price,
particularly if the bond was floatec not too long before the
fall in interest rate.
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Questions about pricing could delay the release of debt
service payments to any number of cautious decisionmakers,
including budget, accounting, auditing, and cashier's offices.
Categorical rulings from the Office of the President,
Department of Justice, the DOF, the DILG, COA, and other
agencies, such as the Ombudsman, would help assure all
concerned. Appropriate policies and a standard mechamsm
for approval of the original issue and prompt remittance of
debt service payments must also be designed and
implemented.

Taxes. The tax issues pertaining to LGU bonds and bonds
in general are rather complex and a detailed study is beyond
the scope of this study. It is clear, however, that tax laws
need to be rationalized if an active LGU bond market is to

develop. Even if LGU bonds are listed on the PSE, there is
no assurance that active trading will follow unless tax questions
are resolved.

There are certain unsettled issues, but under the Tax Code,
interest income on bank deposits, deposit substitutes and
government securities is subject to a 20 percent final tax
withheld at source. However, it appears that capital gains
derived from the sale of bonds are considered as ordinary
income and taxed accordingly. In the case of a corporate
investor, such gains on sale are subject to a 20 percent with-
holding tax, creditable against the 35 percent corporate
income tax.

The gain on sale of a bond, even if arising entirely from a
change in market interest rate, is considered ordinary income
and therefore subject to a 35 percent tax. If an LGU bond is
listed on the PSE as would be appropriate in a fully developed
capital market, the applicable tax would be the 20 percent tax
withheld on the coupon rate, plus 35 percent on any difference
between the original purchase price, which is likely to have
been at a discount, and the face value at redemption or market
value upon sale.
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On the other hand, a listed common stock is subject to a
final tax of sA of 1 percent computed on the gross selling

il,price, and deposit substitutes (including repurchase ,_
agreements with LGU bonds as underlying security) are taxed
at 20 percent.

The Tax Code provision on wash sales also applies. Any
loss incurred on the sale of a bond is non-deductible for income

tax purposes when substantially identical securities are acquired
by the seller within the 61-day period beginning 30 days before
the sale and ending 30 days after the sale. In view of the
normally high turnover of bond transactions in developed
markets, as traders take advantage of slight fluctuations in
interest rate, the wash sale rule is both an economic
disadvantage and an administrative nightmare.

Unlike shares of stock, bonds are normally bearer
instruments and therefore need not be presented for re-
issuance when ownership changes. It is unclear, however,
whether or not documentary stamp taxes will be imposed.
Similarly, uncertainty surrounds the tax liabilities of a foreign
investment in an LGU bond, specifically on the base of the
withholding tax at time of disposition (whether redemption
or sale) of a bond investment.

The net impact of these provisions is to discourage the
secondary trading of LGU (and other bonds) and limit
possibilities for an exit mechanism.

Payment mechanics. Only a few LGUs have gone to the
bond market. The bond issue of Cebu province, earlier
described, was successful. Unfortunately, a new administration
came into power soon after the bond issue. One of its first
acts was to attempt to dishonor the bond. The attempt was
overruled by higher authorities. The affair ended happily,
but the damage was done, renewing the concern of investors
about the continuity and seriousness of LGU financial
commitments.

t64



Supply of Credit to Local Governments

It is necessary to design a mechanism that ensures prompt
servicing of debt interest and principal. An approach could
be built into the Trust Indenture, possibly along the following
_ncs:

1. The LGU would routinely remit to the Trustee, for
example, at the end of each month, all proceeds of the
revenue-generating project financed by the bond.

2. The DBM would remit to the Trustee a predetermined
amount or percentage of the IRA of the LGU
concerned, estimated on the basis of the debt service
requirement and the 20 percent of LGU regular
revenue allowed for purposes of debt service.

3. A committed credit line from an acceptable bank for
the term of the bond should be in place, to enable the
Trustee to obtain bridge financing to cover a shortfall
from the first two sources.

In such cases, the short-term loan would be paid out of
IRA allotments or a guarantee fund for such purposes to be
established by the DOF. If the credit line is large enough and
the LGU concerned reliable enough, then even a direct IRA
remittance would not be necessary. The source of the
committed credit line would make the necessary arrangements
to assure that any disbursements are eventually paid.

The principal of the Cebu province bond issue was paid in
installments over the life of the bond. In cases where a bond

involves a balloon payment at maturity, it would be advisable
for the LGU issuer to set up a sinking fund under the
administration of the Trustee, calculated as such to accumulate
the amount needed at maturity. A sinking fund would help
assure that funds for repayment are set aside each year and
that the LGU does not violate the 20 percent ceiling on each
year's debt service.
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* Constraints On Use of BOTArrangements

Under a typical BOT arrangement, a private sector
proponent carries out the financing, construction, operation
and maintenance of an infrastructure facility. The proponent
operates the facility over a fixed period of time during which
it charges users the appropriate tolls, fees, rentals as specified
in its contract with government. The fees and charges enable
the proponent to recover its investment, cover operating and
maintenance expenses, and earn a profit. The facility will be
transferred to the government agency or LGU at the end of
the fixed term that shall not exceed 50 years. BOT
arrangements call for the establishment of special-purpose
companies which bring together private sponsors, equity
holders, financiers and other interested parties to lend their
expertise and capital to the project.

The heart of the BOT arrangement is that financing of
the project is done on a limited recourse basis: i.e., recourse is
available against the special purpose company and its assets.
Under this financing approach, lenders will be repaid only

•from the cash flow generated by the project. The exposure of
each participant -- e.g., investor, equity holder in the special
company -- is limited only to the flail extent of its investment
or equity holdings in that company. Thus, the project being
sponsored is generally secured only by the revenues and assets
of the special company implementing the project and/or any
guarantees provided by the government. In the event of project
failure, the lenders will be repaid from the sale of the special
company's project assets or from some guarantee mechanism,
if available.

To enhance the credit standing of the BOT project, the
government may guarantee political risk, project performance
by an implementing agency or exchange rate convertibility,
depending on the nature of the BOT project, the type of risks
faced by the project, andthe allocation of those risks between
government, the private proponent and financier. More
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importantly, in the Philippines, RA 7718 clarified that, as a
rule, there is no cap on a proponent's rate of return on
investments. Generally, the rate of tolls, fees, rentals, and
charges will be governed by the BOT proponent's contract
with the government agencies or LGUs. The approved rate
takes into account its reasonableness to end-users of the facility.
A project which is both a public utility and monopoly and is
awarded through a negotiated contract however has a limit
of 12 percent on the rate of return on investments. The
appropriate regulatory bodies approve the rate of tolls, fees,
and others, based on a reasonable rate of return for projects
awarded on negotiated contracts and as a natural monopoly.

The Code and the amended BOT Law, with their
respective implementing regulations, provide a clear policy,
legal and administrative framework governing the LGUs' use
of BOT arrangements. There are major constraints to the
LGUs' use of this approach:

LGUs" lack of familiarity with the use of project financing
far local infrastructure. Local experience in infrastructure
financing has been limited to traditional ways of financing,
constructing and operating the infrastructure. LGUs have
never used project financing, especially the limited recourse
type where the lenders will be repaid only from the cash flow
generated by the project. BOT arrangements typically require
the establishment of special corporations that will construct,
operate and maintain the facility. This explains the need for
market-based user fees which must sufficiently cover operating
and other costs, and generate a reasonable rate of return on
investments. Otherwise, the BOT special company becomes
unviable and financially unsustainable. Subsidies coming either
from the LGUs or the central government (if it agrees to
provide such) may keep the corporation afloat but only on a
short-term, temporary basis because of local or central
government fiscal constraints.
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LG Us"lack the capability to prepare potential BOT projects.
Given the complexity of the project financing approach, LGUs
must have the technical expertise or, at least, have access to
technical expertise[to identify BOT projects. The BOT project
must be demand-driven rather than identified through some
arbitrary decision of local officials, and must be part of an
overall local development plan, A major factor which
determines the success or failure ofLGU BOT projects is the
quality of the proposed project. This will involve the
development of well-prepared bidding-grade BOT project
proposals that will invite the appropriate private sector
response. The CCPAP BOT Ce_er has been conducting
institutional LGU capability-building seminars on BOT
project development since 1993. The number of LGUs
covered and the high turnover of project development staff
have hampered the full development of the individual LGU
capability.

Lack @funds for feasibility studies. The preparation of
feasibility studies for BOT projects is a cosily undertaking. It
was proposed during meetings with LGUs that an LGU BOT
Fund be set up to finance these studies.

The limited (three-year) political tenure of elected officials.
This type of political risk has been cited by private banks as a
major problem in extending long-term credits to LGUs. They
are not sure whether the succeeding administration will not
renege on the LGUs commitment to repay a loan. The same
concern can be raised for a BOT project which is more complex
and more difficult to arrange than; straight credit financing
from a bank. The LGUs point out that they are legally bound
to honor any contract once a project and its accompanying
loan have been sanctioned by ithc local Sanggunian
(lawmaking body). Critics cite possible "administrative" delays
that may be resorted to by a present administration which
disagrees or is not supportive of past policies and programs.
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Need for a solid balance sheet and fiscal position. As a party
to a BOT contract, LGUs have to show responsible fiscal
management, adequate financial reporting, and the willingness
to follow market-oriented principles of pricing, user charges
and tariffs. Because BOT projects are on a limited recourse
basis, this is critical to the success of the endeavor.

Need for an effective mechanism for resolving disputes.
Arbitration procedures must have credibility and transparency.
LGU BOT contracts must provide for arbitration before going
to court, which includes remedies and a curing period to settle
disputes. Compared to other developing countries, the
Philippines has an extensive and sophisticated legal and
administrative framework for settling disputes. LGUs must
ensure that the arbitration provisions in the contract
documents are adequate.

LGUs' ability to provide credit enhancements such as
guarantee, tax exemption, and other incentives. The central
government's experience with BOT projects shows the
importance of credit enhancements that encourage greater
participation and risk-sharing by the private sector. The LGUs
must likewise consider an incentive structure that motivates

greater private sector participation. Given limited fiscal ability
-- as evidenced by the dependence on IRA transfers and other
grants, and the low revenue-generation capacity -- an LGU
may not have the capacity to provide guarantees to BOT
arrangements. However, LGUs can avail themselves of
guarantees once an LGU guarantee facility is in place in the
market as currently planned by certain parties.

Review of the implications of RA 8182, the ODA Act of
1996. The BOT law as amended allows BOT projects to access
official development assistance (ODA) funds. This is consistent
with RA 8182, which provides that "rural infrastructure,
countryside development.., shall be given preference in the
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utilization of ODA funds" (Sectior_ 4). The law also provides
that ODA funds shall be administered by NEDA for project
identification, feasibility studies, master planning at local and
regional levels, and monitoring and evaluation. However, it
also provides that the "NEDA shall ensure that the ODA
funds obtained shall be for previously identified national
priority projects which are urgent or necessary." It seems that

unless an LGU BOT project has bern "previously identified"
as a "national priority" project, it will not be able to tap ODA
funds for feasibility studies and the! like.

i
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REQUIREMENTSFOR A VIABLE
MUNICIPAL CREDIT SYSTEM

POLICY FRAMEWORKFOR LGU
CREDIT FINANCE

The flexibility in using credit finance given by the Code to
LGUs is an important development in mainstreaming the
LGUs to the private financial markets. Given the constraints
in the national government budget, the credit demand of local
governments cannot be entirely met by the MDF. Neither
can the GFIs satisfy the LGUs' credit demand. Thus, a good
strategy is to tap the private financial markets for LGU long-
term finance.

However, at present there is no clear-cut credit policy
framework and delineation of the relationship among the
players in the LGU credit markets, particularly among
government financial lending institutions, and their respective
roles. Instead, a "free-for-all" approach to LGU lending has
been adopted: whichever institution has the funds and the

motivation can go ahead and lend to LGUs. The existing
LGU loan windows are welcome but the "free-for-all"

approach also gives rise to inconsistent and duplicative credit
programs. It also hinder, the progress of LGU credit markets
since the lack of a clear-cut credit policy framework and
program for creating LGU access to credit excludes many
lower-income LGUs which fail to qualify for the traditional
bank loans. More specifically, the potential contribution of
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the private financial markets in providing funds for LGU capital
investments remains unrealized (L[anto 1992; 1994).

An appropriate LGU credit policy framework and a
blueprint for the respective roles of different institutions
involved in LGU credit markets should therefore be set in

place. The underlying philosophy 0f this LGU credit policy
framework is the principle that government should play a
critical and catalytic role in LGU financing and the private
financial markets should substantially provide the required
LGU financing, s°This implies that the government, through
the MDF or an appropriate institution, will play a large role
in LGU credit markets, in view of the absence of private

lending institutions in LGU lending. The catalytic role of
government is especially necessary in providing lower income
LGUs access to credit or in financing social projects which

the private capital markets will not _care to finance. However,
there must be an exit strategy for substantial government
involvement in LGU financing once the LGUs are able to tap
the private capital markets. Once private capital markets are
in place, the government will assume a subsidiary role in
providing capital funds.

• Addressing Demand-Side Constraints _1

Sound fiscal position of LGUs. Maintaining a sound fiscal
position projects the image of responsible management of
the local government and convinces the potential lender that
the LGU means serious business. It also means that the
borrower LGU is on sound financial footing and that there

are regular sources of revenues which can be tapped for loan
repayment. Improvement of the local revenue collection,
prudent fiscal spending, and better fiscal management will

soThis is further elaborated in the next chapter.
51These have also been pointed out in,Llanto (1992), Sanchez (1992)

and Saldafia (1992).
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send strong signals to potential lenders of the LGUs capacity
to manage a project and repay the loan.

Loan repayment capacity of LGUs, collateral,
creditworthiness. The LGUs can convince lenders about thcir

loan repayment capacity if they have a sound fiscal position.
The transparency of local expenditures and the certainty of
all sources of revenue will help in establish the LGUs'
creditworthiness. Thus, commitment to transparency, financial
sustainability and accountability will convince potential lenders
of the LGUs' creditworthiness. Revenues can be assigned to
ensure loan repayment. On the other hand, the IRA intercept
is a useful device for securing the loan, as demonstrated by
the MDF's experience. With the IRA as collateral, the concern
about the LGUs' credit risk will be minimized. However, there
must be a clear policy on the use of IRA as collateral. The
BLGF suggested that under the present system where the
DBM controls the release of IRA following a recent
memorandum from the President, there must be a clear
agreement between the LGU and the lender to resort to the
IRA in case the LGU cannot repay the loan from the revenues
of the project or other sources of revenues.

Use of cost recovery schemes. A corollary to the sound fiscal
position is the use of cost recovery schemes such as user fees
or charges, whenever applicable. This will make the loan
financed project self-liquidating and will ease the burden on
the regular local revenue collection and the internal revenue
allotment, as sources of loan repayment. User fees will also
generate the funds needed for the appropriate maintenance
of the concerned facility, thereby prolonging its economic
life.

Capacity-building requirements of LGUs. There must be
a closer linkage between project development and capital
budgeting in the LGUs. It is common to see LGUs preparing
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annual investment plans which seem to be a wish list of local
projects divorced from the reality of budgetary constraints.
This happens because many LGUs, especially those in the
lower income classes, do not have project and financial
management capacity. Trainings]in project and financial
management and enhancing the skills of those with basic
knowledge and experience will improve the chances of LGUs
to access the capital markets.

l

Effective localparticipation. Public hearings, referendums,
consultations, seminars, workshops and other venues must
be utilized by the LGUs to discuss a proposed local project
and generate support mad commitment to it. The participation
of the local sanggunians and the public in these discussions
will provide greater transparency to the process of project
identification and selection. The consensus generated through
the public discussions will bolster the confidence of potential
lenders in financing the proposed project.

Better selection of projects. The LGUs must develop the
expertise for better project identification, selection and design.
The most common project submitted for financing is the
public market, due pethaps to its potential to generate revenues
for loan repayment. Based on the field interviews, other
revenue-generating projects such as toll roads, and social
projects such as waste disposal system, water supply and
drainage are in demand at the local level. Properly identified
and designed capital investment projects will be a plus factor
in trying to access the capital markets. The technical skills for
good project identification, selection and design are scarce
commodities in the LGUs and thuS, local personnel must be
given trainings.

i

Advantage of a credit rating system. A credit rating system
is an importan t step to bridge the information gap between
LGUs and lenders. A valuable input to such a credit rating
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system may be a credit evaluation of LGUs such as that
proposed by Salda_rSa(1992), which considers the amount,
certainty and timing of the future cash flows of the LGU.
The credit rating system may also use the historical
performance of the LGU with regard to funds management,
resource-generation through local taxes, grants, local
economic enterprises and investments. In addition,
information on prospective investments in the local area may
significantly raise the LGU's revenue potential, its credit
standing and hence, its debt servicing capacity.

• Addressing Supply-Side Constraints

Information structure. The information asymmetry in
LGU credit markets has to be broken down by a concerted
effort of the LGUs and lenders. The LGUs have to learn

about credit finance, lending procedures, conditionalities,
project identification, selection and design. They must have
sufficient understanding of capital markets and institutions,
which is a pre-condition for accessing credit markets. On the
other hand, lenders have an acute need for more information
about LGUs, their experiences in project implementation,
their fiscal position, the local community's revenue base, and
other information to build the confidence of lenders.

Regulatory framework affecting LGU deposits and bond
issuance. There is a need to liberalize the regulation on LGU
deposits. The use of private banks as depository institutions
will be the first step in bridging the gap between LGUs and
private lenders. The LGU deposits will provide compensatory
business to private banks, and may lead to a reduction in
borrowing costs through lower lending rates. The reserve
requirements on LGU deposits should be reduced in order
to have more liquidity in the LGU credit markets, which may
also bring down the cost of borrowing. On bond issuance,
there is a need to have SEC regulations specifically applicable
to LGU bonds because, in the absence of those regulations,
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those pertaining to corporate bond issuesapply. Furthermore,
the requirements for bond issuance may be straightforward,
but there is a need for LGUs to produce timely, audited
financial statements. This may be addressed by the pertinent
SEC regulations. Finally, there is a need to review various
issues affecting LGU bond issuance in order to arrive at the
policy and institutional measures which will help develop the
LGU bond market. The issues which must be addressed are:

(i) the constraints in the design of an LGU bond issue;
(ii) marketability of the LGU bond;
(iii) bond rating;
(iv) liquidity mechanism;
(v) taxation of LGU bonds; and
(vi) bond trading and payment mechanics.

Expertise in the appraisal of socialprojects. The private
banks and the GFIs must develop their expertise in social
projects. Although there is a bias for financing revenue-
generating projects, field interviews indicate that LGUs want
to borrow for social projects. The financially capable LGUs
can repay the loans used for social projects. Thus, the lenders
must have the necessary expertise in evaluating those projects.

A competitiveframework for LG!Ulending. The successful
municipal credit systems in other countries operate on a sound,
commercial basis. They operate within a competitive
framework as discussed in Chapter IV. Financial resources are
mobilized from various sources and!in competition with other
financial institutions. They are also isubject to the supervisory
and prudential regulation framework of the financial system:
A market-oriented framework for the country's municipal
credit system is the necessary fouadation for LGU access to
private capital markets.

I

J
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Cofinancing, shared costs and risks. The private banks,
and GFIs and, in fact, any lender to LGUs must assume credit
risks in lending to local governments. The LGU credit markets
will not develop if the government assumes all the credit risks
and provides subsidized funds to ensure that LGUs get loans.
Charging lending rates that reflect the cost of capital and the
LGUs' credit risk will be an important aspect of a successful
municipal credit system.
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IMPROVING THE
MUNICIPAL CREDIT SYSTEM

The discussions in the previous chapters clearly suggest that
there is a need to further improve the existing municipal credit
system in the Philippines to give LGUs greater access to capital,
especially private capital, to finance their development projects.
This chapter pulls together the analyses of the previous
chapters, recommends some policy and institutional reforms
to improve the municipal credit system that has substantial
private sector participation, and presents an action plan to
implement the recommended option.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

LGUs are classified into four: province, city, municipality and
barangay. Like subnational governments in other countries,
these LGUs perform certain basic functions. The Code
mandates the devolution of some functions of the national

government to the LGUs. More specifically, LGUs are
responsible for delivering basic services and facilities within
their respective jurisdictions. The Code also mandates LGUs
to perform some regulatory functions such as regulating the
real estate trade and business, and inspecting food products
for public consumption, among others. Thus, LGUs today
have much broader functions than before.

To be able to fulfill their expanded functions, LGUs require
more resources and must build new capacities. To address
this issue, the Code has broadened LGUs' powers to raise
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local revenue. However, due to limited tax base and
sometimes, reluctance to increase local taxation, revenues from
local taxation do not meet LGUs' increased expenditure needs.
The national government has to transfer funds to LGUs so
that the latter can perform their fimctions. To address the
issue of efficiency, equity and transparency, the inter-
governmental transfers (or IRA system) follow a certain
formula, which is found in the Code (Fig. 7.1).

Although LGUs have greater autonomy to allocate their
financial resources, they are not entirely free to spend the
IRA. The Code stipulates that no less than 20 percent of
LGUs' annual IRA should be spent for development projects,
but LGUs are free to choose the projects they will undertake.
Aside from the IRA, another non-tax source of revenue for
LGUs is their share in the proceeds from the use and
development of national wealth, which is to be used to finance
local development and livelihood projects.

The Code should be praised for mandating a certain
amount of the IRA and share in the national wealth for

development projects because it induces LGUs to realize
curreat surplus that can be used for capital investment, which
is needed to increase the capacity of LGUs to provide basic
services. Unlike current expenditure, the benefits from capital
investment extend over a number of years. This, of course,
has differential impact on the finances of various LGUs, that
is, relatively well-offLGUs can very well spend more than the
minimum capital investment required by the Code, whereas
some LGUs might find it difficult to meet the minimum

7

required capital investment.
Indeed, current surplus is the best way to finance capital

investment. Some development projects do not require lumpy
capital investment and therefore can be undertaken by LGUs
on a piece-meal basis and financed Out of their ammal current
surplus. For example, a municipality may cement one street a
year. However, some development projects, e.g., slaughter
house, bus terminal and others need lumpy investment, which
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Figure 7,1
FORMULA FOR DETERMINING THE VOLUME

AND ALLOCATIONOF |NTERGOVERNMENTALTRANSFERS

f4ooo Z
l, Aggregate f/ InternalRevenue _

\

2. ByLevelofLGU _"

3. individual / _/ Municipalities"_

Formula: _ _
1, Population 50% 1 _'2. Landarea 25% ......

_y Provincey City y City y Municipality_( Municipality1( aarangay '_' Bara_ngay)
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can easily exceed the current surplus of LGUs. No matter
how economically justifiable such projects are, no LGU will
ever undertake them because doing so can seriously impair
their finances. While some of the projects can be undertaken
on a piece-meal basis to accommodate the current surplus
constraint, it would be more cost-effective if they were
undertaken and completed in one setting. In such cases, it
would be best for LGUs to access external sources of funds to

finance lumpy investment.
LGUs have two possible external sources of financing,

which are not necessarily mutually exclusive: grants and loans.
Under the Code, LGUs may receive grants from the national
government, local NGOs and other external donors. It is
worth emphasizing here that grants, which LGUs may obtain
from the national government, refer to LGU subsidies over
and above the regular intergovernmental transfers or IRA. In
the past, the national government's grant system was
incorporated in the National Assistance to Local Government
Units (NALGU). However, the Code did not retain this
because the IRA for LGUs had been increased.

LGUs may borrow from the private capital market or from
the national government through a conduit lending agency
or from GFIs. As discussed earlier, LGUs have little access to
the private capital market, their borrowings mainly come from
GFIs and MDF.

Loans granted by GFIs to LGUs in the past carried
substantial interest rate subsidies. Despite these cheap loans,
many LGUs failed to repay their loans. This only shows that
cheap loans cannot improve the viability of the project nor
the creditworthiness of borrowers. The decision of the national

government to haclude in the Code asimilar debt condonation
program effectively converted the loans into a grant. The MDF
also provides credit and subsidies to LGUs. The MDF subsidy
consists of interest rate subsidy and grant. LGUs that have

access to the MDF credit are automatically given access to
these two forms of subsidy.
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While there are reasons for the national government to
continue providing grants and credit to LGUs, there are
certain policy issues that must be addressed squarely if
improvement in the municipal credit system that has
substantial private sector participation is to bc attained.

Below is a package of policy recommendations needed to
improve the municipal credit system.

Policy RecommendationNo. 1

Decisions involving the grant system should be isolated from
the credit system.

There is a large difference between a grant and a loan,
that is, the former does not have to be repaid by the recipient,
while the latter has to be repaid. Because of this, the economic
justifications for giving an LGU a grant are different from
those for providing credit.

It is beyond the scope of this study to discuss at length
the justifications, appropriate design and delivery mechanisms
for a grant system for LGUs. s2 Nevertheless, it would be
worthwhile to say a few words on this issue because it will
help clarify some points related to LGU credit and because
the design and implementation of the grant system
substantially affect the effectiveness of a well-designed
municipal credit system.

Economic efficiency and equity are the two established
justifications for giving grants, s3 These objectives are
complementary, but poor design in the grant system can turn
them hato opposing objectives. This can be aggravated by
having uncoordinated, if not inconsistent, development plans.

s2A study commissionedby NEDA and conducted by U.P. ECON
Foundation dealswith these issues.

ss For more discussion,see Shah and Qureshi (1994) and Dillingcr
(1995).
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For instance, the establishment of Regional Agro-Industrial
Centers (RAICS) in 14 locations in the country focuses on
growth. Understandably, any assistance to be provided by the
national government to host LGUs will have to be evaluated
primarily on the basis of the growth criterion. On the other
hand, the Presidential Commission to Fight Poverty (PCFP)
has identified 19 priority provinces, which will be the target
for the government's poverty alleviation program. This will
focus on the equity objective of in_ergovernmental transfers.
Many of these provinces are far from the RAICS (Annex 4).
It is not clear how these two development plans will be
coordinated to provide a better framework for designing a
grant system. Given the limited resources of the government,
it will be difficult to achieve a healthy balance between growth
and equity objectives if these plans are not well coordinated.

The decision to grant an LGU a credit, on the other hand,
rests on its creditworthiness. It suggests that the general
revenue position of the LGU should be sufficiently strong to
enable it to repay the loan, or that the loan is used for revenue-
generating projects that can pay for themselves. Many have
argued for the use of credit to achieve the government's equity
objective. Thus, they insist that the interest rate on loans is to
be kept at below-market rates to make them affordable to
poor LGUs or to LGU projects that cannot afford to pay the
market rates of interest. This argument is grossly misguided, s4
Subsidized credit cannot make LGUs creditworthy, nor can
it make economically unviable projects viable. As mentioned
earlier, many LGUs that obtained cheap credit from GFIs
failed to repay their loans. On the Contrary, subsidized credit
can undermine the government's equity objective if credit at
below-market interest rates is made available to LGUs or to

projects that can well afford to pay the market rates. If there
is a strong justification for a subsidy, an outright grant is better

s4This view is reflected in Shah and Qureshi (1994).
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than hiding the subsidy in the interest rate on credit, ss Besides,
below-market interest rates can undermine the long-term
viability of the credit program, penalizing those who are last
in the queue of credit applicants. The world is littered with
many such cases.

Policy RecommendationNo. 2

Government's degree of control over the use of a grant should
be different from that over the use of a credit.

Because of the nature of the grant, which is a resource of
the national government donated to LGUs over and above
their IRA, the national government is justified in exercising
greater control over LGUs with respect to the use of a grant.
Thus, the grant system for LGUs, if there is any, must be
conditional so that the national government can use it as a
policy instrument to achieve certain priority objectives. For
the grant system to be effective, it has to be centralized and
guided by a well-thought-out pohcy framework.

In contrast, the national government should have minimal
say with respect to LGUs' use of the loan proceeds so long as
LGUs meet the credkworthiness criteria, and the projects that
are going to be financed by the loans are those that are assigned
to them under the Code. After all, LGUs will be responsible
for paying these loans, and being able to choose the projects
to be financed by loaus will make LGUs more responsible for
promptly paying the loans they contract, s6 It is to be noted
that access to credit will free some resources that can be

ssBecausea subsidyto an LGU is over and aboveits IRA, it must be
transparent. Also, there must be a transparent systemof allocatingthe
subsidyto LGUs.

s6The implicationisthat lendinginstitutionshould not dictate what
projectsLGUs should undertake so long as those projects fallwithin the
responsibilityof LGUs.
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allocated to other projects or to basic services that LGUs must
provide. 57

In reality, however, government credit programs for LGUs
have fairly limited funds, which cannot meet all the credit
demands of LGUs. They therefore have to resort t¢
prioritizing the projects they support. But once these priority
projects are clearly defined, LGUs should be left to decide for
themselves which projects they want to propose for credit
financing.

Policy RecommendationNo. 3

Access to a grant should not be considered a guarantee for
access to credit, and vice-versa.

Since the criteria used for evaluating a grant application
are different from the criteria for evaluating a loan application,
it follows that an LGU that has access to a grant should not
be automatically given access to credit, or vice-versa. However,
this does not mean that an LGU cannot access both external

sources of financing at the same time. To access both, the
LGU must provide solid justifications separately for each of
them.

Separate evaluation of grant and credit is important in
enhancing LGUs' access to the private capital markets. As
mentioned earlier, the national government could be the only
supplie r of grants to LGUs. When it comes to credit, however,
both the private capital markets and the national government
(including GFIs) could be the suppliers of credit, and there
could be a situation in which an LGU is able to secure

sim,,l_-_,_,,_l,, _ 7-ant from the national government and
credit from the private capital market for related or unrelated

s7This is only true if the project to be financed by credit is revenue-
generating. Otherwise, there is a need to allocate from existing resources
to service debt.

1
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development projects. Thus, private credit will be able to

supplement grants to LGUs, or vice-versa.

What needs to be emphasized here is that government

credit and grant to LGUs should not be bundled up together

because it will effectively yield a subsidized credit program

even if the credit component is priced at market rates, ss This

will encourage LGUs to be dependent on the government's

subsidized credit program. Consequently, they will shy away

from private sector loans. On the other hand, the private capital

markets, which usually do not give grants, will never be
encouraged to respond to the credit demands of LGUs. If

grant and credit were not bundled up together, it would be

easier to wean LGUs away from the government credit

program and accelerate the graduation process, s9
There may be cases in which LGUs that are about to access

a grant may want to demonstrate their sincerity in putting

such grant to good use by contributing some amount to the

project. But for lack of funds, they may want to borrow to
finance their equity.

Policy Recommendation No. 4

A creditpolicyframeworkfor LG Us should be consistent with

the government's overall credit policy.

The government used to intervene heavily in the credit

markets by implementing several credit programs for the so-

called "basic sectors" of the economy, such as agriculture,
small enterprises, the ultra-poor, and others. These credit

programs used to carry varying degrees of subsidies which

ss It should now be clear that the grants referred to here are those
subsidies that reduce the cost of credit to borrowers. It should be
distinguished from technical assistance, which can enhance the
creditworthiness of LGUs (see also Policy Issue No. 5).

s9See Policy Issue No. 5 for related discussions.
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discouraged private sector lending to those sectors. Lately,
the government decided to adopt a market-oriented interest
rate policy and a policy of promoting greater reliance on private
lending institutions. This new policy is based on results of
several studies here and in other countries showing that the
basic sectors' problem is access to credit, not the price of credit,
and that the private sector can be encouraged to lend to the
basic sectors if the incentives are right.

A credit policy framework for LGUs should adhere to the
interest rate policy of the government. Like other special credit
programs, the credit program for LGUs should address the
problem of access to credit by LGUs and provide an
environment for greater private sector participation. 6°In this
regard, there is a need to review Article 395-(c) of the Rules
and Regulations implementing the Local Government Code
of 1991 which states that "Government financial and other

lending institutions are authorized to grant LGUs such loans,...
preferably at concessional interest rates lower than the
prevailing rates..."

Policy RecommendationNo. 5

Government lending programs for LG Us should pave the way
for private sector lending to LGUs.

Some aspects of this policy issue (i.e., market-oriented
interest rates on LGU loans, unbundling of grants and credit,
and others) were mentioned earlier. Two things should be
added and emphasized here. First_ it must be clear that the
role of the government credit program in the credit market is
to fill some gaps left out by the private credit institutions,
hoping that in the future the latter will re-assert themselves.
Thus, government credit programs for LGUs should have a

60As indicated in the MDF-PGB resolution No. 01-92-MDF (Feb. 5,

1992), MDF is moving toward this direction.
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built-in graduation program, in which LGUs with good credit
track record can readily graduate into a borrower from the
private capital markets, assuming that all constraints to private
sector lending have been eliminated. In other words,
government financial institutions should make a market for
their creditworthy LGU borrowers. In the private credit
markets, it is natural for banks to hang on to their creditworthy
clients for obvious reasons. But this should not be the case

for government lending institutions because their role is to
support the government's policy of improving LGUs' access
to the private capital markets. Second, technical assistance, if
available, can be provided to LGUs but should be directed at
improving LGUs' creditworthiness. The technical assistance
could be focused on the following three areas for capacity
building.

1. LGUs must develop capacities for making their
financial operations transparent to lending institutions.

2. LGUs must develop capacities for evaluating both the
technical and internal financial viability of development
projects.

3. LGUs must develop capacities to determine and
implement user charges for seN-liquidating investments
and to improve the collection of tax revenues for non-
self-liquidating projects.

Policy Recommendation No. 6

Government financial and other lending institutions
authorized to grant loans to LGUs should coordinate their
credit programs for LGUs.

In many countries, there is only one government-owned
municipal credit institution providing credit to subnational
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governments. This is not the case in the Philippines. Aside
from the MDF, GFIs are also involved in lending to LGUs,
as provided for in the Code. There is no framework for
coordinating the credit programs of these government
institutions. They have overlapping Clientele and in some cases,
compete with each other. On the other hand, LGUs have no
clear idea of which government lending institution or credit
program they can tap and the projects that can be funded out
of credit. It is, therefore, necessary that government financial
and other lending institutions or funds such as the MDF
coordinate their lending programs for LGUs.

Policy RecommendationNo. 7

The mechanisms for reducing risk for LGU borrowing must
be instituted and enforced, and should be available equally
to government and private lendin_q institutions.

A lender is subject to different types of risk, such as credit
risk, interest rate risk, political risk, land others. This is usually
accentuated by an asymmetric information problem. A lender
may be encouraged to lend to LGUs if risks are reduced to an
acceptable level. The government, therefore, should exert
effort to minimize such risk. In this regard, there are several
things that the government should do.

Reduce the asymmetric informatlon problem. Private lenders
know very little about assessing LGUs' creditworthiness. The
LGUs' accounting system is very different from that of private
enterprises. It is also costly for private lenders to collect such
information. A credit rating system may address the problem,
but it will take some time for it to be profitably established.
Initially, the government could come in to formulate
creditworthiness and use these indicators to regularly monitor
and publish the degree of creditw0rthiness of LGUs. This is
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short of having a credit rating system. The DOF is the
appropriate agency to perform this function.

Another but complementary way of reducing asymmetric
information problems is by encouraging LGUs and banks to
establish a firmer bank-client relationship through collateral
business such as deposits. The Code allows LGUs to deposit
their funds with any bank of their choice, preferably a
government bank, but COA interprets this provision very
restrictively. Since branches of government banks are usually
located in capitals of provinces, cities and large municipalities,
these LGUs will be prevented from establishing a good private
bank-LGU relationship. Ironically, many of these LGUs can
easily pass the creditworthiness criteria of private banks. The
provision of the Code should be interpreted in the context of
the policy of the government to encourage private lending to
LGUs.

Present acceptable collateral. Private lenders will treat LGUs
like any borrower and, as usual, they will demand a collateral
for their loans. The IRA of LGUs can serve as a good collateral.
The recent revival of GFI lending to LGUs has been helped
by the increase in IRA. Specifically, GFIs have required
borrowing LGUs to deposit their IRAs with them. The loan
contract usually includes provisions that allow the lending
GFI to secure payment from the LGU through the latter's
IRA deposit in case of loan default. Again, private banks can
enjoy this only if the regulation on LGU's depository bank is
liberally interpreted.

Policy RecommendationNo. 8

Regardless of the source offunds, government creditprograms
for LGUs should adhere to all the policies stated above.

In developed countries, the government-owned municipal
credit institutions are funded internally, either through the
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national budget, borrowing from the domestic capital market,
or both. The situation in the Philippines is quite different. In
the case of GFIs, their lending programs for LGUs are funded
out of their own funds. In the case of the MDF, a large part
of it is funded by multilateral and bilateral assistance and the
remaining part by the national government. Donor agencies
usually pre-determine the target LGUs to be supported by
the MDF credit program. ObviouSly, the grant element that
is bundled up together with the credit element has dominated
the choice of target LGUs for this _credit program.

The role of ODAs in funding the government's credit
programs for LGUs must be reviewed. Although ODAs may
target specific sectors or projects, donors should not pre-
determine which LGUs should receive credit. ODA's role is

to augment the limited resources of government credit
programs for LGUs. Donors will surely understand this so
long as the government has a clear, coherent policy framework
and institutional mechanism for delivering credit and grants
to LGUs.

INSTITUTIONAL REFORMS

As discussed in Chapter V, the current municipal credit system
consists of GFIs and MDF supplying credit to LGUs. There
is also an emerging bond market, which has already been
tapped by a few LGUs. So far, the role of private financial
institutions (PFIs) in meeting the credit demands of LGUs
has been limited to the provision of fee-based services, such
as underwriting LGU bond issuance. This section proposes
some institutional reforms that will lead to greater access of
LGUs to the private capital market.

• The Bond Market

Excluding Cebu province, three LGUs successfully issued
bonds after the passage of the Code and two LGUs are in the
process of issuing their bonds. Tile issuance by the national
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government of five-year, fixed-rate Treasury Notes is indeed
a welcome development to the LGU bond market.

• l• •

The market is still cauuously looking at the emerging LGU
bond market. It is to be noted that all three recently issued
LGU bonds are guaranteed by the Home Insurance Guarantee
Corp. (HIGC). 61Naga City will be the first LGU after the
passage of the Code to issue bonds without guarantee from
any government agency. 6z

There are no SEC guidelines specifically for LGU bond
issues. Thus, the existing rules and regulations applied to
corporate bond issues have been applied to LGU bond issues.
Yet, three LGUs already successfully issued bonds and two
LGUs already completed all the necessary documents for the
issuance of bonds. The process of issuing bonds experienced
by the first few LGUs was understandably slow since all
concerned parties (i.e., proponent and the approving agency)
had little precedent to follow. With more LGU debt issues,
all concerned will gain experience and will have more models
to follow, inevitably speeding up the review and approval.
However, the formulation of standard operating procedures
and policies to guide of both proponent and approving agency
alike will be advantageous to all concerned. Although the
existing SEC requirements for bond flotation are
straightforward, it is to be noted that LGU operations and
accounting are different from those of private corporations
and the former will be hard put to produce timely, audited
financial statements that are meaningful to financial analysts,
let alone comply with announced criteria on current ratio,

6_All the proceedsof the bond issueswillbe used to financehousing
projects. For such projects, HIGC providesa guaranteefor the principal
and interest income of up to 8.5 percent.

62Naga City is reexaminingits decision to issue bonds because its
total cost (i.e., interest plusunderwritingfee plusthe cost of maintaining
a liquidityfund) appearsto be higher than the cost of borrowingfrom a
GFI. LGUs that obtained a guarantee from HIGC incur an additional
cost of 2-1_percent.
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fixed assets and so on. The experience of the five LGUs
mentioned above should be documented and included in the

proposed operating procedures and policies fbr LGU debt
issues.

I

The complexity of bond pricing, if not taken into account

in government accounting and auditing policies, couid

discourage LGUs from floating bonds. In the absence of clear

regulations on bond pricing and repayment, cautious LGU
officials may be discouraged f?om issuing bonds for fear of

being charged with graft later on. This could also result in the

delay in paying maturing bonds, a situation which drives away

investors. Thus, all government regulations and accounting

and auditing procedures for bond marketing and

administration need to be adjusted to take into account the

peculiarities of bond pricing.

There is no urgency to establish a credit rating agency
that will rate LGU debt issues, because there are few LGUs

planning to issue bonds. However, as the LGU bond market
picks up, many LGUs will likely consider bond flotation as a

means of financing their development projects, in which case

a rating mechanism must guide both bond issuers and

investors. It is therefore worthwhile to start now to figure

out how to establish a credit rating agency and the mechanics
of rating LGU bonds.

1

• Role of GFIs

Section 297-c of the Code provides GFIs with the authority
"to grant loans, credits, and other form of indebtedness out

of their loanable funds to local government units..." GFIs are
expected to remain a part of the municipal credit system in

the coming years. 63

Having learned from their mistakes, GFIs now treat LGUs

like ordinary borrowers of a private bank. They evaluate the

63 The PNB will continue to provid_ loans to LGUs even if it is
majority-owned by the private sector. !

i
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projects proposed by LGUs for financing, assess various types
of risk that may be associated with the LGU loans and demand
collateral. _4 They sometimes competed with each other in
getting the loan accounts of certain LGUs. With very limited
loan budgets, GFIs will not likely be able to meet all the credit
demand of LGUs.

This study found out that GFIs lend to low-income LGUs
which they deem creditworthy. The study, therefore, does
not propose any major institutional changes in the existing
GFIs. 6s Instead, the study would like to emphasize the need
for GFIs to adhere to the policy recommendations discussed
above, particularly Policy Kecommendation Nos. 4, 5 and 6.
Efforts by LGUs to float bonds in the private capital markets
should be supported rather than subverted by offering LGUs
subsidized credit.

At present, GFIs find it difficult to meet the credit demand
of high-income LGUs. Their loan budgets are almost
exhausted and they continue to receive loan appfications from
LGUs involving large amount of money. This is the best time
for GFIs to orient high-income LGUs to the private capital
market through some co-financing scheme with private
lending institutions or through a referral system, with the
GFIs assisting the private lending institutions in project and
credit evaluation.

Aside from providing credit to LGUs, GFIs are expected
to continue providing fee-based services to LGUs, such as
underwriting bonds, acting as fiscal agents and fund managers
of LGUs issuing bonds, providing financial advice, conducting
feasibility studies, and others.

Asalreadydiscussedin ChapterV,beingdepositorybanksofLGUs
substantiallyreducesGFIs' risk in lending to LGUs.

6sThis statement will be qualifiedin Option 2, wherein the Study
Team proposesto transferthe MDF to an existingGFI.

195



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE CAPITAL MARKETS

• The Role of MDF

In the short- and medium-term, both the GFIs and the
bond market will likely leave out a large number of LGUs,
especially those deemed less credit-worthy. These LGUs may
be serviced by the MDF.

At the outset, it is easier to coordinate the credit programs
of the government for LGUs if the target clientele of the
MDF is well defined. The study proposes that MDF focus on
servicing the credit needs of LGUs belonging to the third
tier, i.e., LGUs belonging to the fourth, fifth and sixth income
class, especially those that need assistance to improve their
creditworthiness. However, this should not be considered as
the exclusive clientele of the MDF. GFIs may also lend to
low-income LGUs as they have done recently.

As discussed in Chapter V, the MDF has played a key role
in channelling foreign loans and grants to LGUs. In the past
11 years, the MDF channelled about US$350 million to some
800 LGUs. The fimds were obtained mainly from international
donor agencies such as the World Bank, Overseas Economic
Cooperation Fund (OECF), Asian Development Bank and
USAID. in fact, from the mid-1980s to early 1990s, the MDF
was the only lending fhcility available to LGUs. a6Despite this,
the MDF has reached a limited number of LGUs -- 110 out

of 1,452. 67Also, it has financed mostly urban inf?astructure
projects, whereas LGUs have a wider array of development
projects which need external financing.

Recently, the MDF obtained US$60 million from the
World Bank under the Third Municipal Development Project.
It is also sitting on a relatively huge second-generation fund,
i.e., receipts from loan amortization and interest payments,

66As mentioned in Chapter V, GFIs re,started their lending program
to LGUs only after the passage of the Code in 1991.

67As pointed out in Chapter V, MDF Was not designed primarily as a

lending institution but as an institution for! channelling ODA to LGUs.
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of about P700 million. The second-generation fund is

expected to amount to about P1.5 billion by the end of 1998
(Peterson 1993). Notwithstanding these additional resources,
the MDF cannot single-handedly meet the ever-increasing
demand for credit by a large number of LGUs which will not
be serviced by GFIs and the bond market. 6sAlso, the prospects
for securing more foreign assistance to augment its funds are
fairly limited. It is, therefore, important that LGUs have access
to the private capital market, which has a large reservoir of
funds.

FINANCING LGUs' BASIC SERVICESAND

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS:A NEW VISION
AND CREDIT POLICY FRAMEWORK

This section presents a new vision and the proposed policy
framework for financing local governments' basic services and
development projects. The new vision intends to wean the
LGUs away from their dependence on the national
government and to promote more effective private sector
participation in developing and funding local projects. The
credit policy framework aims to direct and make LGUs
creditworthy to the private sources of capital.

The proposed policy framework will enable the LGUs to
better deliver the devolved services and activities, such as

municipal infrastructure (public markets, bus terminals,
slaughter houses, roads, and others), water supply and
sanitation, solid waste management, school-building
construction, basic health services, social welfare,
environmental protection and agricultural extension.

6sIt waspointed out in Chapter III that byusingthe creditworthiness
criterion, the estimated demand for credit by LGUs would amount to
P34.4 billion.
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* Toward Self-reliant LGUs

The Code provides LGUs with Various financing sources.
These include the IRA, ODA, loans from government and
private banks, bonds, local taxes and enterprise revenues, and
BOT arrangements. The objective _s to enable LGUs to rely
less on transfers from the national government and ODA, to
use more locally generated funds, and to encourage private
sector participation through loans, bonds and BOT
arrangements. The passage of the Code paved the way for
many positive steps in this direction.

However, despite the Code's many positive features, heavy
involvement of certain national government agencies in
devolved activities continued. Despite the strong IRA growth,
some LGUs claim that their financial burden has increased.

What compounded the problem was the lack of clear policies,
programs and mechanisms to properly channel IRA funds and
ODA to the local governments.

• ICC Policy Resolution on National Government Grants

The Investment Coordination Committee (ICC) Policy
Resolution on National Government Grants provides some
guidelines for channeling grants to LGUs. Under the ICC
Policy Resolution, national government grants to LGUs will
be given selectively on the basis of equity, externalities, and
economies of scale. Such government funds will complement
the provision of IRA, and will support local accountability,
autonomy, needs and preferences. The government recognizes
that LGUs are better implementors of devolved functions
because they are closer to the people, can target programs
better, and have greater accountability tbr public fimds. Under
this ICC guideline, community involvement and equity
contributions, and LGU counterpart funding are essential.
This arrangement ensures that there will be increased
ownership of local projects, better maintenance, and better
chances of cost recovery through user charges.
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Under the ICC Policy Resolution, an LGU will match
the national government's grant through a 50-50 percent cost-
sharing formula, depending on the type of project and the
LGU's income class. The national government grant will be
closed-ended (i.e., limited and temporary), and specific (i.e.,
performance-based for specific projects), and targeted at
specific groups. To ensure goal congruence, national
government assistance will be implemented through a formal
cost-sharing arrangement between a national government
agency and the recipient LGU. 69

• Expanding LGUAccess to Private Capital Markets

It is widely recognized that government resources are
insufficient to meet LGU demand for funds. This is the

rationale for expanding LGUs' access to private capital.
However, at present, there is no credit policy and institutional
framework that will ensure LGUs' access to adequate
financing, both from government and private sources of
capital. As pointed out in this study, the roles of the key players
in the LGU credit markets such as the MDF, the GFIs and
the private sector are not well delineated.

This has resulted in a "free-for-all" approach, leading to
inconsistencies and duplications in LGU credit programs.
There is thus a need to define the "catalytic" role of the
government, the GFIs and especially the MDF, which has
been the LGUs' only source of long-term credits. Also, there
is a need to harmonize the policy framework for national
government grants 7° and those under the GFI/MDF credit
programs.

6_There are,however,someunresolvedissuessuchas(i) the sponsoring
agencyfor intersectoralprojects,(ii) budgetarytreatment andchannellinI
mechanismfor grants, and(iii) a clearerdelineationof functionsbetweel
national government agenciesand LGUs at national, regional,provincia
and municipallevels.

70The ICCPolicyResolutiononNationalGovernmentGrantsto LGUs
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• Present Situation of LGU Financing

The LGU credit market is still undeveloped. The GFIs
have re-opened LGU loan windows but these are mostly for
medium-term, revenue-generating projects. The BOT projects
are being actively explored although, so far, only a handful
are being developed. 71Private banks have adopted a "wait-
and-see" attitude because of insufficient information on LGUs,
their short-term orientation, the perception that LGUs are
high credit risk, and the banks' limited if not total lack of

expertise in financing social/development projects. While
some LGUs have floated bonds, the bond market is yet to be
developed, n Thus, only the GFIs and the MDF are there to
provide financing to the LGUs, with the latter serving as the
main conduit for ODA loans/grants.

• Toward Realizing the New Vision

The vision is anchored on two premises.

1. LGUs have varying levels and records of credit-
worthiness and bankability, and their financing needs
are huge.

2. The private sector (composed of BOT investors,
bondholders, commercial banks), the GFIs and MDF
have roles to play in meeting LGU financing needs.

n For example, Mandaluyong City has a public market constructed
undera BOT arrangement.Lucenacity hasapublicmarketto be operated
through a concession.The water supply of Cebu City and Zamboanga
Cityare proposed BOT projects.

72The following have floated bonds: Cebu province, the City of
Legaspi, and the municipalitiesof Victoria and Claveria.The last three
LGUs floated housing bonds guaranteed bythe HIGC andpurchased by
HDMF. Naga City and the provinces of Pangasinan and Laguna are
exploringthe issuanceof bonds for revenue-generatingprojects.
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To increase creditworthy LGUs' access to private capital,
the national government must use the GFIs and the MDF as
catalysts to bring them to the mainstream of private capital
markets.

OPERATIONALIZING THE CREDITPOLICY FRAMEWORK73

• Role of Government Financial Institutions

The following roles are proposed:

1. The GFIs will continue to extend loans to creditworthy
LGUs that still camaot tap private capital.

2. The GFIs will develop co-financing arrangements or
project referral schemes with commercial banks.

3. The GFIs will provide limited technical assistance to
enhance the creditworthiness of LGUs.

• Role of Municipal Development Funa r74

1. The MDF will target its financing to less creditworthy
LGUs and to social/environmental projects.

2. The MDF will refrain from providing grants and credits
to LGUs that are qualified to obtain GFI loans or to
those with viable BOT projects.

3. The MDF will provide technical assistance to improve
LGUs' capacity and creditworthiness, enabling them
to graduate to GFI credit, and eventually, to private
sources of capital.

• Role of Commercial Banks and Private Sources of Capital

1. The commercial banks and private sources of capital
will be encouraged to provide commercial loans to
creditworthy LGUs/resource-generating projects.

73See Llantoand Soriano (1996).
74Annex6 show alternativeoptions for achievingsuch objective.All

these options essentiallyrevolvearound reformingthe present MDF.
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2. Cofinancing schemes with the GFIs/MDF will be
promoted.

Fig. 7.2 summarizes the new vision and credit policy and
institutional framework for LGUs.

The first quadrant shows that ereditworthy LGUs with
revenue-generating projects must get financing from
commercial banks, GFIs (that can cOfinance with commercial
banks), BOT arrangements and the bond market. The
rationale is dear: revenue-generating projects ofcreditworthy
LGUs can be funded mostly from private sources of capital.

The second quadrant shows that marginal or non-
creditworthy LGUs with revenue-generating projects may get
funding from BOT arrangements, GFI loans with technical
assistance, and limited MDF loans and technical assistance.
The key element here is the revenue-generating nature of LGU
projects. With viable and sustainable projects, the LGU may

Figure 7.2
NEW VISION AND POLICY/INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

CreditworthyLGUs

IV I

GFI Loans BOT Projects
MDF Loans Bonds
Commercial bank loans Commercial bank loans
Limited MDF grants GFI Loans

Social/Environmental Revenue-Generating
Projects projects

'BOTProjects
MDF grantsand TA GFI LoansandTA

LimitedMDF Loansand TA

III II

202



Improving the Municipal Credit System

qualify for BOT schemes, and GFI or MDF loans with

technical assistance grants from the latter two to improve their
creditworthiness.

In the third quadrant, the marginal or non-creditworthy
LGUs with social/environmental projects must rely on MDF
grants and technical assistance. The LGUs are not credit-

worthy and their projects do not yield the necessary revenues
to repay a loan, hence, the reliance on MDF or on national
government grants.

In the fourth quadraaat, the creditworthy LGUs with
social/environmental projects will tap the GFI, MDF and, if
possible, commercial banks and receive limited MDF or
national government grants.

THE NEXT STEPS7s

The following are recommended to fulfill the new vision and
the credit policy and institutional framework.

1. Promote LGUs' use of BOT arrangements by
coordinating and pursuing the government's overall
efforts through the Coordinating Council for Philippine
Assistance Program (CPAP)-BOT Center. This will
include activities that will:

(i) develop project pipeline for BOT financing;
(ii) develop market-oriented financing techniques to

reduce BOT projects' risks and guarantees;
(iii) determine the feasibility of an "equity fund" for

infrastructure projects;
(iv) promote educational campaign for BOT projects;

and

(v) assist in arranging financing for LGU-BOT
projects.

7sSeeAnnex TableA7,1 foractions to be undertakenimmediately.
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2. Develop _heLGU bond market. To do this, the following
must be done:

(i) review the tax treatment of LGU bonds;
(ii) streamline the regulations and procedures for

LGU bond issuance and marketing; and
(iii) help set up a credit rating agency and rating

mechanism for LGUs/bonds.

3. Promote LGU access to private banks. To do this, the
following are necessary:
(i) allow LGUs to depositfunds in accredited private

commercial banks;
(ii) provide IRA intercept provision to GFIs and

accredited private commercial banks;
(iii) improve and make available to banks and other

private lenders information on the financial
condition of LGUs; and

(iv) address the issue of mitigating political risks.

4. Optimize the involvement of GFIs in LGU financing.
The following must be done:
(i) continue the market orientation of interest rate

policy;
(ii) adopt a scheme so that the most creditworthy

LGUs can eventually :graduate to private credit
markets;

(iii) develop co-financing schemes or adopt a project
referral system with private commercial banks;

(iv) improve LGUs' creditworthiness through limited
technical assistance; and

(v) coordinate LGU credit programs with MDF and
the private commercial banks.

5. Restructure and reorient the MDF. This calls for the

following actions:
(i) develop a new policy framework for MDF for its
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new role of helping build the creditworthiness of
LGUs;

(ii) delineate the core functions of the new MDF;
(iii) develop an implementation plan for the new

MDF;
(iv) strengthen the capacity of the new MDF; and
(v) encourage co-financing with private commercial

banks.

6. Improve the capacity of LGUs _oraise own revenues. These
must be done:

(i) improve the monitoring of LGUs' revenues and
expenditures;

(ii) intensify training and supervision of local finance
officials;

(iii) review/revise real property taxation rules and
procedures; and

(iv) propose amendments to the Code to strengthen
local treasury operations.

7. Tap ODA technical assistance and financing. 76 The
following can be undertaken:
(i) prepare LGU projects that are eligible for BOT

arrangements;
(ii) help develop LGU bond market;
(iii) strengthen MDF as mechanism to target grants

and long-term credits for marginal or non-
creditworthy LGUs and/or social/environmental
projects;

74Some examples are the World Bank's assistance to the Local
Government Academy for the LGUs' capacity building, the technical
assistanceto MDF; the ADB's assistanceto capital marketdevelopment,
the creation of regional/national credit rating agency; and USMD's
fundingand technicalassistanceto the BOT Center.
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(iv) support training and capacity-building programs
for LGUs to enhance their creditworthiness and

revenue-generation acravltaCS;
(v) promote innovative, LGU-implemented projects

and encourage greater LGU participation in
national government-sponsored projects; and

(vi) support activities to gather and disseminate
information on LGUs to facilitate lending and
targeting of projects.

8. Support new LGU financing initiatives including the
LGU Infrastructure Fund through the:
(i) development of a secondary market for LGU

financial instruments.

206



LIST OF LGU RESPONDENTS

LGU A. HighIncomeLGUs B.MiddleIncomeLGUs C.LowIncomeLGUs

PROVINCE
DavaodelNorte SouthernLeyte
Palawan Aklan
Bohol IlocosNorte

CITY
GeneralSantos Legazpi Dapitan
Mandaue Ozamis
Bacolod

MUNICIPALITY
Digos,DavaodelSur Kalibo,Aklan Hilongos,Leyte
Muntinlupa Malaybalay,Bukidnon Abodan,Palawan
Tarlac,Tadac ( Mambajao,Camiguin

Polanco,Zamboanga
delNorte

Binalbagan,Negros
Occidental
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RESOURCESGENERATED

AND EXPENDED SCHEDULE

LocalResourcesbeforeEconomiaEnterprises
andExternalFlows i
ResourcesGenerated:

1 RealPropertyTax
2 LocalTaxes
3 LocalLicensesandFees
4 TOTALTAXREVENUE
5 Add:InternalRevenueAllotment
6 TOTALLOCALRESOURCES

Less:ResourceExpended:Local
7 GeneralAdministration
8 GovernmentFinance
9 Adjudication

10 ProtectiveService i
11 SocialImprovement
13 TOTALEXPENDITURE

14 NETRESOURCESBEFOREECONOMIC
ENTERPRISESANDINVESTMENTS

15 Add:ResourcesfromEconomicEnterprises
GovernmentBusinessOperations

16 IncomefromInvestments/IrJterests
17 TOTAL

Less:ExpensesforEconomicServices
18 Operationof EconomicEnterprises
19 NetResourcesfromEconomic

EnterprisesandInvestments

;

l
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20 NETRESOURCESAFTERECONOMIC
ENTERPRISESANDINVESTMENTS
Add: ExternalResourceGeneration

21 SpecificTaxAllotments
22 LoansandBorrowings
23 NationalAids
24 Saleof Assets

25 Sharein Excessof SEF Collection

26 Aids fromMunicipalities/Cities/Provinces
27 Aids andContributions
28 Inter-fundTransfer

29 CurrentSurplusAdjustments
30 Others
31 TotalExternalResourceGeneration
32 NETRESOURCESWITH EXTERNALINFLOWS

Less:FinancialandCapital Expenditures
33 Inter-GovernmentAids

34 Loans,AdvancesandTransfers
35 DebtService

36 Real Property
37 Equipment
38 Others

39 TotalFinancialand CapitalExpenditures

40 NETRESOURCEGENERATION

Source:Saldafia,1992.
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PREMlUMED (MDP i!!)
PRE-IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

State : Activities CPO CPO LGU Remarks

Requirements Output Requirements

A.Prequali6caUon (1)iniYalvisitth qualified (1)Letterof Intentfrom (1)AideMernoire (1)InformLGUsto Telegramtoinform
projectcanters(LGUs) theMayor prepare/accomplishthe initialvisitbyCPO

(2)8ad_-fo-OfliceReport following:
k_

(a)assessmentofexi_ng (2)SP/SBRasc4utfon -odginarcopytoAssis-
iofrasb'uctura avaLlinglendorsJngthe tentProjectDirector (a)1stpublicheadngon

projectforfinancial (APD)forcommenls b_eproposedpro_ect
(b)gatheringandvalidagon assistance -3 capias
ofnecessarydataforbhe (a)Financial,Economic (b)RegionalDevelopment
preparationof thePre-FS EvaluationSection Council(RDC),Provincial

(FEES) DevelopmentCouncil
-incomeandExpenditure (b)PlanningandDesign (PDC)Endorsement
-SimplifiedProjectScreen- EvaluaticnSection
ingandP_ritJ_tion (PDES). (c)RDCISBResolution

{c)Execu_veStaff authorizingDOFthruBLGF
(c)assessmentoftechnical towithho_lfRAincaseof
capability defaultinpaymentof

amofllJzatJon



State Activities CPO CPO LGU Remarks

Requirements Output Requirements

(d)orientaUontoLGUW (d)SP/SBResolution
SangguniengPsn/etewigan authorizingtheMayorto

(SP)SangguniengBayan negotiato/entorinto
(SB)sessiononthepro- coz_ractwithPREMIUMED
gramifnecessary

(e)Surveyon"willingness"
(2)prepara_onofthePie- (3)P_e-FeasibilityStudy andresolutionfromthe
FeasibilityStudy(FS) LetterofPmqualiflcationend-usersoftheproject

(3)bdetlngofLGUsby (4)Minutes/Resultsof (f)IssuanceofOrdinance Telegramtoinform
t,_ CPO thebdetlng basedonproposedbreak- brief'm9

evenrate

(2)Preparationofthe Dis_butlonofFS
FeasibilityStudybasedon outline
CPOoutlineandcost -MainReport

-SectoralRelx_
Deadlineof
Submission

B.ProjectPreparation (1)reviewofsubmitted SP/SBResolulion (1)Commentstsugges- (1)AttachmentstoFS: Asperresultof
FeasibilityStudybyLGU endorsingtheprojects tJons/recommendst_ons-resu[tofthe1stpublic review
-institutional fortlnandslsssislance inmemoformto APD hearing
-technical thnJJ.Gregodo



State Activities CPO CPO LGU Remarks

Requirements Output Requirements
C_

-financial Resultofthe1stpublic -surveyon"willingness" £_
--economic hearing resolutionfromtheend-
-environmental usersof theproject >
-structureplan Resultofthesurveyon -PDC/RDCendorsement C_

-mapsandplans theend-users"willingness

(2)InformLGUstoprepare/
(2)2ndvisitifnecessary PDC/RDCendorsement (2)ExecutiveSummary conductthefo[towing: O

preparation -authorizingMayortoenter
intoagreement/contrect
withPREMIUMED

C,Appraisal (1)conductappreisat SPtSBResofulJonauthor- (1)Commentsisugges- (1)2ridpublichearingon _<
izingMayortoenterinto tions/recommendations-projectcost

('2}preparePSC _gre_ment/contract inmemofon_toAPD -ir,crease_nfees
resolution withPREMIUMED

(2)ProjectSteering AwaitsforthePSCI

(3)preparePreliminary CommitteeResolution PGBapproval
EvalualtonforDOF

(3}PreliminaryEvalualton SubmissiontoBLGF-
(4)preparetheSub-Project basedonLGUsIoanable DOF
AppreisalReport(SPAR) amount

Fortransmittal

(5)submitSPARtoWBt " {4)SPAR -WorldBank
WBconsultant -L, League



• State Activities CPO CPO LGU Remarks

Requirements Output Requirements

(6)prepareSub-loanAgree- (5)FinalizationofSPAR (allcommentsmust
roent(SLA}Sub-project basedoncomments becompliedwith)
Agreement(SPA)

(6)Sub-projectandSub-
loanAgreements

D.SigningofAgreements(1)BriefingofLGUsonlhe (2)SP/SBReselut_non (1)SignedRe-Lending (4,)3rdpublichearingon
agreements thepubEchearing Agreements therostandfeestobe

increasedbasedon

approved:
-SPAR

-s_
-SPA

(2)issuanceofOrdinance

(3)SP/SBResolution

authorizingDOF thru
BLGFtowithholdlIRAin

caseofdefaultpayment
oftheamortization

(4)SigningofLGUs



State Activities CPO CPO LGU Remarks
Requirements Output Requirements

E,Approval (1]SigningoftheSPA/SLA (1)SP/BResoluUonon (1)OdginalSLA/SPAfor (1)NotadalFee Providecopiesto O

byrespe_veSecretaries the3rdpublichearing transmittaltoDOF LGUs,Regional/
DistrictOmce,Coor-

t_ (2)Ordinanceon dinator,Technical _
-IRAintercept PlanningandEvalua-
-Proposedbreakdown _n Division(TPED)

offees



PRIORITY PROVINCES

PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSIONTO FIGHT POVERTY

REGION PROVINCES

CAR Abra*
Benguet*
Ifugao*
KalingaApayao*
Mt.Province*

RegionII Batanes*

RegionIV Romblon*
Aurora*

RegionV Masbate*

RegionVI Antique*
Capiz
Guimaras*

RegionVII NegrosOriental

RegionVIII EasternSamar*
Leyte
SouthernLeyte*
8iliran*

RegionIX Basilan*
Sulu*
Tawi-tawi*
ZamboangadelSur

RegionX AgusandelSur*

RegionXl SurigaodelSur*

RegionXll Maguindanao
NorthCotabato

* 19PdorityProvinces
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SECURITIZATION OF MDF
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SECURITIZATION OF LOANS GRANTED
THROUGH THE MDF

by Cesar Parlade, SGV

• The Concept

Securitization is the process by which a lending institution's
assets are bundled, removed from the balance sheet and are
funded instead by investors who purchase a negotiable financial
instrument evidencing the asset-backed indebtedness. Each
investor is secured by a share in all the original assets in
proportion to his investment.

Securitized deals closed since May 1992 total P1.35 billion.
These include three public issues originated and offered by
Citibank, N.A. and one private placement offering which was
originated by the HDMF/Pag-ibig funds and underwritten
by PNB.

Illustration on page 216 shows how securitization of MDF
can be done.

• Objectives/Benefits

1. To offer an LGU-related debt instrument that employs
a credit-enhancement mechanism involving the

spreading of the risk of various LGU loans as a way to
prepare the private capital market for direct LGU
lending.

2. To partially liquify resources in preparation for MDF's
bigger role in encouraging LGU credit financing, as
may be recommended by the PIDS study.

3. To increase the amount of available funding to meet
the large demand of LGUs for debt capital in the
meantime that legal, policy, and institutional issues have
not been resolved.

4. To create a benchmark for longer-dated debt issuances
and pave the way for the establishment of the 3-7 yeaa
segment of the yield curve.
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5. To allow for experimentation that can possibly enhance
the broader framework of the PIDS study by providing
specific, concrete, and practical inputs to it.

6. To offer an alternative investment vehicle to foreign
and domestic investors that want to diversity out of
equity issuances during the bear market.

7. If the issue will be rated by CIBI, pave the way for the
emergence of a secondary market for domestic bonds. ,I:
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THE MDF CREDIT DELIVERY SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

The Municipal Development Fund (MDF) has served for more
than a decade as a fund charmellmg system of foreign assistance
to LGUs in the form of project loans, technical or commodity
assistance or grants or other incentives. Its formal creation
was an attempt by the National Government in the mid-1980's
to synchronize and consolidate the fragmented borrowing
and grant system to LGUs. The MDF was established to also
provide a means of monitoring the fund distribution, whether
on loan or grant basis, which may eventually lead to the
national system of allocation.

The MDF started in 1981 with a single World Bank-
assisted project, i.e., the Regional Cities Development Project
(RCDP). From thereon, 14 other foreign-assisted projects
followed. The donors/creditors include the World Bank,
USAID, ADB, OECF, Spanish Government, and Korean
Eximbank, thus, pooling enough resources to make the MDF
as the principal conduit mechanism for channeling foreign
assistance fund to LGUs.

ORGANIZATION OF THE CREDIT DELIVERYSYSTEM

Credit delivery is basically undertaken by two institutional
structures -- the Central Project Offices (CPOs) and the
Project Steering Committees (PSCs) which are located in the
lead agencies of the MDF projects. The MDF is admimstered
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by the Bureau of Local Government Finance (BLGF) of the
Department of Finance (D O F ).

The CPOs and the PSCs are ste¢red by a Policy Governing
Board (MDF-PGB) which is composed of undersecretaries
of five National Government Agencies namely, the
Department of Finance (who acts as presiding chairman), the
Department of interior and Local Government (DILG), the
Department of Budget and Management (DBM), the
Department of Public Works and Highways (DPWH) and
the National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA).
The broad policy guidelines are in the form of resolutions
issued by MDF-PGB based on meeting discussions held once
every quarter and occasionally conducted when problems
requiring immediate attention arises.

Each project has a Central Project Office (or its equivalent)
headed by a Project Manager. It is principally in charge of
technical preparations for project executions. The
responsibilities of the CPO include the following:

• prequalify LGUs/Project Cities to receive funds and/
or assistance under the program;

• assist the Implementing Agencies and LGUs/Project
Cities in the preparation of their overall plans and
physical programs and the fiscal measures required to
meet their development proposals;

• appraise/evaluate projects and project revisions of
reprogramming proposed by the-implementing
Agencies and LGUs/Project Cities for funding
purposes and submit corresponding recommendations
to the Project Steering Committee for approval;

• prepare/review annual budgetary proposals and cash
flow requirements of the implementing Agencies and
LGUs/Project Cities and prepare appropriate
recommendations or actions thereon;
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• advise LGUs/Project Cities on problems of
implementation and establish linkages with other local
and national government agencies;

• organize training program for LGU/Project City staff;
• review/evaluate impact of projects and with the

assistance of the Implementing Agencies, LGUs/
Project Cities, prepare evaluation and other terminal
reports for submission to the Project Steering
Committee; and

• consolidate the various reports submitted by the

Implementing Agencies and LGUs/Project Cities for
submission to the MDF.

An interagency Steering Committee normally exists to
guide the CPOs.

Day-to-day activities are performed by the MDF
Administrator who is concurrently held by the BLGF
Executive Director. The Administrator takes care of financing
activities that includes the consolidation of individual projects

into an MDF Budget, fund releasing, fmancial reporting,
replenishment of disbursement through special accounts,
recovery of sub-loans and to a limited extent, cash
management. As Executive Director of the BLGF, she/he
takes keen attention on financial evaluation of projects

presented for funding because the DOF approves all sub-loan
agreements. The Administrator is regularly supported by the
Special Projects Management Service (SPMS). The SPMS is
composed of four divisions namely, the Plans and Programs
Division, the Project Execution Division, the Project
Monitoring and Evaluation Division and Central Fund
Management Division.

The CPOs, PSC, and MDF maintain close coordination
through meetings, consultations and establishment of regular
liaisons. Normally, the PSC meetings are easily converted to
MDF-PGB meetings because these bodies have almost
identical representatives.
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CREDITPROCESSES

The Projects under the MDF began to vary recently such as
the health project called "Urban Health and Nutrition
Program." The discussions, however, focuses on the
infrastructure projects under the WB-assisted MDP 1,2 & 3,
which can be considered typical for MDF in the 1980s and
early 1990s.

PROJECTAPPLICATION AND APPROVAL

LGUs regularly apply for loans and grants. This is initiated
through a formal application by the LGU to the CPO. The
CPO responds by briefing the LGU on the program concept
and project requirements. At the same time, an evaluation of
financial capacities and other LGU characteristics are
conducted to assess creditworthiness of the LGU. If there are

substantive reasons to accept the request for assistance, the
LGU is properly informed. Shown below are the criteria for
LGU participation.

1. Urban population of 10,000 with population growth
rate of at least the national average;

2. High incidence of adverse environmental conditions
and infrastructure deficiencies;

3. Substantial concentration of people with per capita
income below urban poverty threshold;

4. An annual income of at least P3M over the last three

years and should have the capacity to contribute the
required equity;

5. Prepared to establish a project office with full-time
staff;

6. Prepared to commit a package o£ fiscal and
management reform required for effective project
executions and debt servicing; and
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7. Endorsement by the Regional Development Council
(RDC) and where applicable, by the Provincial
Development Council (PDC).

As the LGU confirms interest to participate, they shall
organize a Local Advisory Committee and counterpart staff.
A detailed engineering design, feasibility study shall be
prepared with assistance from CPO. The LGU shall further
secure the routinary clearance from Regional Councils and
package for final appraisal of the CPO. While the CPO
evaluates the project, it is apparently not as tedious as it looks
because of the preliminary inputs provided by the CPOs during
the details feasibility study stage. The submission, once
completed with reasonable detail, enables the CPO to prepare
the on-lending agreement for approval of the Steering
Committee.

BUDGETING

• The Process, Problems, and Issues

The CPOs submit their budgetary requirements for each
calendar year to the BLGF for consolidation into a single MDF
budget. The MDF budget is submitted to the DBM and
eventually to Congress for approval. This budget is subject to
the DOF budgetary ceiling.

In 1992, the MDF was taken out of the DOF ceiling and
was placed under the Assistance to Local Government Units
(ALGU).

As soon as the General Appropriations Act is passed by
Congress and the MDF allocation is determined, the BLGF
requires CPOs to submit an annual Work and Financial Plan
and monthly allocation. Since the MDF budget is always less
than the CPO requirements, the BLGF-MDF predictably calls
for a budget allocation workshop composed of the MDF staff
and the different CPOs. The consultation determines
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indicative CPO allocation for the calendar year and becomes
the basis for the DBM in issuing the Advice of Allotment
(AA) and the Notice of Cash Allocation (NCA).

FUND RELEASING

Fund releasing of the first generation fund can be categorized
into three cases depending on who the borrowers and
beneficiaries are. Considering that the different CPOs have
submitted their respective proposals, the DOF/BLGF/MDF
have consolidated the budgets and DBM/Congress have
allocated funds in the GAA, the procedures are as follows: it

Case 1: National Government borrows for the LGUs (the
beneficiaries).

1. Based on the approved Work and Financial Plan, the
DBM shall release the AA and the corresponding
NFWI to the DOF/BLGF/CFMD, copy furnished
the Bureau of Treasury. Simultaneously, it shall issue
and deposit the Funding Warrant to the Current
Account (CA) of CFMD.

2. Based on the AA and NFWI, DOF/BLGF/CFMD
shall obligate and liquidate the allotment received for
transfer to the Municipal Development Fund. CFMD
shall request its servicing bank to transfer so much
amount deemed needed from its Current Account

(CA) to the current account ofMDF Revolving Fund
which amount shall be covered by a Request for
Obligation of Allotment (ROA).

3. In accordance with the on-lending/memorandum of
agreement and the AA, the MDF shall release funds
to the LGUs/Project Cities in the form of cash
advance.

3.1 The MDF, at the start of the implementation of
NDS, shall automatically release to the LGUs/

1
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Project Cities their three months cash require-
ment five days before the start of each operating
month.

3.2 The fourth and succeeding months requirement
shall be released only upon proper liquidation of
at least 50% of the amount received, or as loan/
on-lending agreements; or upon the satisfaction
of project completion requirements.

4. The LGUs/Project Cities, through the treasurer shall,
upon receipt of the checks/banks/bank credit advise
deposit the same to their current account and record
the amount received accordingly.

In case of money deposited for the account of a
municipality, the Provincial Treasurer shall notify the
Municipal Treasurer that such amount has been deposited to
the project current account. The Municipal Treasurer shall
record the amount accordingly.

Case 2: LGUs are borrowers through on-lending
agreement with the DOF.

1. Based on the approved WFP, the DBM shall release
the AA and the corresponding NFWI to the DOF/
BLGF/CFMD. Simultaneously, it shall issue and
deposit the funding warrant to the current account of
CFMD.

2. Based on the AA and NFWI, DOF/BLGF/CFMD
shall obligate and liquidate the allotments received for
transfer to the MDF. It shall likewise request its
servicing banks to transfer the amount deemed needed
from its current account to the current account of the
MDF revolving fund.

3. Based on the on-lending agreements, funds shall be
released to the LGUs/Project Cities as loans.
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4. At the start of the implementation of NDS, loans for
the first three months shall be released automatically
to the LGUs/Project Cities five days before the start
of the operating month. Subsequent loan releases shall
be made upon proper liquidation of at least 50% of
the loaned amount, or as prescribed in the covering
project/loan/on-lending agreements or upon
satisfaction of project completion requirements.

5. Subsidiary ledgers shall be maintained for account 8-
84-100 by the availing LGUs/Project Cities.

6. The LGUs/Project Cities, through the treasurer, shall
upon receipt of the checks, deposit the same to the
project current account and record the amount
received accordingly.

In case of money deposited for the account of a
municipality, the Provincial Treasurer shall notify the
Municipal Treasurer that such amount has been deposited to
the project current account. The Municipal Treasurer shall
record the amount accordingly.

Case 3: Fund is released to NGA or to a Government

Corporation as implementing agency.

1. DBM shall release the AA and the corresponding
NFWI to DOF/BLGF/CFMD, copy furnished the
IA. Simultaneously, it shal[ deposit the FW in favor of
the DOF/BLGF/CFMD.

2. Based on the AA and NFWI, the DOF/BLGF/CFMD
shall request LBP to effect the transfer of funds from
Fund 102 to Fund 161 of MDF.

3. Based on the memorandum of agreement, funds shall
be released to an NGA as implementing agency
through commercial checl_s drawn in favor of each IA.

4. At the start of the implementation ofNDS, MDF shall
automatically release to tile IA its three months cash
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requirement five days before the start of each operating
month. The fourth and succeeding months
requirements shall be released only upon proper
liquidation of at least 50% of the amount received, or
as prescribed in the coveting project/loan/on-lending
agreements, or upon the satisfaction of the project
completion requirements.

5. The DOF/BLGF/CFMD shall treat the amount as a
direct expense while the IA shall take the same as trust
liability.

Upon completion of the Project, unexpended balance of
the trust funds shall be refunded by the IA to DOF/BLGF/
CFMD by issuing a commercial check.

REPLENISHMENTWITH FOREIGN
LENDING INSTITUTION

Replenishment with foreign lending institution is undertaken
following these procedures:

1. IA/PC/ -submit to CPO the necessary
LGU documents of application for

replenishment.
2. CPO - evaluates, consolidates, and prepares

application for replenishment and
submits the same to BLGF/CFMD.

3. BLGF - reviews and examines validity of
request and recommends for approval
of the foreign lending institution.

- submits to the Undersecretary-DOF
for signature of the application.

- submits appfication for replenishment
to foreign lending institution.

4. IBRD-WB/ - evaluates application for replenishment
ADB/OECF of loan proceeds.
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- approves application and remits
corresponding amount of replenish-
ment of loan proceeds to CBP.

5. CBP - receipt of loan proceeds replenish-
ment credited to the Special Account
of MDF and issues corresponding
credit advice tO BTr.

6. BTr - issues certification that funds are

deposited to the Special Account with
CBP.

7. BLGF - notifies CPO and furnishes copy of
certification and credit advice.

- transmits to DBM-BTr Certificafon

and BLGF letter-request for issuance
of funding warrant.

8. DBM - processes request and releases fund
corresponding to the peso equivalent
of the loan proceeds replenishment
(repeat fund release procedure).
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OPTIONS IN
REFORMING THE MDF

OPTION 1: CONVERT MDF INTO
A SEMI-AUTONOMOUS FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION

• Concept

The MDF can play a key role in facilitating LGUs' access
to the capital markets. However, it requires changes in the
mission and organizational set-up of MDF. At present, the
MDF's mission is to provide credit to LGUs that need
additional external funds to finance development projects but
cannot access the private capital markets. The present MDF
is structured to run projects, rather than to perform functions
essential for a credit institution. Separately funded projects
have their respective Project Steering Committees (PSC) and
Central Project Offices (CPOs), which use their own
evaluation criteria and approval processes. The evaluation
focuses on the technical and financial feasibility of the projects
to be financed, less on the overall creditworthiness of the
prospective borrower. Although the MDF approves loan
applications, it plays very little role in evaluating such
applications. There is, therefore, a need to introduce
institutional and orgamzational changes to the MDF.

Under this option, it is envisioned that the MDF be
transformed into a semi-autonomous financial institution
whose mission is to improve LGUs' access to the private capital
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markets. This is a departure from the present mission of the
MDF mentioned above, in the sense that it urges the MDF
to take a proactive role in improving LGUs" access to the
capital markets, which should be incorporated in the design
of MDF's credit program. Since the MDF will be assuming
greater responsibility in the municipal credit system, it is
necessary that it be separated from the BLGF mad organized
as a distinct unit within the Department of Finance. It will
not be a completely autonomous organization like GFIs which
have their corporate character, but it will have greater
autonomy with respect to credit decisions. In this regard, all
functions of the CPOs and PSCs should be centralized in this
new MDF.

Viewed in this context, the MDF should be organized as
a temporary institution intended to fin some gaps in the
municipal credit system. Its role in the municipal credit system
will diminish over time as more LGUs migrate to the private
capital markets or to GFIs. Thus, its performance should be
assessed in terms of how many LGUs successfully graduate
into the private capital markets. Given the expected long-term
impact of the MDF on LGUs' access to the private capital II
markets, it is recommended that MDF's performance be
assessed every five years and determine from the results of the
assessments whether MDF should continue or not.

• Core Functions

It is proposed that the MDF perform the following three
core functions.

Project and Loan Appraisal. For the MDF to act like a
real lending institution, it must perform both project and loan
appraisal functions and assess creditworthiness of LGUs,
similar to what ordinary lending institutions do. A substantial

part of what PSCs and CPOs currently do should be
transferred to the MDF.
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on publicly provided services by LGUs should be applied not
only to loan-financed projects but also to internally financed
projects.

Another way of raising local revenue is to improve the
general tax effort of LGUs. Many LGUs have not exerted
enough effort to tap existing tax potential, not because of
unwillingness to do so but simply because they do not know
that such potential exists and/or how to tap it. Some loan-
financed projects may yield additional tax potential, which
must be captured by the LGU.

LGUs must have the capacities to design and implement
some methods of raising revenues. Although the actual
preparation of detailed project feasibility may be outsourced,
still LGUs need to develop capacities for: (i) identifying
development projects, (ii) project preparation and
management of loan finance, and (iii) assessing results of
feasibility studies.

The MDF must be able to supply technical assistance to
develop LGUs' capacities along the lines mentioned above.

As suggested earlier, the government grant system should
be isol_/ted from the credit system. Ideally, therefore, these
two functions should be performed by two separate
institutions. However, the MDF may be designated by the
government as a financial manager of the grant funds, mainly
providing accounting, bookkeeping, and grant disbursement
services for a fee. It should be clear that it is not an essential

function of the MDF; hence, it should be considered an off-
book activity of the MDF.

• Mechanisms for Delivering Credit to LGUs

The mechanisms being proposed take into account the
MDF's new mission of the MDF, which is to improve LGUs'
access to the capital markets.

There are two alternative approaches that the MDF may
utilize in delivering credit to LGUs. One approach is for the
MDF to serve as a second tier or wholesale lending institution.
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This approach has two variants. In the first, the MDF grants
long-term block loans to participating PFIs which, in turn,
on-lend them in smaller amounts to several LGUs) The MDF

may require PFIs to shoulder a certain percentage, some 15
to 25 percent, of the individual loans to LGUs. A ceiling
should be imposed on the MDF's individual loans to PFIs to
prevent loan concentration to a few PFIs. A ceiling should
also be imposed on PFIs' individual loans to LGUs to prevent
the concentration of loans to a few LGUs. However,
individual loans to LGUs financed entirely by PFI funds should
not be subjected to the ceiling.

In the other variant, the MDF provides a rediscounting
facility to PFIs that are lending to LGUs. For example, the
MDF may rediscount up to 75 or 85 percent of the PFIs'
loans to LGUs with the same maturity as the PFIs' loans to
LGUs. However, the MDF must clearly lay down the eligibility
criteria for tapping the rediscounting facility and stand ready
to rediscount eligible loans of PFIs to LGUs. Again, the loan
ceilings as discussed above apply. This second variant is similar
to FINDETER's scheme.

These two variants are actually similar in the following
areas: (i) PFIs are responsible for credit evaluation, approval,
disbursement and collection; (ii) PFIs assume the credit risk
for their loans to LGUs whereas MDF's risk exposure is
limited to its loans to PFIs; and (iii) PFIs' own funds augment
MDF's funds. Where they differ is the way MDF provides
additional liquidity to PFIs. In the first variant, PFIs first
receive block loans from the MDF before they lend to
LGUs, whereas in the second variant, PFIs first lend to LGUs
and later rediscount the loans with the MDF. In the latter,
PFIs may not rediscount all or some of their loans to LGUs

2The MDF mayplaceSpecialTimeDeposit (STD) with accredited
PFIs.Ideally,STD should not be subjectto the reserverequirement ratio
appliedto deposits.
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with the MDF, depending on their need for additional
liquidity- 3

Wholesale lending is not new irl the Philippines. In fact,
an important objective of the government financial sector
reforms introduced in the second half of the 1980s was for

the GFIs to shift from retail lending to wholesale lending. As
a result, wholesale loans of the DBP and LBP now consist of
about three-quarters of their total loan portfolios.

The second approach is for the MDF to do retail lending,
i.e., lend directly to LGUs. This has two variants. One is retail
lending with cofinancing with PFIs. The cofinancing shares
between the MDF and PFIs may vary on a case-to-case basis,
and the risk is proportionately shared. The MDF and PFIs
will jointly conduct the project and loan evaluation. However,
the MDF may delegate such responsibility to the PFIs. Loan
disbursement and collection should be done by PFIs because
they have clear comparative advantage in these activities.

The other is straight retail lending without cofinancing
with PFIs, which is what the MDF currently does. Under this
scheme, the MDF does project and credit evaluation, loan
disbursement and collection, and completely assumes the risk
in lending to LGUs. Clearly, private ilending institutions have
no participation if the MDF goes into straight retail lending.
However, the crucial role of the MDF in doing retail lending
is to e_fl_ance the creditworthiness of LGUs so that later on,
they can have access to the private capital markets.

The four mechanisms in lending to LGUs are summarized
in Fig. A6.1. All four mechanisms _assume that barriers to
building a good relationship between private banks and LGUs
have been eliminated and that some of the risks associated

with lending to LGUs have been reduced.
I

"_Thisissimilarto the rcdiscountingfacilitywhichthe BangkoSentral
ng Pilipinasprovidesto banks, except that the tenor is short.
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Each of these mechanisms has its own advantages and
disadvantages. In both types of wholesale lending mechanisms,
the MDF can achieve some economies of scale and reduce its

transaction costs and risk. It can focus on the provision of

techmcal assistance to LGUs and resource mobilization and I!I
give less emphasis to its credit function because this can be
done by PFIs. Participation of PFIs is maximized, and with
PFIs' nationwide branching network, the MDF does not have
to establish branches in several parts of the country. A major
disadvantage of this approach is that the MDF will be

completely dependent on PFIs for its lending program to
LGUs. IfPFIs do not wish to lend to LGUs for some reason,
then the MDF as a lending institution solely for LGUs will be
completely useless.

There are some advantages if the MDF goes for retail
lending with cofinancing. One is that it immediately involves
the PFIs in lending to LGUs in a more flexible manner (i.e.,
PFIs can choose the amount of their participation in a loan),
reducing the MDF's risk exposure while increasing the
loanable funds for LGUs. The other advantage is that the
MDF can save on transaction costs if PFIs voluntarily do the
project and credit evaluation, loan disbursement and loan

collection. However, this scheme has the same disadvantages
as those of wholesale lending schemes.

In retail lending, the MDF has complete control over the
delivery of credit to qualified LGUs. To be able to do this,
the MDF must have the capacity to perform all the three core
functions described above. However, this approach has several
disadvantages. The MDF will incur higher transaction cost
and face higher risk for its loans to LGUs. One glaring
disadvantage of this approach is that it will not immediately
involve PFIs in LGU lending, al_ough in the long-run it
may lead to the improvement in LGUs' creditworthiness,
which is important in increasing their access to the private
capital markets. Another disadvantage is that the funds for
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LGU lending will be smaller than in the first three approaches
because of the lack of participation of PFIs.

Given the present situation and the scenario in the next
few years, private sector lending to LGUs will most likely be
very limited and will mostly focus on large LGUs even if most
of the barriers to developing a good relationship between
private banks and LGUs relationship are removed. This is
because it will take some time for PFIs to familiarize themselves

with LGU lending and also because many LGUs still need to
shape up and improve their creditworthiness to private banks.
It is therefore necessary that the MDF take a more flexible

approach, by concentrating on retail lending, ff possible
with cofinancing with PFIs, without necessarily closing
the possibilities for doing wholesale lending to create a
market for LGU credit. Over time, however, it should

gradually increase the share of its wholesale loan in its
total loan portfolio.

The manner of delivering technical services to LGUs will
differ in these various schemes. For the two schemes under

wholesale lending, PFIs may request the MDF to provide
technical assistance to their prospective LGU borrowers and/
or to assist them in evaluating development projects. In the
case of the two schemes under retail lending, the MDF must
provide technical assistance together with credit to improve
LGUs' creditworthiness.

° Graduation Program

The gradual shift of the MDF from retail to wholesale
lending is one of the mechanisms for graduating LGUs into
the private capital markets. That is why it is important that
the MDF adopt a program and a definite time frame for
shining the concentration of its loan portfolio from retail to
wholesale loans. But even while its loan portfolio cot_sists
largely of retail loans, the MDF must shepherd LGUs to the
capital markets by imposing a strict policy on the number of
times an LGU is allowed to borrow from it and by aggressively

237



LGUs' ACCESS TO THE PRIVATECAPITALMARKETS

disseminating information about the credit-worthiness of
LGUs to potential private lenders. The government must
evaluate the MDF's performance not only in terms of outreach
but also in terms of how many LGUs it is able to shepherd to
the private capital markets.

• Resource Mobilization

MDF lending operations are funded out of ODA and
budgetary support. To the extent possible, the MDF should
continue securing ODA in order to augment its loanable tim&.
Consistent with policy recommendation no. 8, the MDF
should try to obtain an agreement with donors that will give
it greater flexibility in allocating funds to LGU borrowers.
The second-generation fund is another source of loanable L
funds for the MDF. In this regard, it is to the best interest of
the MDF to maintain a high repayment rate so that it can
have more funds for on-lending. Petersen (1993) suggested
that any arrears incurred by LGUs should not be allowed to
lapse for more than 30 days and that the MDF and DBM
establish automatic mechanisms for enforcing the intercept.
As much as possible, MDF should have no loan arrears in
order to cstablish a foundation for private sector lending
(Petersen 1993).

Thc legal framework that created the MDF has given it
very limited powers to do financial intermediation in the
domestic financial market. More specifically, it cannot mobilize
deposits and, as a consequence, its loanable funds are limited
to the amount contributed by donors and the national
government and loan amortization. Therefore, it should
explore other means of augmenting its loanable funds by
tapping the domestic capital markets. One way is to sell
outfight its good accounts to private banks. This could help
develop the secondary mortgage program. It may also explore
securitization of MDF loans (Annex 5).

One way of increasing the loanable funds of the MDF is
for the national government to issue five-year and seven-year
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fixed rate LGU Notes (say P1 billion for each tenor every
year for the next five years) using the current auction system
for the five-year Treasury Notes. 4 As mentioned in Chapter
II, there is already a market for these types of securities. The
maturity of these notes could be lengthened as the market's
appetite for long-term securities increases. Of course, these
LGU Notes should be the liabilities of the national

government. But payment for these bonds could come from
loan proceeds of the MDF.

• Loan Pricing

The MDF should continue offering term loans to LGUs.
The determination of the maturities of these loans should

follow the current practice of MDF; that is, the MDF Policy
Governing Board (PGB) issues a schedule showing maximum
repayment periods per investment category based on the
estimated average economic life of the project. Also, the MDF
should comply fully with its policy of using a market-oriented

! interest rate on its loans because it is important both for
graduating LGUs from government credit program to the
private capital markets and for the sustainability of MDF. s

Currently, MDF charges a fixed rate on its term loans to
LGUs. The MDF should allow LGUs to choose either fixed

rate or a floating rate term loan, which is the current practice
in the private credit market. LGUs that are attuned to these
loan modalities will find little difficulty in shifting to the private
capital markets.

In determining its lending rate, the MDF should recover
cost (i.e., cost of funds and administrative cost) and add a
certain margin. For the MDF's fixed-rate term loans, the
appropriate benchmark rate should be the rate on the fiver

4 This is similarto what the UK government does to raisefunds for
i the PublicWorksLoan Board (seeChapter IV).

s It is pointless for the MDF to raise funds, for example,from the
secondarymortgage market, if it lends at a rate lower than its borrowing
rate.
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year Treasury Notes, not the three-month weighted average
interest rate on time deposits of 61 to 90 days as prescribed in
Resolution No. 01-99-MD1 z of the MDF PGB. 6For floating
rate term loans, the MDF should use the 91-day Treasury bill
rate.

The administrative cost it will incur for retail lending is
expected to bc higher than for wholesale lending. Such
diffcrcntial costs should be taken into account in pricing its
loans.

• Organizational Structure

The proposed orgamzational structure of the new MDF
follows the functions described above (Fig. A6.2). At the top
is the PGB which performs functions similar to the present
MDF PGB described in Chapter V. The board is a policy-
making body which lays down policies on mobilization of
funds and credit allocation. It should retain minimal

operational functions, specifically appointment of MDF
personnel and loan approval. HoweVer, it may delegate to the
MDF management appointment of personnel up to a certain
level and approval of LGU loans up to a certain size.

Unlike the present MDF PGB, the board of the new MDF
shall have wider representation and shall be composed of the
following: DOF undersecretary as chairperson; DBM
undersecretary; DILG undersecretary; DPWH undersecretary;
NEDA deputy director general; presidents of the DBP, LBP
and PNB; a representative from banks; and a representative
from LGUs. The inclusion of GFI representatives in the board
is intended to improve coordination between the MDF and
GFIs. The presence of a representative from banks will
hopefully bring to the MDF private sector views on LGU_

6 In the auction conducted on 9 September 1995, the yield on the
five-yearnote was14.75 percentwhile the three-month weightedaverage
interest rate on time depositsof 61 to 90 daysduring the April-june 1995
periodwas9.4 percent. Usually,the time deposit ratesare lower than the
Treasurybill rates for the same maturities, i
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lending, enhance professionalism of the MDF as a lending
institution, and ensure the MDF some degree of autonomy
from the national government and political groupings. 7 This
will also improve coordination between the MDF and private
lending institutions. The LGU representative can bring to
the MDF its clients' varying and changing credit demands so
that the board can formulate policies that truly reflect the
concerns of their clients.

The day-to-day affairs of the MDF shall be conducted by
a management team, consisting of a managing director who
reports directly to the board, deputy managing director and
four managers. A small unit attached to the office of the
managing director shall assist the managing director in iii

formulating strategic plans and programs for the MDF. A
manager shall be assigned to head each of the three core
functional groupings. The fourth manager shall be assigned
to head the administrative support group.

Some of the CPO and BLGF staff could be absorbed by

any of the four functional groups depending on their present
skills and potentials.

• Required Capability Building

The increased responsibilities of the new MDF will require
corresponding capabilities. Some of these capabilities already
exist within the CPOs and the MDF proper. However, they
still have to be enhanced in view o£ the need for the MDF to
function like a credit institution and to provide LGUs with
tech_fical assistance that could enhance their creditworthiness.

This can be addressed partly by training the MDF staff and
partly by recruiting qualified people, i.e., those who have
sufficient background in credit evaluation and financial
management.

7As discussed in Chapter V, political and financial autonomy is one of
the characteristics of a successful municipal credit institution.
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* Legal Implications

The proposed modifications of the MDF can be worked
out within the existing legal framework and, therefore, do
not require any legislative action.

OPTION 2: A DEPARTMENTWITHIN A GFI

• Concept

This option involves the transfer of the MDF to an existing
GFI and the creation of a department or window within said
GFI that will provide credit solely to LGUs. s For easy
reference, it shall be called LGU Credit Department ofa GFI.
This is similar to Colombia's Urban Development Fund
(FFDU), a window within a mortgage bank, before it was
converted into a self-standing institution now known as
FINDETER_

The mission oft_his department is similar to that mentioned
in Option 1. The GFI's clients should be those LGUs that
are not being accommodated by other GFIs under their
existing lending programs and need some assistance to improve
their creditworthiness.

• Core Functions

The LGU Credit Department is expected to perform two
core functions: project and loan appraisal and technical
assistance.

Lending to LGUs is a highly specialized function because
of the nature of development projects to be financed, the

sThe transferof the administrationof the IndustrialGuaranteeLoan
Fund (IGLF) from the defunct Central Bankto the DBP can serve asan
example.The IGLF was establishedin 1952 by thetgovernmentsof the
Philippinesandthe U.S. for the purposeofencouragingthe establishment
andexpansionofeconomicallysound small-andmedium-scaleindustries.
The Fund is owned by the national governmentrepresentedby NEDA.
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character of the borrower and the creditworthiness criteria

that apply to LGUs. It therefore deserves to have a department
within a GFI to carry out such function. However, the
Department is expected to utilize existing resources of the
GFI, specifically the regular credit department of the GFI, so
that it needs only a small staff to do project and loan appraisal.

A major function of the LGU Credit Department is the
provision of technical assistance tD LGUs as described in
Option 1. The department will probably not be able to draw
resources from other departments Within the GFI considering
that none of the existing GFIs ever do this function presently.
Therefore, it needs to develop its oWn capabilities to provide
technical assistance to LGUs.

Resource mobilization and management function could
be done by an existing department Within a GFI that has
already been doing such fimction. Therefore, there is no need
for the department to duplicate the said function.

It is not the GFI's core function to administer the grant
system. However, like the MDF in Option 1, it may be
designated by the government as the financial manager of the
grant system.

Aside from the two core functions discussed above that

have to do with credit, the GFI may also provide some fee-
based services to LGUs mentioned earlier.

• Mechan#msfor Delivering Credit to LGUs

The GFI may do both wholesale and retail lending in the
same manner described in Option 1 since some GFIs,
specifically LBP and DBP, are already doing this for other
credit programs. It is expected, however, that the GFI will do
straight retail lending to LGUs initially, as the GFIs are
currently doing when they lend to LGUs, hopefully with some
cofinancing with PFIs, but that they _ eventually shift toward
wholesale lending.

The existing GFIs already have branches in most
provinces of the country. The GFI chosen to carry out these
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fimctions will, therefore, be accessible to many LGUs for retail
loans.

• Graduation Program

The graduation program discussed in Option 1 applies
here.

• Resource Mobilization

The lending program for LGUs to be managed by the
Department can be funded initially out of the existing second-
generation funds of the MDF. The GFI shall take care of

collecting outstanding loans of the MDF, which can be used

to beef up its loanable funds.

Aside from this, the GFI will have other sources of funding
for its lending program to LGUs. As is being done by the

MDF, the GFI may secure ODA from foreign donors for the
purpose of augmenting its loanable funds.

Unlike the MDF, the GFI can mobilize deposits from

surplus LGUs. Although most LGUs will probably prefer
short-term deposit instruments, a few of them might want to

place their surplus funds in medium- and long-term deposit
instruments. Even if a large proportion of deposits mobilized

by the GFI from LGUs are short-term, the GFI can never-
theless find room for doing term transformation?

9Under the Code, LGUs are permitted to extend loans (subsidies and
grants) to other LGUs. During the survey, most LGUs do not see this to
happen in the future. One of the major reasons is that LGUs are not
lending institutions and, thus do not have the capability to assess
creditworthiness of borrowing LGUs and to price the loans. Also, they do
not have the means to monitor the borrower and collect the loan

repayments. Politics is another deterrent factor because no local politician
will ever approve a proposal to lend to other LGUs, especially if the
borrowing LGUs are headed by politicians belonging to another political
party, notwithstanding the merit of the loan request and the
creditworthiness of the borrowing LGU. The neatest and most efficient
means of transferring funds from surplus LGUs to deficit LGUs is through
financial intermediaries or through the securities markets.
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The GFI may issue medium and long-term "LGU bonds"
in the domestic and/or international capital markets. 1°This
method of raising funds increases the private sector's
participation in financing development projects of LGUs.

As pointed out in Chapter II, there is already an emerging
market for medium-term bonds in the domestic capital market,
as demonstrated by the series of Successful auction of five-
year Treasury Notes conducted by the Bureau of the Treasury
in the last six months and the successful sale of bonds made

by a few LGUs since 1992. The appetite for long-term bonds
will soon be developed by the market as the country continues
to experience stable economic growth rates in the coming
years. The GFI may adopt various modes of selling the "LGU
bonds" to the public, but one of file most convenient way of
doing it is to auction them through the existing auction system
of the Bureau of the Treasury.

There is an ample room for the GFI to issue medium- and
long-term bonds in the international capital markets. Some
GFIs and private corporations have already tested this market
since 1993 with favorable results. The recent return of the

country to economic and political stability has prompted
international credit rating agencies -to upgrade the credit rating
of the country. The credit rating of the country is expected to
improve further in the coming years, which will be translated
into reduced prenaium demanded by foreign investors on
Philippine-issued securities.

The issuance of bonds by a GFI_to finance credit to LGUs
can address many of the problems the small but potentially
creditworthy LGUs arc facing in creating a market for their
securities. First, the creditworthiness of most LGUs is not
known to the general public due to the absence of a credit
rating agency. It may take some time for this credit rating
agency to be established and to operate viably. This is less of a

10This issimilarto what the Credit Localde Francedoes (seeChapter
IV).
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problem to a GFI, which can even issue its own securities ir
the international credit market without government guarantee
Second, the GFI can issue bonds at larger amounts that
individual LGUs do, thereby realizing some economies ol
scale. Third, under the Code, LGUs are allowed to issue bond,,
only to finance income-generating projects. This restrictior
does not apply to a GFI's bond issuance, the proceeds ol
which could be lent to LGUs that want to use them foJ

financing non-revenue-generating development projects.

• Distribution of Credit Risk

The Memorandum of Agreement between NEDA an¢
DBP effecting the transfer of the administration of the IGLt
from the defunct Central Bank to the DBP can serve as

model for assigning risk. All foreign loans already contracte¢
by the MDF and to be contracted by the GFI with donol
agencies for the purpose of augmenting its loanable funds fol
LGUs shall remain the liability of the national government
The credit risk of all loans to LGUs made by the MDF before
the transfer of the MDF to a GFI shall continue to be borne
by the national government. However, credit risk of all loaru
granted by the GFI to either PFIs or directly to LGUs aftel
said transfer shall be borne by the GFI.

It is preferable that the national government does nol
guarantee any bond issuance to be made by the GFI in the
domestic or international capital markets to raise funds foJ
LGU lending so as not to confer on it an undue advantage
over the bonds issued by individual LGUs.

• Loan Pricing

The GFI should follow the same loan pricing policy a_
discussed in Option 1.

• Organizational Structure

As already mentioned, the GFI creates a separate
department or window solely to provide a lending facility tc
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LGUs. Therefore, it does not need a separate structure like
that outlined ha Option 1. However, the PGB, whose fimction
is to set policies with respect to the GFIs' credit program for
the LGUs belonging to the third tier and the m0amer of
mobilizing resources to finance such credit program, should
be maintained. It should not be involved in any administrative
issues, which are the responsibility of the GFI. The PGB's
membership should be the sameas those enumerated in
Option 1.

The GFI provides a Secretariat for the PGB, which shall
be headed by the senior GFI official assigned to manage the
LGU Credit Department.

This organizational structure is similar to the present
organizational structure of the IGLI_. Some of the staffofthe
CPOs and BLGF could be absorbed by the GFI.

• Required Capability Building

The GFI requires the same capability building as described
in Option 1.

° Proposed GFI

There are three GFIs that could qualify as an institution
to house the MDF, namely the PNB, LBP and DBP. The
PNB will soon be privatized and it cannot be expected to
maintain the same level of interest inlproviding credit to LGUs
as it has shown in the past three years, n Between the LBP
and DBP, the latter is in a better position than the former in
providing a home for the MDF for several reasons. One is

that the types of LGU projects that need credit financing are
much closer to the DBP's concerns than that of the LBP's.

The other reason is that the DBP already had substantial
experience in bond issuance both in the domestic and

international capital markets. Although the DBP has fewer
number of branches than the LBP, its existing branches,

1_The PNB is now majority-ownedby!the privatesector.
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however, are well distributed across the country and are readily
accessible to most LGUs.

• Legal Implications

Unlike the transfer of the IGLF from the Central Bank to

the DBP, which required only a Memorandum of Agreement
between NEDA and the DBP, the proposed transfer of the
MDF to the GFI will require an amendment of PD 1914,
specifically Section 4, which designates the DOF as the
administrator of the MDF.

OPTION 3: AN INDEPENDENTMUNICIPAL BANK

• Concept

This option involves the conversion of the MDF into an
independent municipal bank, which may be called the
Philippine Municipal Bank, Inc. (PMBI). 12It shall be owned
and managed by the national government but allow equity
participation by LGUs. 13As a development bank for LGUs,
the PMBI shall provide medium- and long-term loans to
LGUs. This is similar to institutions established in Germany,
Belgium, Norway, Denmark and the Netherlands.

The mission of this institution is similar to that mentioned

in Option 1. Therefore, it should have a definite life span.
Given the pace of development of the domestic private capital
markets, it is expected that the PMBI will substantially
accomplish its mission in 30 to 35 years. After this, the PMBI
may either be dissolved or privatized.

The PMBI should consider ,allLGUs as its potential clients;
however, in view of the presence of GFIs that have been

12This issimilarto the CreditCommunalBelgiqueof Belgium,Credit
Localde Franceand FINDETER of Colombia.

_3LGUs' equityparticipationisnot apre-conditionfororganizingthe
PMBI.They maybuy sharesof stocksof the PMBI afterit is organized.
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lending to LGUs, PMBI should focus on LGUs belonging to
the third tier, i.e., LGUs belonging to the fourth, fifth and
sixth income class.

• Core Functions

The three core functions discussed in Option I -- project
and loan appraisal, resource mobilization and management
and provision of technical assistance to LGUs -- should be
performed by the PMBI.

It is not the PMBI's core function to administer the grant
system. However, like the MDF in Option 1, it may be
designated by the government as the financial manager of the
grant system, implementing decisions of a separate policy
governing board for such grant system. The PMBI shall treat
the management of the grant system as an off-balance sheet
activity.

Aside from the three core functions, the PMBI may also

provide some fee-based services to LGUs similar to those the
GFIs can provide to LGUs. II

• Mechanisms for Delivering Credit to LGUs

The PMBI may do both wholesale and retail lending in
the same manner described in Option 1. It is expected,
however, that the PMBI will initially do straight retail lending
to LGUs, possibly with some cofinancing with PFIs, but that
it will eventually shift toward wholesale lending.

• Graduation Program

The graduation program discussed in Option 1 applies
here.

• Resource Mobilization

The authorized capital of the PMBI should be P5 billion
with initial paid-in capital of at least P1.25 billion. The P700
million existing second-generation fund of the MDF,
supplemented by P325 million budgetary appropriations,
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should constitute PMBI's initial paid-in capital. The initial
paid-in capital could be higher than P1.25 billion, depending
on the interest of LGUs in buying some shares of the PMBI.

Future second-generation fund of the MDF shall be used
to increase its paid-in capital. As long as its paid-in capital is
below its authorized capital, the PMBI should be exempted
from the law requiring government-owned corporations to
declare 50 percent of their profits as dividends to the national
government so that it can use its entire profits for building up
its capital.

As a corporation, the PMBI will have greater flexibility in
mobilizing resources to finance its lending program to LGUs.
Like the MDF, the PMBI may secure ODA from foreign
donors fbr the purpose of augmenting its loanable funds. It
may mobilize deposits from surplus LGUs.

The PMBI may issue medium- and long-term "LGU
bonds" in the domestic and/or international capital markets,
which increases the private sector's participation in financing
development projects of LGUs.

• Distribution of Credit Risk

The national government should treat the PMBI like other
GFIs. Since resources will be transferred from the MDF or

secured from foreign donors and will be on-lent by the PMBI,
there should be some method of assigning risk. All fbreign
loans already contracted by the MDF and to be contracted by
the PMBI with foreign donor agencies for the purpose of
augmenting its loanable funds for LGUs should remain the
liability of the national govcrnment. The credit risk of all
loans to LGU made by the MDF before the transfer of the
MDF to the PMBI should continue to be borne by the national
government. However, credit risk of all loans granted by the
PMBI to either PFIs or directly to LGUs should be borne by
PMBI.

The national government should, as much as possible,
refrain f¥om providing guarantee for any bond issuance to be
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made by the PMBI in the domestic or international capital
markets to raise funds for LGU lending, so as not to confer
it an undue advantage over the bonds issued by individual
LGUs.

• Loan Pricing

The GFI should follow the same interest rate policy as
that discussed in Option 1.

• Organizational Structure

The PMBI shall follow a corporate organizational
structure.14 It shall have a Board of Directors, which formulates
policies for the PMBI. The board shall consist of the following:
chairman; president, who shall act as chief executive officer; a
representative from the GFI; a representative from the LGUs;
a representative from the PFIs; and three other members who
should come from the private sector. All, except the president,
shall work on a part-time basis and be appointed by the
President of the Philippines for a definite term, preferably six
years. LGUs' representation in the board may be increased
depending on their voting shares, i

The PMBI president shall be assisted by a senior vice
president. A vice president shall be assigned to each of the
four functional groups.

To make it accessible to a greater number of LGUs, the
PMBI shall maintain three branches, one each for Luzon,
Visayas and Mindanao. Each branch shall be authorized to
approve loans up to a certain size.

Some of the staffofthe CPOs and BLGF may be absorbed
by the GFI.

• Required Capability Building :

The PMBI requires the same capability building as
described in Option 1.

14The organizationalchart maybe s_milarto that ofFigureA6.2.
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• Legal Implications

This option requires legislative action.

OPTION 4: LGU CREDITGUARANTEE CORPORATION15

* Concept

A lot of government-designated priority sectors in the
economy, such as small and medium enterprises, export-
oriented enterprises, and others, have been perceived by
lenders as high-risk borrowers. They, therefore, lack access to
credit from the private financial markets. The government
has partly addressed this problem by creating fully
government-owned credit guarantee agencies/programs,
which provide guarantee to loans made by private lending
institutions to the priority sectors? 6

LGUs have similar problems as those of the priority sectors;
that is, they are perceived by private lenders as high-risk
borrowers. However, there is no credit guarantee facility for
the LGUs that can enhance their access to credit from the

private financial markets. This option proposes to fill this gap
by converting the MDF into a credit guarantee institution,
which may be called LGU Credit Guarantee Corporation
(LGUCGC). 17It should be owned and managed by the

_sloaquin Cunanan & Co./Price Waterhouse completed a study titled
"Feasibility Study for LGU Guarantee Corporation," 1 September 1995,
funded by the USAID-Manila. This shall be referred to as the Cunanan

Study. Some of the ideas contained in that report are reflected in this
section.

_6 There are about seven guarantee programs/agencies of the
government.

lz The Cunanan Study proposes to establish a Local Government
Guarantee Corporation (LGGC) with equity participation from GFIs and
with MDF contributing "both resources and policy directions for the
corporation" (p. 29).
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national government but should allow for equity participation
by GFIs. Considering the nature of the development projects
LGUs are required to undertake, LGUCGC should guarantee
only medium- and long-term debts]of LGUs.

All lending operations of the MDF shall cease immediately
upon its conversion into the LGUCGC. The collection of
outstanding loans of the MDF shall be done by the LGUCGC.

While the LGUCGC specializes in the provision of credit
guarantee, GFIs such as the PNB, LB[P and DBP may continue
their respective lending programs tO LGUs. However, their
loans should not be guaranteed by the LGUCGC.

• Core Functions i

LGUCGC should perform three core functions. One is
the provision of credit guarantee to loans made by PFIs to
LGUs. is The mechanics for the provision of guarantee cover
to PFIs are discussed in detail below. The second core function

of the LGUCGC is the provision of technical assistance to
LGUs to enhance their creditworthiness. 19The details of this

core function were already discussed in Option 1. The third
core function is the management of the financial resources of
the LGUCGC to ensure that its reserves are investedoptimally.

LGUCGC may be designated by the government to be
the financial manager of the grant isystem, which involves
mainly the implementation of decisions made by a separate
policy governing board on the allocation and disbursement
of grants to selected LGUs. However, such should not form
part of the core functions of the LGUCGC.

I

18The LGUGCshotdd not provideguaranteeto loansmadebyLGUs
to financehousingprojectsbecausethe Home InsuranceGuaranteeCorp.
(HIGC), a government-ownedguarantee cgrporation, can take care of
this type of loan. i

19This is emphasizedin the Cunanan Study.
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• Mechanics for the Provision o'fGuarantee Cover

To encourage risk-sharing with PFIs, LGUCGC should
provide guarantee cover up to a maximum of 85 percent of
the LGU outstanding loan balance, including interest and
penalties. That is, in case of a loan default by an LGU, the
LGUCGC should pay the PFI concerned 85 percent of the
outstanding loan balance, including interest and penalties.
However, the responsibility for collecting the loan and
foreclosing on the collateral presented by the borrowers should
remain the responsibility of PFIs.

Although PFIs normally undertake their own evaluation
of the viability of the projects to be financed by loans and the
creditworthiness of LGUs, LGUCGC may conduct an
independent evaluation of the loan applications proposed by
LGU borrowers for guarantee cover to determine their merits
and assess the risk involved so that an appropriate premium
may be imposed. Thus, the provision of the guarantee cover
to PFIs' loans to LGUs should not be automatic. However,
once the LGUCGC grants the guarantee cover, payment for
calls on the guarantee should be automatic. This automaticity
is necessary to maintain the credibility of the LGUCGC as a
guarantee institution.

To protect itself from irresponsible private financial
institutions, the LGUCGC should accredit PFIs that will grant
loans under its program. The policies and guidelines for
accreditation will be set by the Board of Directors of the
LGUCGC. The performance of the accredited PFIs should
be reviewed annually by the LGUCGC.

t Resource Mobilization

The LGUCGC should have an authorized capital of P5
billion with initial paid-in capital of at least P1.25 billion. The
P700 million existing second-generation fund of the MDF
supplemented by P325 million budgetary appropriations
should constitute LGUCGC's initial paid-in capital.
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Repayments of principal and interest on outstanding LGU
loans of the MDF should be used to increase the paid-in capital

of the LGUCGC. This can be augmented by revenues in the
form of guarantee fees and interestl income on its reserves.

Assuming a gearing ratio or leverage of 5:1, the P1.25
billion initial paid-in capital of the LGUCGC can support at
least P6.25 billion worth of PFIs' loans to LGUs.

• Guarantee Fees

The LGUCGC shall charge a fee of 2 to 4 percent of the
LGU loans guaranteed, depending on the riskiness of the
LGUs. 20

° Organizational Structure

The corporate organizational structure of LGUCGC is
shown in Figure A6.3. The Board of Directors, which
formulates policies and procedures for managing the affairs
of LGUGC should consist of the following: chairman;
president who shall act as chief executive officer; a
representative from the GFI; a representative from the LGUs;
a representative from the PFIs; and three other members. All
shall be appointed by the President of the Philippines for a
definite term, preferably six years. Their appointments may
be renewed for an unlimited number of times.

The LGUCGC president shall be assisted by a senior vice
president. A vice president shall be assigned to each of the
following four fhnctional groups: credit evaluation; fmancial
management; technical services; arid administration.

Some of the staffofthe CPOs and BLGF may be absorbed
by the LGUCGC.

1

• Required Capability Building

The LGUCGC requires the same capability building as
described in Option 1.

20This is based on the recommendation of the Cunanan Study.

i
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• Legal Implications

The creation of LGUCGC requires legislative action.

ASSESSMENTOF THE VARIOUS OPTIONS

Before assessing the four options discussed above, it is

worth emphasizing that, regardless of the option chosen by 11
the government, the recommendations of this paper regarding
the role of GFIs and the bond market in the municipal credit
system hold.

The four options may be classified into two general forms
of government intervention in the LGU credit market: (i)
straight lending program and (ii) credit guarantee program? _

Many prefer the credit guarantee program over the straight
lending program because of the perceived advantages of the
former over the latter. 22First, a credit guarantee program can
encourage more PFIs to lend to LGUs. As pointed out in
Chapter V, PFIs perceive LGUs as highly risky borrowers.
Such perceived credit risk could be reduced if LGUs could
offer hard collateral acceptable to PFIs, which many LGUs
cannot present. Thus, a credit guarrmtee is needed to serve as
a collateral substitute. Second, a credit guarantee program is a
less costly form of government intervention in the municipal
credit system. Assuming a gearing ratio of 5:1 and no loan
default, the government needs to raise only Pl to support P5
worth of PFIs' loans to LGUs. In a straight lending program,
the government has to raise P5 to be able to lend PS. And
third, the credit risk is shared between the government arid
PFIs.

21There have been some discussions regarding the pros and cons of a
credit guarantee program vis-a-vis a straight lending program. The
following discussions paraphrase the major points made by Virata,
Lamberte, Tiaoqui and Santos (1994) on this issue.

22The word "perceived" highlights the fact that these advantages are
not real, as will be clarified later.
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The perceived advantages of a credit guarantee program
over a straight lending program deserve some comments.
First, PFIs' perception regarding the risk of lending to LGUs
does not actually change if loans are guaranteed by the
national government. What changes is the risk exposure of
PFIs to the same risky borrowers since part of the risk will be
shifted to the guarantor, i.e., the national government. Second,
a credit guarantee leads to asymmetric distribution of benefits
and cost between the lender (i.e., PFIs) and the guarantor
(i.e., national government). PFIs share a large proportion of
the benefits whenever LGUs perform their loan contracts.
On the other hand, when LGUs default on their loans, a large
proportion of the cost of loan default will be borne by the
guarantor. Third, credit guarantee is not regarded by banks
as collateral substitute. Various studies have shown (e.g., Llanto
and Magno 1994) that lenders still require borrowers to put
up hard collateral on top of the credit guarantee secured from
a guarantee institution. Fourth, creditworthy borrowers who
do not need a guarantee cover to obtain a loan are usually
required by lenders to secure a guarantee whenever a guarantee
facility is available. This unnecessarily increases the cost of
borrowing. Conversely, less creditworthy borrowers who need
the guarantee the most will never be able to access the
guarantee facility because they will be immediately screened
out by lenders. The credit guarantee institution will do the
same in order to preserve its viability. This is one weakness of
a guarantee program that was underscored in the Cunanan

Study, which proposes that in the initial years "stronger LGUs
should form a larger portion of its guarantee coverage"
(Cunanan & Co. 1995: 24). Fifth, a credit guarantee can be
a potentially more costly form of government intervention in
the credit market than straight lending. Guarantees are
contingent liabilities of the guarantor, which usually exceed
the capital of the guarantor. A loan default by a few borrowers
can easily wipe out the capital and force the guarantor to raise
more money to cover the difference between the contingent
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liability and the capital. 23 Many of the credit guarantee
programs here and abroad are not doing well financially. And
lastly, resources mobilized by the igovernment from ODA
cannot be passed on to LGUs if the only mechanism used by
the government in the municipal credit system is the credit
guarantee program.

A straight lending program for LGUs also has several
weaknesses. One, it does not encourage greater participation
of PFIs in the municipal credit system. Two, it does not reduce
the risk in lending to LGUs. Three, it crowds out PFIs
especially if it includes some subsidies to borrowers. However,
these weaknesses can be addressed through proper design of
the lending program. Earlier discussions on various
mechanisms for lending to LGUs that can elicit greater
participation from PFIs in the municipal credit system are
deemed sufficient and need not be repeated here. Nevertheless,
it is worth emphasizing one decided advantage of a straight
lending program over a credit guarantee program: it has a
butt-in check on government's exposure to credit risk for the
simple reason that the government's total exposure to credit
risk cannot go beyond the amount being lent out by the
government credit institution, unlike in the case of a credit
guarantee program.

On the basis of the discussions above, the study does not
recommend Option 4 or any of its variants.

Option 3, that is, creating an independent municipal bank
has all the desirable features of an effizctive and viable municipal
credit institution discussed in Chapter IV. It can be given
fiscal and financial autonomy. More; importantly, it can involve
the private sector in financing development projects of LGUs

2s For example, a P1 capital put up by a guarantee institution can
support five borrowers borrowing P1 each. A default by one borrower can

immediately wipe out the capital of a guarantee institution; a default by
two borrowers can force the guaranto¢ to look for additional funds
elsewhere to pay the lending institution, i
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on both sides of its balance sheets. On the liability side, it can
mobilize private sector deposits and/or issue bonds and on-
lend the funds to LGUs either through retail or wholesale
lending. 2_ On the asset side, it can involve private banks
through cofmancing of LGU loans and/or wholesale banking.

There are, however, disadvantages with Option 3. First, it
requires legislative action to simultaneously create the bank
and abolish the MDF and transfer MDF's funds and some of
the MDF's functions to the bank. Given the record of

Congress in passing bills, this may take a long time. This is
not to mention the aversion of both Congress and the
executive to any proposal creating a new government-owned
corporation, especially since the government is currently trying
to rationalize and streamline its operations and accelerate the
privatization of government-owned corporations. Moreover,
there is some risk that the legislative outcome will be inferior
to what is being proposed in this study.

In terms of mobilizing resources, the bank will have to be
firmly established first before it can attract deposits from the
private sector and issue bonds either in the domestic or
international capital markets. Unless it opens several branches
in major cities of the country, 2s the mumcipal bank will have
difficulty in competing with firmly established private banks
in mobilizing private savings. 26Thus, it will take some time
for this bank to be able to mobilize more resources from the

private sector to support its on-lending programs for LGU$.
Option 2 has some desirable features. It can do many of

the things that the municipal bank can do for LGUs. For

24It can also involveLGUs as shareholdersand/or depositorsof the
municipalbank.

2sThe study team doesnot recommend this asit is inconsistentwith
the Team's proposal to shiftthe concentrationof the loanportfolio of the
bank from retail to wholesaleloans.

2_Some haveproposed to require all LGUs to deposit their funds
with the municipalbank.Thisisinconsistentwiththe studyteam'sproposal
to relaxfurther the regulation on LGU depository accounts.
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instance, the GFI can mobilize deposits from the private sector
and issue bonds to the general public and do co-financing or
wholesale lending with private banks? 7It can have some fiscal
and financial autonomy. Also, the GFI can exploit economies
of scale and scope.

There are, however, some disadvantages with Option 2.
First, like Option 3, legislative action is required to transfer
the administration of the funds and some of the MDF
functions of the MDF to the GFI. This involves some risks

because the legislative outcome can be different from that
proposed in this study. However, it can be argued that the
transfer of the MDF to a GFI is consistent with the

streamlining program of the government, which could
encourage both Congress and the executive to give this option
a high priority in the legislative agenda. Second, it is not the
GFI's main function to lend to LGUs. GFIs were created to

address credit needs of specific sectors of the economy. For
instance, the LBP provides financial services to the agricultural
sector, and the DBP, to the industrial sector. Because of lack
of focus on the credit needs of LGUs, the GFI may not exert
extra effort to expand its LGU loan portfolio. Colombia's
experience with this problem is instructive. Colombian LGUs
complained that the mortgage bank, which managed the
Urban Development Fund, a window for LGU lending, was
much too preoccupied with its primary lending programs and
gave less importance to its LGU loan portfolio. This issue
was resolved by creating FINDETER, an autonomous
institution.

Option 1 does not require legislative action; an executive
action is sufficient. It therefore entails less problem in
implementation. Unlike the GFI, the new MDF will maintain
its primary function of!ending to LGUs or encouraging private
sector lending to LGUs, especially LGUs belonging to the

27The DBP,whichis the proposed home for the MDF, is alreadyan
establishedbank with better reputation and imagethan in the past.
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third tier. However, it has some drawbacks. Its resources will
be limited because it lacks the authority to mobilize deposits
and issue its own debt instrument unless the national

government secures more ODA and/or issues bonds in order
to augment the existing funds of the MDF. The other
proposals to raise more funds for the MDF will take time to
materialize. The limited resources that the MDF would have

under Option I provide an additional reason why its lending
program should target the third tier LGUs.

It is important to consider these three options in the
context of the existing municipal credit market. Although it
has been shown that there is a large potential demand for
credit among LGUs, it is not easy to translate this potential
demand into actual demand. The majority of the LGUs still
need to enhance their capacity to identify, evaluate and manage
projects as well as strengthen overall fiscal management. This
is important in improving their credit-worthiness. The MDF
can play a big role in assisting LGUs attain this objective.

Given the discussions above, the study considers Option
3 as an ideal set-up to improve the existing municipal credit
system. However, in view of the problems that will be
encountered in implementing Option 3, the study recommends
that the government adopt Option I as an intermediate step
toward Option 3. Many of the advantages of Option 3 over
Option 1, such as the ability to mobilize long-term deposits
and issue long-term bonds without any government guarantee,
cannot be realized immediately because the capital market is
just beginning to develop. The experience with Option 1 is
important in deciding later whether it is worthwhile to move
to Option 3.
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PROPOSED ACTION PLAN
TO IMPLEMENT

THE RECOMMENDATIONS

LGU BOND ISSUANCE

It is recommended that a task force be created to perform the
following tasks:

1. to draft standard operating procedures and policies for
bond issuance to guide the LGU bond issuers and the
approving agency;

2. to recommend modifications to the existing regulations
and accounting and auditing procedures for bond
marketing and adininistration, taking into account the
peculiarities of bond pricing; and

3. to formulate a framework for establishing a credit rating
agency and the mechanics of rating LGU bonds.

The members of this task force should come from the

DOF as lead agency, Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC ), Bureau of Internal Revenue and Commission on Audit
(COA).
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TRANSFORMING THE MDF INTO
A SEMI-AUTONOMOUS LENDING INSTITUTION

Technical assistance is required to reorganize the MDF to
conform to Option 1.

• Scope of work for the technical assistance

Policy framework development. This activity will lay down
the policy framework and the operating principles or guidelines
of the new MDF. Among others, it will define the role of the
new MDF in the municipal credit system vis-fi-vis donors,
government financial institutions, and the private financial
markets, and provide the framework for creating a greater
role for private financial markets in LGU credit finance.

Delineation of the core functions of the new MDF. This
activity will determine the core functions of the new MDF,
taking into account the present functions of the CPOs, the
new organizational structure, manualization of operations,
staffing pattern, the statement of duties and responsibilities,
qualification standards for MDF officials and staff, and the
compensation scheme. The business plan for the new MDF
will be prepared under this activity.

Development of an implementation plan for the
establishment of the new organization. This activity will provide
an implementation plan for the new MDF that will provide
for a transition period to reorganize it into a semi-autonomous
entity within the DOF structure. Among others, the
implementation plan will define the new MDF's role vis-a-vis
the BLGF, and set up the criteria and procedures for
integrating CPO and BLGF fimctions and personnel with the
new MDF.

Strengthening of the new MDF and program development.
This activity is intended to overcome the present institutional
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weaknesses of the MDF. It will have :two components: training
and automation.

The activity will develop a training program for the new
MDF staff in such areas as finangial management, credit
evaluation techniques, risk assessment, environmental impact
analysis, project appraisal and other basic operations of the
new MDF. The training program will also build the capacity
of the staff to provide technical assistance to LGUs in the
areas of project identification, development, and others.
Training workshops and study tours will be used to transfer
LGU credit financing technology from selected successful
municipal credit institutions in other countries. Part of this
activity will be a study tour for a small group in such countries
as France, Mexico or Brazil to learn first-hand how a municipal
credit institution can effectively a_t_defficiently carry out its
responsibilities.

The automation activity will provide technical assistance
to modernize the operations of the new MDF. Thus, the
technical assistance will provide the following: (i) a manual of
operations; (ii) the automation of dae systems and operating
procedures; (iii) installation of appropriate performance
standards; (iv) setting up of an internal financial and
management audit system; and (v) standardized accotmting
and reporting systems for the new MDF operations and
projects.

Assistance in automation will consist of hardware

acquisition and the development/adaptation and installation
of appropriate softwares.

LIBERALIZING THE DEPOSITORYBANK
REQUIREMENT AND CLARIFYING
THE POLICY ON IRA INTERCEPTMECHANISM

To help establish a bank-clie,lt relationshi p between LGUs
and private financial institutionS, the depository bank
requirement for LGUs must be liberalized and clearly spelled
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out in the Code to avoid misinterpretation by regulatory
government agencies and the COA. The same is true with

the IRA intercept. An LGU must be allowed to enter into a

loan contract with private financial institutions using the IRA
intercept mechanism as a collateral substitute for the loan.

Both measures require legislative action. This is the best time

to submit to Congress such recommendations because, by
law, Congress is mandated to review the Code five years after
its passage.

Table A7.1 summarizes the key actions that need to be

undertaken by the government. The actions are grouped into

two categories: actions that should be undertaken immediately
and actions that may be undertaken later.

TableA7.1

KEYACTIONS,AGENCIESRESPONSIBLE,LEGALINSTRUMENT
ANDTARGETDATES

Objectivesand Agency Legal Target
KeyAction Responsible Instrument Date

A.ForImmediateActions

1.TransformMDFintoasemi-
autonomousfinancialinstitution
a.MDF-PGBtopassa MDF-PGB MDF-PGBboard April1996

resolution resolution
b.DepartmentofFinance DOF DOFDepartmentApril1996

(DOF)tomakeadecision Order
c.Prepareproposalforfunding DOF Proposalsub- April1996

atwo-yeartechnical mittedtofunding
assistancetostrengthenthe agency
capacityofthenewMDF

d. Implementthetechnical DOF/NewMDF Technical May1996to
assistanceforcapaclty- assistancegrant April1998
building toDOFfor

MDF'scapacity-
strengthening

PhaseI: 1,Policyframework MaytoJuly
development 1996
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Table A7.1 (continuation)
Objectivesand Agency_ Legal Target

KeyAction ,Responsible_ Instrument Date
2. Delineationof the _ MaytoJuly

corefunctionsof 1996
thenewMDF

3. Developmentof MaytoJuly
animplementation 1996
planfortheestab-
lishmentofthe
neworganization,

PhaseI1: Strengtheningofthe August1996
newMDFand to April1998
programdevelopment

2. FormulateandadoptStandard
OperatingProcedures(SOP)
forLGUbondissuance
a, OrganizeaTaskForceto DOFandSEC DOFDepartmentMay1996

drafttheSOP Order
b, DraftSOP TaskForce MaytoJuly

1996

c. ReviewandadoptSOP DOFandSEC SECCircular JulytoSep-
tember1996 "

3. Formulateandadoptapolicy
frameworkfortheGrantSystem
andMunicipalCreditSystem
a. Createaninteragency DOF,NEDA, Administrative May19961

committee DILG Order
b, Formulateapolicy Inter-Agency' NEDABoard Mayto July

framework Committee Resolution 1996
c. Reviewandadopta policy NEDABoard August1996

4, Recommendamendmentsto
theLocalGovernmentCode2
a. Liberalizethedepository DOF Amendmentof May1996

requirementtoallowLGUs theCode
tobuildrelationshipwith
privatebanks.

b, ClarifytheIRAintercept DOF Amendmentof May1996
provisionoftheCodeto theCode
provinceanevenplaying
fieldbetweenGFIsandPFIs
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Table A7.1 (continuation)
Objectivesand Agency Legal Target

KeyAction Responsible instrument Date

B.Actionsto beundertaken
later

1. Modifytheexistingregulations
andaccountingandauditing
proceduresforbondmarketing
andadministration
a. Createaninteragency DOF,SEC, Administrative October1996

committeetodraftthe BIR,COA Order
necessarymodifications

b.Analyzeandrecommend Interagency Octoberto
modificationofexisting Committee December
regulations,accountingand 1996
auditingprocedures

c. Reviewandadoptthe DOF,SEC, Administrative January1997
recommendations BIR,COA Order

2. Establishacreditratingagency
a. Formulatea frameworkfor SEC SECCircular May1997

theestablishmentofa
creditratingagency

' This assumes that the UPECON Foundation study that looks into

the grant system will be completed by April 1996.
2 The law prescribes a mandatory review of the Code starting 1996.

Congress has already initiated steps for the conduct of the review.
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