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Introduction
On June 8, 2001, then President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo signed the Electric Power Industry 

Reform Act (EPIRA). Despite strong opposition from various sectors, EPIRA was railroaded 
by the congresional allies of Malacañang. We were assured then that among other benefits, 

power rates in the country will go down. But after a decade of EPIRA, Filipinos are being burdened 
with the most expensive electricity in Asia.

EPIRA systematized and expanded the privatization and deregulation of the power sector. It 
completely transferred the control and administration of generation plants to private companies. It 
also privatized the transmission of power from the generation plants to distribution utilities (DUs). 
Thus, private corporations, which have long controlled the DUs, have become even more powerful 
since they now own the generation plants as well.

The result after 10 years: 

•	 Power rates have doubled since EPIRA was implemented. MERALCO rates have increased by 
more than 112 percent while NAPOCOR rates have jumped by more than 95 percent in the 
past 10 years.

•	 More than half of the total generation capacity, the entire transmission system and a large 
part of distribution, are now controlled by a few large companies. After privatization, only 
three groups control 52 percent of generation capacity – San Miguel Corporation (SMC), 
Aboitiz, and Lopez.

•	 NAPOCOR remains indebted despite paying billions of debts over the past 10 years. From 
2001 to 2010, NAPOCOR shelled out $18 billion to service its financial obligations. Yet, from 
$16.4 billion in 2001, NAPOCOR’s debts remained high at $15.8 billion as of 2010.

•	 Energy security is threatened while people are expected to pay more for electricity in the 
coming years. The power situation in Mindanao remained precarious while additional charges 
to recover NAPOCOR’s stranded debts and stranded contract costs are looming.

The transfer of monopoly from the state to a few private corporations exposed the pretense of EPIRA 
about fostering competition for the benefit of consumers. Due to monopolies over generation and 
distribution, for instance, the so-called unbundling of rates to make the electricity bill transparent has 
become a meaningless exercise. Free competition through the wholesale electricity spot market (WESM) 
is also a sham because of virtual monopolies and cross-ownerships between distribution utilities and 
power generators. More than half of total generating capacity is now controlled by just three private 
corporations and this is share expected to increase upon full privatization of the industry.

Power Failure: Ten Years of EPIRA is an attempt to analyze and summarize the impact of EPIRA in 
the past 10 years. Through this, we wish to bring to the attention of government and legislators 
the urgent need to rethink and reverse the policy of privatization and deregulation of the power 
industry, and work for the repeal of EPIRA. 

This report is a product of the collective effort of the People Opposed to Warrantless Electricity Rates 
(Power), Bagong Alyansang Makabayan (Bayan), Ibon Foundation Inc., and AGHAM (Advocates of 
Science and Technology for the People) as well as contributions from the people’s organizations and 
consumer groups campaigning against power privatization in Southern Mindanao, Bicol, and Central 
Visayas regions. 
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Soaring power rates amid 
energy insecurity under EPIRA

June 8 marks the 10th anniversary of the signing of the Electric Power Industry Reform Act or 
EPIRA. This was the first major law passed under the four-month old Arroyo administration in 
2001. Its passage was marked with the promise of lower rates, reduced debts for the state-owned 

power corporation and more efficient administration of the power industry. However, 10 years of its 
implementation have shown us that these promises were not met. 

Due to pressure by creditors on the Philippine government to fast track the approval of the EPIRA, 
then President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo railroaded and signed the law in 2001 despite strong 
opposition from the people.

Major creditors led the Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC), Asian Development Bank 
(ADB), and the World Bank (WB) aggressively pushed for the privatization of the assets and contracts 
of the National Power Corporation (NAPOCOR). The passage of EPIRA was made a precondition by 
these creditors for NAPOCOR to access additional loans.

According to the government, the objective of power privatization was to cut the financial losses 
of NAPOCOR by selling its assets and transferring the responsibility of power infrastructure 
development, ownership, and operation to the private sector. 

Proponents also said that the EPIRA will lower power rates by fostering competition. But after ten 
years of implementation, EPIRA has clearly failed to live up to this promise. On the contrary, the 
law has resulted to the doubling of power rates. And while electricity rates in the Philippines have 

By AGHAM Advocates of Science and Technology for the People 
and Bagong Alyansang Makabayan (BAYAN)
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now become the most expensive in Asia, the country’s energy security has remained precarious as 
illustrated by the power shortage being experienced in Mindanao today.

Rates have doubled since EPIRA was implemented

The law was designed not for the benefit of end-users but for the benefit of private companies. who 
would eventually own and control the entire power industry. The highlights of the EPIRA include the 
creation of the National Transmission Company (TRANSCO), the Power Sector Asset and Liabilities 
Management corporation (PSALM), the Energy Regulatory Commission (ERC), the wholesale 
electricity spot market (WESM), the unbundling of power rates and the various codes and rules 
implemented under the EPIRA. These are designed to segregate each saleable part of NAPOCOR, 
make them attractive to investors and create structures and offices to facilitate these transactions. 

The establishment of the WESM, which purportedly would be the leveling mechanism to bring 
down the prices of electricity, was partly the reason why rates rose to ridiculous levels in 2010 due 
to speculation and lack of generation capacity. The ERC also opened the doors for a new way to set 
electricity rates. From the return on rate base (RORB) system, it instituted the performance-based 
regulation (PBR) for distribution utilities and even in the transmission rates of the National Grid 
Corporation of the Philippines (NGCP). Under the PBR, rates are set based on promises of operation 
performance, costs and capital outlays planned by the company. Consumers are thus paying for 
something that has not happened yet.

Between 2000 and 2010, MERALCO’s effective residential electricity prices per kilowatt hour rose by 
112.5 percent. From an effective rate of P4.87 per kWh in 2000, it has risen to P10.35 in 2010. (See 
Chart 1) 
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A big portion of the increases came from the drastic hike in generation charges. NAPOCOR’s 
generation charge for the Luzon grid, for instance, has jumped by more than 95 percent between 
2000 and 2010. (See Chart 2)

Other increases were due to recoveries (a.k.a. pass-on costs) of transmission and distribution utilities. 
On top of these is the value added tax that is imposed across all the components of your bill—
including local and franchise taxes and systems losses.

These increases in electricity rates are a direct result of the EPIRA, and the continued implementation 
by the government of its neoliberal privatization policies. 
 
By June 26, 2011, the lifeline-rate subsidy (for consumers of 100 kWh or less) will be removed in 
accordance with the provisions of EPIRA. The law mandates that in order to show the “true cost” of 
electricity, subsidies will be gradually removed over time.  Some 6.9 million lifeline users nationwide 
will be paying more for their electricity starting next month. The succeeding sections will provide a 
background on why and how power rates in the country have remained very expensive under EPIRA.

The Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) and the IPPs

After the junking of the 650-megawatt, US$2.2-billion Bataan Nuclear Power Plant (BNPP) in the 
mid-1980s, no buffer for increased power demand by industries and households was constructed 
nor planned. By the early 1990s, this resulted in 8 to 12-hour daily brownouts. Citing lack of sufficient 
funding to construct power generation facilities to adequately meet present and future demand, 
then President Fidel Ramos aggressively enticed private investors, including foreign companies, into 
the country’s electric power industry using schemes like the Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) program 
and the Power Crisis Act. This facilitated the entry of Independent Power Producers (IPPs) in the 
Philippine power sector.
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An estimated US$6 billion to construct and operate power generation facilities with a total capacity 
of 4,800 MW were built by IPPs around 1998. A year after, half of total energy sales in the country 
were already sourced from IPPs. As of December 2001, NAPOCOR’s IPPs accounted for 31%, or 3,667 
MW, of the total generating capacity while non-NAPOCOR IPPs (such as those owned by the Lopezes, 
First Gas and Quezon power) provide 1,168 MW or 10% of the total generation capacity. 

This generation capacity was not obtained cheaply. With the onerous take-or-pay provisions that 
contain off-take requirements of 70%-85% of contracted capacity, NAPOCOR has to pay the IPPs 
whether power was actually consumed or not. Higher tariffs result from the recovery of these losses 
through the controversial Purchased Power Adjustment (PPA). As of June 2002, the PPA was already 
more than half of the electricity bills of consumers.

Aside from the take-or-pay provisions, these contracts also required NAPOCOR to deliver fuel on-site 
to provide tax-exemptions for the IPPs. Furthermore, these contracts are dollar-denominated, making 
NAPOCOR obligations vulnerable to foreign exchange fluctuations.

Only six out of 35 IPP contracts were found to be without any legal or financial issues after a review 
of these contracts by the Department of Finance (DOF). Yet no serious renegotiations to remove the 
take-or-pay provisions were done. 

Due to massive protests and outrage, President Arroyo ordered NAPOCOR in May 2002 to limit its 
PPA to just P0.40/kWh. The NAPOCOR said that this order directly contributed to 85 centavos/kWh 
in losses (because its actual PPA then was P1.25/kWh) or P29 billion per year since 2002.  President 
Arroyo’s response of simply capping the PPA instead of rescinding the onerous contracts merely 
aggravated NAPOCOR’s indebtedness. These losses will eventually passed on to the consumers in 
form of higher rates.

Automatic Recoveries

Under the EPIRA, the GRAM was designed essentially as a replacement for the recovery of the PPA. 
Like the PPA, it is also an automatic cost recovery mechanism but without the notoriety of the PPA.  
The adjustments no longer appear as a separate item in the electric bill and are instead embedded in 
other items. 

These recoveries are on top of the generation charge, pegged at P 3.4029 when the rates were first 
unbundled as required by EPIRA. Factored into the formula for GRAM is the “purchased power cost as 
approved by the ERC”. The PPA formula, meanwhile, includes the “cost of electricity” during a supply 
month. Both do not make a distinction whether electricity was actually delivered or not as a result of 
the onerous take or pay provisions of many IPPs. Both do not also filter out electricity purchased at 
excessive rates. 

Thus, through the GRAM, as with the PPA, the consumers, among other things, will continue to pay 
for electricity that they do not actually use; shoulder the cost of excessive rates of power contracted 
by NAPOCOR and the different distribution utilities; and pay for the inefficient operations of IPPs. 
The ERC, in its 2003 approval of the unbundling of MERALCO rates, acknowledged that: “The current 
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PPA is allocated between the generation and transmission rates. The generation component shall be 
periodically updated through the Generation Rate Adjustment Mechanism (GRAM).” 

Thus with the unbundling of rates, the PPA is now being paid for under five new line items in the 
electricity bill.

The EPIRA integrated and legitimized the charges arising from the onerous contracts of the IPPs. . 
These IPPs and the contracts entered into by the government and distribution utilities are the source 
of the PPA or the purchased power adjustment. 

The PPA remains to be a large part of electric power rates of end-users albeit under different names. 
With the unbundling scheme ordered by the ERC, the PPA was hidden and distributed in the various 
line items in the new electric bill such as the generation charge, the transmission charge, system 
loss charges, subsidies and franchise taxes. Even with the establishment of the wholesale electricity 
spot market (WESM), these bilateral contracts between distribution utilities and IPPs would still be 
honored and will continue to be collected from consumers. 

The removal of the various cross subsidies translated to an effective increase in power rates for 
residential consumers. Even with discount schemes within customer classes, the removal of subsidies 
have translated to a 71-centavo per kWh increase which had already rendered useless the initial 
30-centavo rate reduction offered by the EPIRA.

Aside from legitimizing the passing-on of onerous costs of IPP contracts to end-users, EPIRA also 
continued the collection from consumers of the cost of system losses, which include pilfered power 
and the electricity used by MERALCO offices and facilities. 

Other line items in the unbundled bill such as the missionary electrification charge and 
environmental charge pass on the responsibility of rolling our new electric power lines and the 
environmental maintenance of power utilities to the general public. The missionary charge is a 
compulsory contribution fund the electrification of remote villages. No private company would find 
it profitable to invest in areas where there are only a few customers. 
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Energy insecurity

The EPIRA has not brought about and will not bring about a stable electricity supply to the whole 
country. 

In 2010, the total installed capacity in the country is 16,359 megawatts (MW) up from 13,380 MW 
in 2001. Out of this, total dependable capacity is 13,902 MW. Peak demand reached 10,231 MW in 
2010. The DOE projects that it would need a total additional capacity of 16,550 MW onwards to 2030. 
Committed plants will contribute 1,354 MW to this and an additional 4,215 MW indicative capacity 
has already been mapped out. 

Under the EPIRA all of these projected capacity are to be constructed by private IPPs. We continue 
to read about impending power crises as electricity generation failed to keep up with demand 
despite the provisions of the law. Private investors and IPPs would only build and maintain a power 
plant if it remains economically viable and earn profits for them. These investors can and will shut 
down operations as soon as the location becomes a liability to the private company’s profit margins. 
One example was when the Cebu Private Power Corp (CPPC) made threats that it will shut down 
operations of its 65 MW plant due to financial constraints further aggravating the projected shortage 
in the Visayas. Such moves make the development and industrialization of our country hostage to 
the whims and profit margins of the private industry players. These IPPs are mostly owned by big 
local power tycoons in partnership with foreign transnational corporations. 

Far from improving our electric power independence by promoting indigenous energy sources, the 
EPIRA has merely aggravated the exploitation and plunder of our energy resources by mostly foreign 
owned transnational companies. 

After seeing its effects for one decade on everyone, neoliberal power reform has to be reversed. 
This is important since energy utilities are strategic in nature to the development of the country. If 
these industries are left to monopoly capital, whose interest is to recoup their investment and rake 
in profits—it will result in an unending increase in utility costs and our national interest will not be 
addressed.
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Napocor: still deep in debt 
after a decade of Epira
By the Bagong Alyansang Makabayan (Bayan)

Proponents of Republic Act (RA) 9136 or the Electric Power Industry Reform Act (Epira) of 2001 
made us believe that privatization will solve the financial woes of state-owned National Power 
Corporation (Napocor). In fact, the deep indebtedness of Napocor was one of the strongest 

arguments used to justify the Epira. If state coffers are being bled dry by the debts of Napocor, then 
why not just sell its assets to wipe out its obligations? Obviously, the public was deceived by this 
simple line of reasoning.

Drain in public resources

Such argument by the then Arroyo administration sounded persuasive for some because 
government was facing a swelling budget deficit and debt. In 2001, the budget shortfall was P147.02 
billion. Including the deficit of other government units, the consolidated public sector deficit was 
P174.27 billion. Meanwhile, the outstanding national government debt during the period was 
P2.38 trillion. Napocor represented the biggest drain in public resources. Its 2001 debt of $16.39 
billion or some P834.29 billion (at P50.99 per US dollar1) accounted for 34.9 percent of government’s 
outstanding debt. With the Epira, the Arroyo administration promised to reverse the situation.

Fast forward to 2011. According to the Power Sector Assets and Liabilities Management (Psalm) Corp., 
the remaining debt of Napocor as of 2010 is $15.82 billion.2 Thus, after 10 years, only $570 million 
have been shaved from the state power firm’s 2001 debt of $16.39 billion. At $15.82 billion or P713.64 
billion (at P45.11 per US dollar), the debt of Napocor comprised a still a significant 15 percent of 
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government’s outstanding debt. Meanwhile, the budget deficit ballooned to P314.5 billion in 2010, a 
new high in absolute terms. (See Chart 1) (See Annex 1 for annual financial obligations of Napocor 

Worse, Psalm has already shelled out $18 billion to settle the obligations of Napocor from 2001 to 
2010. (See Annex 1 for annual financial obligations of Napocor) Of the said amount, $6.7 billion 
went to principal amortization; $4.3 billion for interest payments; and $7 billion for obligations to 
independent power producers (IPPs).3 (See Chart 2) But if government spent $18 billion in the past 
10 years, why then did the debt of Napocor was reduced by a mere $570 million? 
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New debts

Psalm itself provided the explanation. According to it, Napocor contracted new debts in the past 10 
years. “If the debts of the state-owned utility firm had remained at their 2001 level, PSALM would 
have wiped out these financial obligations… The liabilities of NPC, however, increased significantly 
after the enactment of the EPIRA because of commitments and obligations to sustain its operations,” 
Psalm said in a statement on its website.
 
From 2001 to 2010, Napocor accumulated new debts of $12 billion, on top of its $16.39-billion pre-
Epira debt. Of the $12 billion, 73 percent represented operational losses while the commissioning of 
new IPP plants accounted for the remaining 27 percent. Psalm noted that the commissioning of new 
IPP plants bloated the total financial obligations of Napocor to $22.35 billion by 2003.

Privatization debacle

The question now is why did officials tasked to privatize Napocor have to resort to more borrowings? 
Doesn’t it defeat the purpose of power sector reform which is to free up government from its 
debilitating financial woes? 

Under the Epira, eliminating Napocor’s debts primarily involves using the proceeds from the 
privatization of the state power firm’s generation and transmission assets and liabilities. Apparently, 
this has not happened because earnings from power privatization were not enough to compensate 
the huge financial obligations of Napocor.

According to the Psalm, government has earned $10.65 billion as of October 2010 from the sale of 
its generation plants, transmission assets, and IPP contracts. Of the said amount, the largest, $3.95 
billion, came from the privatization of the National Transmission Corporation (TransCo). The sale 
of generating plants, on the other hand, yielded $3.47 billion. Finally, the transfer of Napocor’s IPP 
contracts to IPP Administrators (IPPAs) accounted for the remaining $3.23 billion (See Chart 3)

However, of the 
$10.65 billion in 
total privatization 
proceeds, only $4.85 
billion was actually 
collected and used 
to pay for Napocor’s 
debt. Psalm reasoned 
that earnings from the 
privatization of TransCo 
and the IPP contracts 
will be fully collected 
in a number of years 
through a staggered 
collection scheme. 
“But in any year when 
maturing debts exceed 
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privatization collections, PSALM will have no recourse but to raise funds through new loans to pay for 
maturing obligations,” Psalm said. This explains the $12 billion in new debts incurred by Napocor in 
the past 10 years.

It appears that the supposed benefits of privatization in terms of addressing Napocor’s financial 
bleeding will not be felt anytime soon. Psalm said that the debt of Napocor will be significantly 
reduced only by 2026, with a projected residual debt of $3.78 billion. (See Chart 4) The amount 
is exclusively based on privatization proceeds as of 2010 and maturing financial obligations. 
Depending on future privatization proceeds and earnings from the universal charge, Psalm claimed 
that it may even liquidate the $3.78 billion before its corporate life ends in 2026.4

But it doesn’t mean that Napocor will be debt-free by the time Psalm expires 15 years from now. This 
will depend on how much government can earn from the privatization of its remaining assets and IPP 
contracts. If the experience of the past 10 years is to serve as indicator, it seems that there is nothing 
much to hope in Epira even in just mitigating the public sector’s fiscal burden. Why is this so?

Napocor’s financial bleeding

Even prior to the Epira, there were already initial efforts by government to privatize the power 
industry. But even then, officials already knew that power privatization can only be successful if 
government could package it in the most attractive way for businesses to take notice. One factor 
going against efforts to privatize the power sector was the small energy market of the Philippines. 
Being a pre-industrial, backward economy, Philippine energy consumption is not as huge as those of 
other countries even compared to our neighbors in Southeast Asia. (See Annex 2)  
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To remedy the concern over a small market, government had to offer incentives and other benefits 
that will guarantee the profits of private investors. They were offered, for instance, a guaranteed 
market that was much larger than the actual electricity consumption of the country, on top of 
other benefits. These guarantees and perks were the underlying reasons for Napocor’s financial 
hemorrhage. (See Box 1) 

Box 1 
Generous incentives and guarantees for IPPs5

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the first Aquino and Ramos administrations began enter-
ing into power contracts with independent power producers (IPPs) using the power crisis as 
pretext. The process actually started in 1987 when the late President Corazon Aquino allowed 
private corporations to enter power generation through build-operate-transfer (BOT) schemes 
under Executive Order (EO) 215. Former President Fidel Ramos, meanwhile, pushed for the en-
actment of RA 7648 or the Power Crisis Act of 1993. This law allowed Ramos to negotiate power 
contracts with IPPs without public bidding.

These IPP contracts came with generous incentives and guarantees. Most BOT agreements al-
lowed IPPs to secure foreign loans with government guarantees or performance undertaking. 
These guarantees meant that government would absorb the loan if the IPPs defaulted. Even 
worse, government also assumed risks associated with the project through provisions in the 
IPP contracts assuring investors’ profits over the contract term even if the plant did not oper-
ate. This was the notorious “take-or-pay” provision that required Napocor to pay for 70 to 100 
percent of the output of an IPP whether or not the electricity was actually used. On the aver-
age, Napocor used only 20 to 40 percent of plant capacity. IPP contracts are also quoted in US 
dollars and government agreed to shoulder losses resulting from foreign exchange fluctuations. 

The incentives extended to IPPs also included so-called fuel cost guarantee. Such guarantee 
obliged Napocor to supply, and pay for, the fuel used in running the plants. Government thus 
shouldered as well the financial risks due to movements in prices of oil and other fuels in the 
world market. 

These unjust guarantees and perks bloated the expenses of Napocor, which it financed through 
borrowings. Consumers, meanwhile, were forced to shoulder the cost of these onerous con-
tracts through the notorious purchased power adjustment (PPA). 

Legitimizing onerous contracts & debts
Alas, Epira even legitimized these burdensome and unjust contracts and debts. To entice investors, 
Section 32 of the law mandated the government (and ultimately, the taxpayers) to automatically 
assume P200 billion in financial obligations of Napocor. 

Section 68 of Epira did mandate the “thorough review” all IPP contracts by an inter-agency 
committee headed by the Department of Finance (DOF). It also tasked the committee to take 
necessary actions in cases where contracts are found to be grossly disadvantageous or onerous to 
the government. Implementing this provision, then President Arroyo ordered a review of 35 IPP 
contracts. In 2002, the DOF-led review committee said that a total of 27 contracts have financial 
issues. (See Annex 3) A financial issue pertained to an instance when the government agency that 
entered into the contract agreed to shoulder financial obligations “beyond what is necessary”. 
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But instead of rescinding these financially onerous IPP contracts, government opted to simply 
renegotiate them. Psalm claimed that the renegotiations have resulted in some $1.03 billion in 
savings for the government.6 Such savings, however, were not the result of striking out the take-or-
pay provisions in the contracts, which remained even after the renegotiations. The reported savings 
mostly came from IPPs reducing their nominated capacity, or the capacity that government agreed 
to pay for whether electricity is actually produced or not. The renegotiations were done not to 
substantially rewrite the contracts. On the contrary, discussions were carried out by Psalm officials 
with the IPPs within the parameters set by the contracts.7 

Consumers’ burden
Even worse, Epira mandated that all the costs resulting from these contracts be borne by the hapless 
consumers. Section 34 of the law states that “a universal charge to be determined, fixed, and approved 
by the ERC shall be imposed on all electricity end-users”. The universal charge shall be collected for, 
among others, the recovery of so-called stranded debt and stranded contract costs of Napocor.

Section 4 of Epira defines stranded debts as any unpaid financial obligations of Napocor which have 
not been liquidated by the proceeds from the sales and privatization of its assets. On the other hand, 
stranded contract costs refer to the excess of contracted cost of electricity under eligible contracts 
(i.e. those approved by the ERC as of December 2000) over the actual selling price of the contracted 
energy output of such contracts in the market. Stranded contract costs are basically the take-or-pay 
capacity payments that will not be offset by the privatization of the IPP contracts and thus will still be 
shouldered by Napocor. 

In June 2009, Psalm had filed petitions before the ERC to recover almost P470.87 billion in Napocor 
stranded debts and almost P22.26 billion in stranded contract costs for the Luzon grid. The recovery 
of stranded debts translates to a rate hike of 30.49 centavos per kilowatt-hour (kWh) based on a 
recovery period of 17 years. Meanwhile, the petition to recover the stranded contract costs in five 
years will translate to a rate hike of 9.20 centavos per kWh. Psalm filed another set of petitions in June 
2010 to recover stranded debts for 2010 (projected at almost P54.90 billion), equivalent to almost 
86.77 centavos per kWh. It also proposed to recover in three years stranded contract costs for 2009 
estimated at almost P26.69 billion, equivalent to 18.79 centavos per kWh. (See Table 1)

Table 1
Psalm’s proposed universal charge for the recovery of stranded debts and stranded contract costs
Item Particulars 2009 2010

Stranded debts

Total amount (in P million) 470,865 54,897*

Equivalent P per kWh 0.3049 0.8677

Proposed recovery period (no. of years) 17 1

Stranded contract costs

Total amount (in P million) 22,256 26,685

Equivalent P per kWh 0.0920 0.1879

Proposed recovery period (no. of years) 5 3

*2010 filing is an update of the 2010 stranded debts projection, which in the 2009 filing, amounts to P67.34 bil-
lion Source: Psalm

 
Fortunately, the ERC dismissed these petitions last November 15, 2010. The dismissal, however, was 
not because they had no basis (Epira allows such recoveries through the universal charge) but due 
to Psalm’s failure to submit supporting documents and information. In fact, the ERC decision clearly 
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stated that the dismissal was “without prejudice to the re-filing of the same after conforming to the 
pertinent ERC regulations”.8 The relief for consumers is indeed just temporary. On or before June 30 
this year, Psalm is expected to file another set of petitions to recover Napocor’s stranded debts and 
stranded contract costs. Reportedly, Psalm is filing for 12 to 15 centavos per kWh-hike in the universal 
charge.9

Our demands
It is clear that the debts and costs incurred by Napocor were the results of grossly disadvantageous 
contracts with the IPPs. It is greatly unjust that these debts be passed on to consumers through 
higher electricity rates. Yet, Epira legitimized these debts and costs and aggravated the burden of the 
consumers and taxpayers. Epira must be repealed to correct this grave injustice against the people. 
We also demand that:

1. the planned petitions by Psalm to further hike the already exorbitant electricity rates to 
recover stranded debts and stranded contract costs be stopped. Malacañang must intervene 
and order an indefinite suspension of all procedures related to the filing and hearing of the 
recovery of these debts and costs; 

2. the financial operations of Napocor and Psalm in the past 10 years be scrutinized by 
the Commission on Audit (COA) to determine exactly how the financial obligations of 
government related to the power sector have not substantially moved. Efforts by members of 
Congress to probe Psalm and Napocor must also be pursued relentlessly; 

3. the results of the first review of all IPP contracts carried out by the inter-agency committee 
led by the DOF be revisited. Efforts must be exerted to initiate another round of review of 
these contracts including those that Napocor still holds and those already privatized. The 
parameters used in the first round of review must be abandoned and replaced with a more 
transparent and democratic approach. It will be remembered that the first round of review 
were held behind closed doors and only involved Energy officials, the IPPs, and creditors. 
Being imbued with public interest, the review must include consumers, independent experts, 
non-government groups, and other stakeholders. Then Energy officials also framed the first 
review within the terms allowed by the IPP contracts so as not to turn off investors. This time, 
the review must explicitly state as among its objective the termination of all onerous IPP 
contracts; and 

4. Napocor and Psalm be prohibited from contracting new debts while all probes on its financial 
situation and the review of all IPP contracts are going on.
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After a Decade of EPIRA: 
Private Power Monopolization
By IBON Foundation

Republic Act (RA) 9136 or the Electric Power Industry Reform Act (EPIRA) of 2001 sought 
to establish a liberalized and market-based power industry ostensibly because this will 
deliver a quality, reliable, secure and affordable supply of electricity for the public. EPIRA’s 

comprehensive power sector plan defined the comprehensive restructuring and privatization of 
power generation, transmission and distribution in the country. In short, it articulated how the 
government will henceforth rely primarily on the profit-seeking private sector, including foreign 
investors, for the country’s electricity needs. 

The power sector however is a natural monopoly in providing an essential service yet with significant 
financial, economic and technological barriers to entry. In this context all the EPIRA has done is usher 
in the monopolization into private hands of the power industry where giant corporate energy players 
have been making significant profits at the expense of the public and national development. 

The bulk of the country’s generation facilities and contracted capacities have been privatized, the 
transmission sector is in private hands, and the distribution sector which was already liberalized prior 
to EPIRA remains dominated by a handful of private distribution utilities. Increased control of the 
industry by foreign and local companies over the past decade has increased private power profits at 
the cost of more expensive electricity for the Filipino people.
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Power privatization trends

Power privatization in the country started during the Corazon Aquino administration. Executive 
Order 215 in 1987 abolished the monopoly of NPC and gave incentives for private investment in 
generation – paving the way for liberalization. The first power BOT contract was signed in 1989 by 
Hong Kong-based Hopewell to build and operate Navotas I. RA 6957 or the Build-Operate-Transfer 
(BOT) law, the first in Asia, was passed in 1990 (and subsequently amended and expanded in 1994) 
which lifted restrictions on the entry of private firms in infrastructure including in power. 

In 1993, the Ramos administration passed RA 7648 or the Electric Power Crisis Act which greatly 
expedited deals with independent power producers (IPPs) for the construction, rehabilitation, 
improvement and maintenance of power plants. The early 1990s saw the country facing a series 
of blackouts following poor delivery especially by the Luzon and Mindanao grids, the installed 
capacities of which were supposedly sufficient. The Ramos administration has since been accused of 
exploiting the emergency power situation and the power crisis law to draw up and fast-track onerous 
IPP contracts benefiting cronies and big power firms.

The country’s power sector has consequently been significantly privatized – specifically referring to 
NPC generating assets, NPC-contracted capacities with IPPs, and transmission assets. As of October 
2010, 91.7% of NPC generation assets in the Luzon and Visayas grids have been sold covering 26 
plants and four decommissioned assets. The government has earned US$10.7 billion from power 
privatization, excluding that of sub-transmission assets, covering: US$3.5 billion for generating plants 
and turned-over IPPs, US$4.0 billion from the 25-year TransCo concession, and US$3.2 billion from the 
transfer of NPC-IPP contracts to IPP administrators. 

NPC generating plants and contracted capacities with independent power producers (IPPs) have 
been sold particularly to the San Miguel, Aboitiz and Lopez groups. (See Annexes 1 and 2) For 
instance, the San Miguel group took 2,545 MW or 76% worth of total 3,346 MW rated capacity of 
privatized NPC-IPP contracts in 2009 and 2010, aside from 620 MW worth of generation plants. The 
Aboitiz group meanwhile bought 1,486 MW or 36% of the total 4,103 MW rated capacity of privatized 
generating/operating plants; the Lopez group in turn took 567 MW or 14% of privatized plants. The 
power industry from generation, transmission, distribution to supply is then now almost entirely 
controlled by the private sector.

As of end-2010 the country’s installed generating capacity stood at 16,359 megawatts (MW). Private 
firms accounted for 63,167 gigawatt-hours (GWh) or 93.2% of the total 67,743 GWh gross power 
generated in the country – including power generated by IPPs for non-NPC customers (71.5%) and 
with contract to NPC (21.7%). Conversely, NPC only generated 4,576 GWh or 6.8% from power plants 
it owns (both on- or off-grid).

As of October 2010, there was just 3,766 MW of Power Sector Assets and Liabilities Management 
(PSALM) Corporation rated/contracted capacity remaining for privatization – scheduled to be 
completed by the end of 2011. (See Table 1) 



22POWER FAILURE: 10 years of EPIRA

Table 1. List of Remaining Plants/Assets for Privatization as of October 2010

Asset Rated/Contracted Capacity 
(MW) Indicative Schedule

I. Generating Assets
Power Barges 101-104 128 Dec-10
Agus-Pulangi Hydro 982 2011
Malaya Thermal 630 2011
Subtotal 1,740

II. Decommissioned Plants
Sucat Thermal 0 2011
Bataan Thermal 0 2011
Subtotal

III. IPP
Naga 132 Oct-10
Leyte 559 Nov-10
CBK 728 2011
WMPC 100 2011
SPPC 50 2011
Mindanao Coal 200 2011
Mt. Apo 1 and 2 93 2011
Casecnan 165 2011
Subtotal 2,026

IV. Other Assets
Real Estate/Non-power n/a 2011

TOTAL 3,766
Source: Department of Energy (DOE) 17th Status Report on EPIRA Implementation

The World Bank’s (WB) public-private partnership (PPP) in infrastructure database shows that the 
Aboitiz Group is the foremost beneficiary of privatization, followed by the Lopez Group, DMCI, 
Suritimo and J-Power. In the EPIRA period alone, there were 42 PPP power projects in the Philippines. 
(See Table 2)

Table 2. PPP Power Projects in the Philippines, 2001-2009

Sponsor Investment 
Year PPI Type

Payment 
Commitments 

to the 
Government
(US$ million)

Investment 
Commitments 

in Physical 
Assets 

(US$ million)

Total 
Investment 

Commitments 
(US$ million)

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2003 Concession 0 7 7

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2003 Greenfield 
project 0 0 0

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2004 Divestiture 1.3 0 1.3

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2007 Divestiture 530 0 530

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2007 Greenfield 
project 0 355 355

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2008 Divestiture 325 170 495

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2008 Greenfield 
project 0 105 105

Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2009 Divestiture 477 0 477
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Aboitiz Equity Ventures 2009 Greenfield 
project 0 473 473

AES Corporation 2008 Divestiture 930 127 1057

Bronze Oak Group 2004 Greenfield 
project 0 60 60

Cagayan Electric Power 
& Light Co. 2003 Greenfield 

project 0 5.3 5.3

Coastal Power Corpora-
tion 2006 Greenfield 

project 0 25 25

Coyiuto Group 2009 Concession 2,248 640 2,888

DM Consunji Inc. 2007 Divestiture 0 0 0

DM Consunji Inc. 2009 Divestiture 361 120 481

First Philippine Hold-
ings Corporation (FPHC) 2006 Divestiture 513 0 513

First Philippine Hold-
ings Corporation (FPHC) 2007 Divestiture 1,400 0 1,400

First Philippine Hold-
ings Corporation (FPHC) 2009 Divestiture 220 0 220

Formosa Plastics Group 2009 Greenfield 
project 0 450 450

ICS Renewables 2009 Divestiture 0.23 0 0.23

J-POWER 2001 Concession 70 460 530

J-POWER 2003 Concession 0 0 0

Lopez Group 2004 Divestiture 1.5 0 1.5

Metrobank Group 2009 Greenfield 
project 0 450 450

Mirant 2004 Greenfield 
project 0 11 11

Monte Oro Grid Re-
sources Corp 2009 Concession 2,248 640 2,888

Northwind 2004 Greenfield 
project 0 38 38

Northwind 2007 Greenfield 
project 0 13 13

Others 2004 Divestiture 0.48 0 0.48

RAG Beteiligungs-Group 2003 Greenfield 
project 0 0 0

RAG Beteiligungs-Group 2007 Greenfield 
project 0 355 355

San Miguel Corporation 
(SMC) 2009 Divestiture 14 0 14

SN Power 2007 Divestiture 530 0 530

SN Power 2008 Divestiture 325 170 495

Sorsogon II Electric 
Cooperative 2004 Divestiture 0.41 0 0.41

SPC Power Corp 2009 Divestiture 7 0 7

Sta. Clara International 
Corp. 2004 Divestiture 1.4 0 1.4

State Grid Xin Yuan 
Company limited 2009 Concession 2,248 640 2,888
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Suritomo 2001 Concession 70 460 530

Suritomo 2003 Concession 0 0 0

Zabaleta & Co. 2004 Greenfield 
project 0 60 60

Source: World Bank and PPIAF, PPI Project Database

A company or related group can own up to 30% of installed generating capacity and 25% of the 
national installed generating capacity. It can own distribution utilities (DUs) as well. The restriction on 
cross-ownership only applies to ownership of generation with transmission. DUs, in turn, capture the 
entire market in their franchise areas (residential and general service users). In the end, this defeats 
the EPIRA claim of consumers having the option to choose the utility which can provide them with 
the cheapest electricity available.

Private monopolies: Generation, transmission and distribution

The NPC owned or controlled some 90% of the countries generating capacity before privatization. A 
decade after EPIRA, the power industry is dominated by just a few companies and families – many of 
whom are believed to be close business allies of past and current administrations. 

Generating capacity in this country of some 100 million Filipinos is in the hands of basically seven 
or eight major players. (See Table 3) The concentration is particularly strong in the biggest three 
firms. The Cojuangco-owned San Miguel Power Corporation (SMPC) has, at 3,165 MW, the largest 
generating capacity after just two years in the power business. The Lopez group, with foreign 
company BGL as partner, has 2,832 MW generation capacity followed by the Aboitiz group, with SN 
Power AS (Norway) and Pacific Hydro Limited (Australia), has 2,051 MW.

Table 3. Corporations Controlling the Power Generation Subsector

Corporation Subsidiaries in Power/Power 
Assets/Contracted Capacity

Total 
Capacity

Filipino owners/
partners

Foreign 
Owners/
Partners

SMPC

San Miguel Energy Corp. (Limay 
Combined-Cycle, San Roque 
hydro; contracted: Sual Coal, 
Ilijan Combined Cycle)

3,165 MW
Danding 
Cojuangco, Ramon 
Ang

 

Lopez Group  
(First Philippine 
Holdings 
Corporation, FPHC)

First Gen Corporation (Bauang 
Power Corp., Pantabangan-
Masiway Hydro, Sta. Rita 
Combined Cycle, San Lorenzo 
Combined Cycle, Bacon-Manito 
Geothermal, Leyte Geothermal, 
Northern Negros Geothermal, 
Southern Negros Geothermal, 
Bukidnon Hydroelectric, Mindanao 
Geothermal)

2,832 MW Lopez Group BG Group (BGL)
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Aboitiz Group  
(Aboitiz Equity 
Ventures)

Aboitiz Power, Hedcor Sibulan, 
AP Renewables, Inc. (Ambuklao-
Binga Hydro, Bakun Hydro, 
Benguet Hydro, Magat Hydro, 
Makban Geothermal, Pagbilao, 
Tiwi Geothermal, Toledo Coal, 
Mactan Coal, Cebu Coal, Mindanao 
Coal, Power Barge/Mobile 1 and 
2 Thermal, Davao Hydro, Sibulan, 
Bukidnon Hydro, Davao Thermal, 
Cotabato Thermal, Zamboanga 
Thermal, General Santos Thermal)

2,051 MW Aboitiz Group

SN Power AS 
(Norway), 
Pacific Hydro 
Limited 
(Australia)

Kepco-SPC

KEPCO Ilijan Corporation 
(KEILCO)/KEPCO Philippines 
Corporation (KEPHILCO) - Malaya, 
Ilijan, Naga, Cebu CFBC

1,263 MW Salcon Power Corp 
(SPC)

Kepco 
Philippines Corp 
(Korea)

Team Energy Corp  
(Mirant) Sual, Pagbilao, Ilijan 2,175 MW  

Tokyo Electric 
Power Company 
and Marubeni 
Corporation

MPPCL Masinloc Power Partners Co. Ltd. 600 MW  AES Corporation 
(US)

SEM Calaca SEM-Calaca Power Corp 600 MW DMCI (Consunji) 
and Coyiuto Group  

Global Business 
Power Corporation  
(GBPC)

Toledo Power Company (TPC), 
Panay Power Corporation (PPC), 
GBP Power Resources, Inc and 
Toledo Cebu International Trading 
Resources Corporation (TCITRC)

610 MW Metrobank Group 
(George Ty)  

Source: Collated from company websites

The dominance of a few generating companies is clearer when looking at their respective market 
shares. Just the three biggest firms corner 54% of national generating capacity: SMPC (22%), Lopez 
group (18%) and Aboitiz (14%); NPC meanwhile has just an 8% share and PSALM a 21% share. (See 
Chart 1) Three-fourths of the country’s power generation is in Luzon and the dominance of the big 
three is strongest here where they account for 64% the market. In contrast, NPC and PSALM account 
for 41% of generation (versus 24% for the Lopez/Aboitiz groups) in the Visayas and 81% (versus 17% 
for the Lopez/Aboitiz groups) in Mindanao.
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Chart 1. Power Generation Market Share

Source: Department of Energy (DOE) 17th Status Report on EPIRA Implementation

The Wholesale Electricity Spot Market (WESM) started commercial operations in Luzon in June 2006 
and in the Visayas in December 2010 (not yet in Mindanao) – ostensibly as a key method for creating 
a competitive electric power market that gives cheaper and more efficient service to consumers. Yet 
while there are 30 registered trading teams from 23 generating companies participating in Luzon, for 
instance, just the six biggest generators in terms of registered MW account for 61% (7,117 MW) of the 
total registered 11,652 MW. (See Annex 3) This unavoidable concentration creates the conditions for 
cartelized manipulation of prices in what is supposed to be a ‘competitive’ market, with high prices 
far beyond the true cost of generation subsequently passed on to end consumers. The Luzon WESM 
has 38 registered customers consisting of 28 electric cooperatives, six PDUs and four industrial/
commercial users.

There have already been accusations of price-rigging by WESM operators. When NPC and its IPPs 
were accused of jacking up prices when they composed the majority of WESM members. In an 
August to September trading cycle, NPC and PSALM were alleged to have colluded to manipulate 
prices in the WESM – the average price started at PhP2.72/kWh but spiked to PhP4.853/kWh and even 
reached PhP6.88. WESM’s price determination methodology was approved by the ERC but has also 
been questioned because it sets the clearing price based on the highest tender price of generation 
companies. 

The amount of energy sourced through the Luzon spot market however averaged a very small 14.4% 
monthly in the October 2009-September 2010 period, for instance, with bilateral contract quantities 
(BCQ) settled outside the spot market accounting for the balance of 85.6% (compared to over 70% 
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at the start of the WESM nearly three years before). In the first five years of the WESM, DUs are only 
required to source 10% of their total demand from the spot market and the rest may be bought from 
other generators or from a company’s own IPPs.

The transmission sector is run by the National Grid Corporation of the Philippines (NGCP) – a 
consortium of State Grid Corp. of China and OneTaipan Holdings of Henry Sy, Jr. (acquired from 
Enrique Razon’s Monte Oro Resources). Sub-transmission assets valued at PhP7.6 billion in 2007 are 
up for sale by Transco; it has been able to sell PhP3.6 billion-worth of sub-transmission assets as of 
October 2010.

The distribution sector is dominated by a few private distribution utilities (DUs) even as many electric 
cooperatives are being taken over by the National Electrification Administration (NEA). Private DUs 
(PDUs) have the largest market share among DUs with corporate interests in generation also present 
in distribution. The three largest PDUs in terms of the number of customers and GWh sales are 
Meralco (of the San Miguel, Lopez and Pangilinan group) followed by the Visayan Electric Company 
(VECO) and Davao Light and Power Company (both of the Aboitiz Group).

Meralco is the largest PDU in the country covering cover some 25 million Filipinos in 29 cities and 
82 municipalities of Metro Manila, Rizal, Bulacan, Cavite, Laguna, Quezon, Batangas and Pampanga. 
VECO is the franchise owner of Metropolitan Cebu, including Consolacion, Liloan, Talisay, Minglanilla, 
Naga and San Fernando. The Aboitizes own other PDUs as well such as the San Fernando Light and 
Power Corp, Cotabato Light and Power, Subic Enerzone and others; the Lopezes are with the Panay 
Electric Company (Lopez).

Meralco bought over half of its power requirements in 2008 and 2009 from through bilateral 
contracts with IPPs and only 48% from WESM. In this period, average NPC rates were at PhP3.98 
which was much lower than the PhP4.85 price from Lopez IPPs. In October 2008, for example, NPC’s 
rate was only PhP3.70 while First Gas priced its energy from Sta. Rita and San Lorenzo plants at a 
much higher PhP6.31 and PhP6.61, respectively.

Effective regulation with a bias for the public interest is particularly critical given the unavoidable 
monopoly nature of the power industry. While the Energy Regulatory Commission (ERC) is tasked 
to regulate distribution utilities, it has in practice served as merely an approving or legitimizing 
agency for power firms’ proposed electricity rates; in effect, generation and supply costs are taken as 
reflecting true cost while DU rates are merely approved and not subjected to social considerations. 
The ERC has justifiably been criticized for failing to ensure affordable rates and, indeed, has 
apparently not even been able to completely track historical trends in electricity tariffs. The ERC 
has recently even been at the forefront of pushing a change in the rate-basing methodology from 
return-on-rate base (RORB) to the performance-based rate (PBR) which allows power utilities to 
declare a target revenue for the next five years as the basis of the rates that they will charge their 
customers, whether or not planned projects push through or not. The methodology is insensitive to 
the affordability of power services according to the capacity of customers to pay.

Corporate profits in the power sector have generally been on the rise in the last decade – the top 25 
revenue-making corporations in electricity generation, collection and distribution saw their profits 
jump ten-fold between 2001 and 2009 (even as their profits dipped in 2003, 2007 and 2008 years). 
(See Chart 2) These huge corporate profits are extracted from their customers. 
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Chart 2

Net Income of Top 25 Corporations in Generation, 
Collection and Distribution of Electricity, 2001-2009

-100000

-50000

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Year

In
 P

hp
 m

ill
io

n

Source: BusinessWorld Top 1000 Corporations, various years

In 2009, for instance, Meralco’s PhP183.7 billion in gross revenues made it the country’s biggest 
corporation by revenues, with a net income of PhP5.6 billion  that was more than double its PhP 
2.1 billion in 2008). Meralco has the highest average effective residential rate among the private 
distribution utilities at PhP10.67 per KWh and the second highest commercial rate at PhP9.05 per 
KWh. Meralco has also been controversial for its overcharging: it anomalously passed on to its 
customers operating expenses worth PhP3.5 billion in 2004 and PhP2.9 billion 2007 that it should not 
have; it also anomalously valued property and equipment worth PhP3.7 billion in 2004 and PhP3. 6 
billion in 2007 as part of its rate base even if these were not instrumental in electricity distribution 
to justify increases in the distribution charge. Estimates of total refunds owed by Meralco to its 
customers from overcharging since 2003 range from PhP14 billion to PhP34 billion. Even VECO is 
estimated to have overcharged its costumers by PhP4.4 billion over the period 2004-2008.

Public-private partnerships (PPPs)

The transition to full privatization in the sector is almost complete and the direction of the power 
industry now is the consolidation of private profit-seeking utilities, including through an intensified 
PPP offensive by the government. The government has already declared that it is seeking to give so-
called regulatory risk guarantees or, in effect, public guarantees of private profits for firms engaging 
in infrastructure projects. 

So far there are only three on-going PPPs in the power sector and nine completed PPPs. (See Table 
4) Many of these were contracts with IPPs signed under the Ramos administration and criticized 
as anomalous with provisions disadvantageous to the government and the public. The on-going 
projects are the San Roque Multi-purpose Project, Caliraya-Botocan-Kalayaan Project and Mindanao 
Coal-Fired Thermal Power Plant.
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Table 4. Ongoing and Completed PPPs in the power sector

Project Name Proponent Scheme
Estimated Proj-
ect Cost (US$ 

million)

Ongoing

San Roque Multi-Purpose Project Marubeni/Kansai Electric Power Inc./
Sithe Energies, Inc. (Japan/USA) BOT 1,141

Caliraya-Botocan-Kalayaan Project IMPSA (Argentina) BROT 450

Mindanao Coal-Fired Thermal 
Power Plant Harbin/State Investment (China) BOT 310

Completed

Subic, Zambales Diesel Power 
Plant I PRISMA Energy Phils. Corp ROM 4

Clark Air Base Diesel Plant Electrobus (Phils.) ROM 4.5

Calaca, Batangas Diesel Power 
Barges Far East Levingston (Singapore) BOO 78

North Harbor Diesel Power Barges Far East Levingston (Singapore) BOO 78

Navotas Diesel Power Barge 1 & 2 East Asia Power Corp. (Singapore) BOO 110

Engineering Island Power Badge Sabah Shipyard SDN.BHD (Malaysia) BOO 30

Navotas Gas Turbine 1-3 Hopewell Holdings Ltd. (Hongkong) BOT 40

Toledo Cebu Coal Thermal Plant Atlas Cons. Mining & Devt. Corp. ECA 35

Pinamucan, Batangas Diesel Power 
Plant PRISMA Energy Phils. Corp. BOT 120

Source: Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) Center (since renamed to PPP Center)

There are 27 private-initiated projects and one BOT power project for roll-out in 2011. The 
government distinguishes power projects from the rest of the PPP projects because, under the 
EPIRA, the public sector will no longer participate in the construction of new or expansion of existing 
power plants. NPC is also no longer allowed to enter into off-take agreements or buy electricity other 
than the contracted capacity it has now, which are also scheduled to be sold. The estimated total 
estimated cost of all the identified power projects in the coming years is PhP248.6 billion. (See Table 
5) 

Table 5. PPP Projects in the Power Sector

Project Proponent Components Location Project Cost

Northwind Pamplona 
Project

Northeast Wind 
Systems Corporation 30 MW Pamplona, 

Cagayan Valley
PhP3,375 million  
(US$75 million)
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Northwind Aparri Project Northwind Group of 
Companies. 40 MW Aparri, Cagayan 

Valley
PhP4,500 million  
(US$100 million)

Multi-Fuel Biomass Power 
Plant

Green Power 
Pangasinan 
Philippines, Inc.

2 x 17.5 MW Pangasinan PhP2,205 million  
(US$49 million)

Burgos Wind Power 
Project

Energy Development 
Corporation

40 MW wind 
power plant in 
Saoit and 46 MW 
in Nagsurot

Burgos, Ilocos 
Norte

PhP11,610 
million  
(US$258 million)

Multi-Fuel Biomass Power 
Plant

Green Power Nueva 
Ecija Philippines Inc.

2 x 17.5 MW 
biomass power 
project

San Leonardo, 
Nueva Ecija

PhP2,205 million  
(US$49 million)

Tanawon Geothermal 
Project

Energy Development 
Corporation.

40 MW steamfield 
and geothermal 
power plant 
with 0.8 
kilometer 230kV 
transmission line 

Bacman 
Geothermal 
Field, Sorsogon.

PhP9,000 million  
(US$200 million)

Coal-fired Power Plant Redondo Peninsula 
Energy Incorporated

2 x 150 MW coal-
fired power plant

Naglatore, 
Cawag, Subic

PhP24,300 
million  
(US$540 million)

Coal-fired Power Plant
Trans Asia Oil and 
Energy Development 
Corporation (TAOil)

1 x 135 MW coal-
fired power

Bato West, 
Calaca, Batangas

PhP21,870 
million  
(US$486 million)

Kalayaan Pumped Storage 
Power Plant III (CBK 
Expansion)

J Power and 
Sumitomo 
Corporation

360 MW hydro 
power plant Lumban, Laguna

PhP32,400 
million  
(US$720 million)

Mauban Wind Farm 
Project

Quezon Power 
Philippines

12 MW wind 
power plant  PhP1,350 million  

(US$30 million)

Rangas Geothermal 
Project

Energy Development 
Corporation (EDC)

40 MW steamfield 
and geothermal 
power plant

Bacman 
Geothermal 
Field, Bacon, 
Sorsogon

PhP9,000 million  
(US$200 million)

Balintingon River Multi-
Purpose Project

National Irrigation 
Administration

30 MW hydro 
power plant

General Tinio, 
Nueva Ecija

PhP2,700 million  
(US$60 million)

Quezon Power Expansion 
Project

Quezon Power 
Philippines

500 MW 
additional 
capacity in the 
coal-fired power 
plant

Mauban, Quezon
PhP40,500 
million  
(US$900 million)

Manito-Kayabon 
Geothermal Proejct

Energy Development 
Corporation (EDC)

integrated 40 
MW steamfield 
and geothermal 
power plant

Bacman 
Geothermal 
Field, Bacon, 
Sorsogon
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Mindoro Biomass Power 
Project

Global Power 
Mindoro Philippines, 
Inc

17.5 MW biomass 
power plant Mindoro PhP1,575 million  

(US$35 million)

Pagbilao Expansion 
Project

Team Energy 
Corporation

400 MW 
additional 
capacity in the 
coal plant

Pagbilao, Quezon
PhP32,400 
million  
(US$720 million)

Pagudpud Wind Power 
Project

Energy Development 
Corporation (EDC)

40 MW wind 
power plant

Pagudpud, Ilocos 
Norte

PhP4,500 million  
(US$100 million)

Villasiga Hydropower 
Project

SUNWEST Water & 
Electric Company v

8 MW hydro 
power plant Sibalom, Antique PhP720 million  

(US$16 million)

Negros Biomass Power 
Project

Global Green Power 
PLC

17.5 MW biomass 
power plants  

PhP562.50 
million  
(US$12.50 
million)

Samar Biomass Power 
Project

Global Green Power 
PLC

17.5 MW biomass 
power plant Samar PhP1,575 million  

(US$35 million)

Dauin Geothermal Project Energy Development 
Corporation

40 MW steamfield 
and geothermal 
power plant

Dauin, Negros 
Oriental

PhP9,000 million  
(US$200 million)

Southern Leyte 
Geothermal Project 
(Formerly Cabalian 
Geothermal)

Energy Development 
Corporation (EDC)

40 MW steamfield 
and geothermal 
power plant

Southern Leyte PhP9,000 million  
(US$200 million)

Bunker-Fired Power Plant

Mindanao 
Energy Systems, 
Incorporated 
(MINERGY)

20 MW bunker 
fired power plant Bukidnon PhP900 million  

(US$20 million)

Southern Mindanao Coal-
Fired Power Station

Conal Holdings 
Corporation

200 MW coal 
power plant

Maasim, 
Sarangani

PhP6,120 million  
(US$360 million)

Tagoloan Hydropower
First Gen Mindanao 
Hydro Power 
Corporation

68 MW hydro 
power plant Bukidnon PhP6,120 million  

(US$136 million)

Bukidnon Biomass Power 
Project

Green Power 
Bukidnon Philippines, 
Incorporated

35 MW biomass 
power plant Bukidnon

PhP1,496.25 
million  
(US$33.25 
million)

Davao Biomass Power 
Project

Green Power 
Davao Philippines, 
Incorporated

17.5 MW biomass 
power plant Davao City

PhP1,496.25 
million  
(US$33.25 
million)

Camiguin Island Wind 
Power Project

Energy Development 
Corporation

5 MW wind power 
project Camiguin

PhP562.50 
million  
(US$12.50 
million)

Source: PPP Brochure
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Disconnecting electric cooperatives 

The government-directed PSALM disclosed that some 90 electric cooperatives (ECs) and other big 
power users nationwide, having a total debt of Php18.8 billion, face disconnection from the grid 
because of their debts; some PhP4 billion of this total debt could be collectibles from industrial users 
sourcing power directly from PSALM. This has given rise to speculation that this may be a prelude 
to the eventual take-over by NEA of the ECs because of ‘unviability’, eventually leading to further 
concentration with private DUs taking over the areas of the ECs.

There are instances where NEA has taken over the ECs in terms of replacing the cooperative’s board 
members. For example, in February this year, NEA took over ALECO, the LGU-owned EC of Albay. 
Meanwhile, the LGU of Zambales took over the coop because of complaints regarding high electricity 
rates. In 2009, the NEA also took over the Iloilo Electric cooperative following charges of bribery 
within the ILECO board. 

Monopoly burdens

Modern economic activity is power-intensive and economic progress cannot but in general require 
higher levels of power supply at reasonable prices – EPIRA has not delivered this. It has already 
been well-reported that Philippine rates are among the highest in Asia. Over the period 2004-2010, 
average annual growth in total generation capacity of 3.6% was significantly outpaced by the 
average annual growth in gross domestic product (GDP) of 5.2% (with the country facing several 
hours of rotating brown-outs in 2010). 

Households as a sector are the single biggest users of electricity and in 2010 accounted for 18,833 
GWh or 34.1% of total sales – followed by  industrial users (33.6%) and commercial users (29.4%). 
In this sense they bear the biggest burden of high power rates. In terms of access, while the 
government reports 99.9% of barangays electrified as of July 2010 around 26% or one out of four 
households in the country – amounting to some 3.3 million homes – still did not have electricity 
connections. 

The rising power rates over the last decade of EPIRA are especially problematic for the country’s poor 
families. Over more or less that same period the average real income of Filipinos (taking into inflation 
into account) fell 10.5%, from some PhP12,000 per month in 2000 to PhP10,740 in 2009 (at 2000 
prices). Some 7-8% of the typical household’s non-food spending is on electricity.###
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Annex 1. List of Privatized Generating/Operating Plants

*Turned-over IPPs
Note: Angat Hydro Power Plant was removed from the list of privatized plants after Supreme Court issued its Order on 9 
August 2010 denying the motion filed by PSALM to lift the May 24 order to stop the sale
Source: Department of Energy (DOE) 17th Status Report on EPIRA Implementation

Annex 2. List of Privatized NPC-IPP Contracts

Source: Department of Energy (DOE) 16th Status Report on EPIRA Implementation
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Annex 3. Luzon WESM Generators Registration Status

Source: Department of Energy (DOE) 16th Status Report on EPIRA Implementation
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Appendix
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Regional Case Study 
on Power Campaign

Prepared by BAYAN Southern Mindanao 

I Background of the Issue: 

On Mar 10, 2010, the Energy Regulatory Commission (ERC) approved the Davao Light and Power 
Company Inc.’s (DLPCI) petition for power rate hike. This was the result of the DLPCI’s entry into 
Performance Based Regulation under Group C with regulatory period of July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2014, 
as mandated under EPIRA. Five months after, the Davao Light and Power Company (DLPC) informed 
its consumers of its increase in the Distribution Charge by P0.08/kwh (or an additional P56 in the 
monthly bill for 175 kWh consumption) which was reflected on the bill of that month. 

DLPC revealed that the basis of its petition was to cover its investments of 583 M in 2001-2008 and to 
prepare for its projected investments for 2010-11 of P606 M. 

Upon perusal on the August bill, the increase went as much as 0.3638/kwh. 

July 2010
(before the increase)

August 2010 
(after the increase) 

Increase

Distribution Charge 1.2409/kwh 1.5700/kwh 0.3311/kwh
Supply Charge 0.1716/kwh 0.2043/kwh 0.0327/kwh

It affected a total of 273, 068 consumers in the whole of Davao City and a portion in Davao del Norte 
(only in Panabo City and Braulio, Dujali).With this, DLPC was expected an additional monthly income 
of P10.4 M. 
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But based on its own website, DLPCI incurred a profit of P591.9 M in 2008 and P872.9 M in 2009. 

On May 24, 2012, the ERC set a hearing on “Case No: 2011-0048, DLPC Case Title: PBR for the Regulatory 
Period July 1, 2010-June 30, 2014” for an Annual Review Requirements (ARR) for 2011-2012.

It proposed again for another round of power rate increase. 

Old Proposed Increase % Change
Residential (1.1) 6.4876 6.6857 0.1981 3.053 %

Secondary Retail (2.1) 6.4237 6.6217 0.1981 3.083 %

Secondary Retail (3.1) 5.5756 5.6365 0.0609 1.093 %

Primary Retail (4.1) 5.0456 4.9914 (0.0543) (1.076) %

Flat Lighting(5.1) 5.9832 6.1181 0.1349 2.254%
But based on the DLPCI’s financial statements from 2005-2008, there was an over collection of P3,698, 769,287.00. 
 
This finding is based on the ERC’s Unbundling Decision dated 22 December 2003 under ERC Case No. 
2001-897 granting DLPCI’s annual revenue requirement of P858,071,000.00(net of purchased power 
cost).

ERC Approved vs Actual Distribution Revenue

Year of operation
DLPC
Actual Revenue **

Unbundling Decision Dated 22 
December 2003 ERC Case No. 
2001-897*

Over/(under)recoveries

2008 1,772,281,687 858,071,000 914,210,687
2007 1,854,518,270 858,071,000 996,447,270
2006 1,773,167,225 858,071,000 915,096,225
2005 1,731,086,105 858,071,000 873,015,105

TOTAL OVER RECOVERIES                                                                        P3,698,769,287

*net of purchased cost
** Distribution, Supply and Metering Revenue only (net of purchase and interclass subsidy revenue)

Sources: 2005 to 2008 DLPC’s Audited Financial Statement submitted to ERC and Unbundling Decision

DLPCI consumers hadtheir share of victory (or just paper victory) in the issue of refund. In the case 
G.R. No. 150253, “Antonio G. Diaz and Francisco P. Tesorero v. Energy Regulatory Board and Davao 
Light & Power Co., Inc.”promulgated in November 30, 2006, the Supreme Court “ordered the Energy 
Regulatory Commission to proceed with the refund proceedings instituted by respondents herein 
with reasonable dispatch consistent with this Decision.  No costs.” This was signed by Minita V. Chico- 
Nazario, an Associate Justice, and concurred by Artemio V. Panganiban, Chief Justice. 

The refund of a total of P308.425 M is until now not complied by the DLPCI.   
 

II Private Distribution Utility:

Davao Light and Power Company Inc. was founded in 1929 and acquired by Aboitiz & Company in 1946. 

It is the third largest privately-owned electric utility in the Philippines. It holds the franchise for 
distributing electric power to Davao City, Panabo City and the municipalities of Carmen, Dujali, and 
Sto. Tomas in Davao del Norte. 



38POWER FAILURE: 10 years of EPIRA

On September 29, 2000, the franchise was renewed for another 25 years by virtue of Republic Act 
8960. In 2007, it sold 1.331 B kwh to 247,341 customers with a peak demand of 245 megawatts (MW) 
and maintains a 54.7 MW standby diesel power plant. 

It is also a generation company with a hydropower sources from Maco, also from Sta. Cruz-Tudaya 
and from Mintal-Talomo. 

III Campaign 

Last September 7, 2010, Bayan and Consumer Alert filed a petition before the City Council through its 
Committee on Energy, Transportation, and Communication chaired by Councilor Pilar Braga, to call 
for an investigation on the matter and immediately stop DLPC’s implementation of the power rate 
increase.

In August 2011, series of community forum begun and was conducted in 11 top barangays in the city 
(Sasa, Brgy. 21-C, Brgy. 11-D, Brgy. 76-A, Agdao, Matina Aplaya, Tibungco, 21-C, Mandug, Brgy. 11). 
Since it was coordinated with the Sangguniang Panglunsod’s Committee on Barangay Affairs, most of 
these fora are coursed through the Barangay Council.

Signature Campaign and streamers’ hanging was also conducted in the public markets. 

In September 25, Power-Dabawwas formed through an Assembly. It led the March-Rally in 
September 29. 

Member organizations were CONSUMER ALERT and Nagkahiusang Lumulupyo sa Barangay Agdao. 
There were also individual members, mostly barangay captains, functionaries, small business, officers 
of homeowners associations.

In November 24, the Chairperson of the Committee on Energy, Transportation and Communication 
was forced to call for a Committee Hearing. It was attended by the representative from the ERC 
Mindanao Field Office who was pinned down on the overdue issue of 308M refund issue. Present also 
were the top officers of the DLPCI who were having difficulties answering the questions raised by the 
consumers.

In November 26, the First Power Conference was organized. It was attended by 70 participants, 
mostly from small business, academe, barangay functionaries and People’s Organizations.

IV Conclusion/Proposals

First, legal remedy was not maximized in this campaign. It would help a lot if we would be furnished 
copies of the legal proceedings you had with your engagements with Meralco.

Second, a sustained nationally-coordinated protests action is needed, to press the national 
government to scrap EPIRA. 
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Kampanya laban sa 
pribatisasyon ng electric 
cooperatives
Inihanda ng BAYAN – Bicol 

Tumutok ang kampanya ng power sa rehiyon sa isyu ng pribatisasyon ng mga kooperatiba ng 
kuryente. Nang pumasok ang SALCON, isang Singaporean company, upang bilhin ang Albay Electric 
Cooperative (ALECO) sa Albay at ang Camarines Sur Electric Cooperative (CASURECO) 3 sa Camarines 
Sur. Naging tuntungan ng mga kapitalista at lokal na mga pulitiko ang usapin ng pagkalugi ng mga 
kooperatiba upang ibenta ito sa pribado.

Matagumpay na napigilan ng nagkakaisang konsyumer at mamamayan ang mga maniobrang ito ng 
pagsasapribado ng kooperatiba. Sa kabila nito muli’t-muli ay nariyan ang banta ng pribatisasyon sa 
katotohanang halos lahat ng kooperatiba sa rehiyon ay lubog sa utang at dinideklarang lugi ng mga 
tagapamahala nito. 

Sa ganitong kalagayan inilatag ng BAYAN ang alternatibong gawing tunay na kooperatiba ang mga 
ito kung saan may direktang partisipasyon at kontribusyon ang mga miyembro-konsyumer nito 
lalong lalo na sa pagdedesisyon sa loob ng kooperatiba. Iba’t-ibang aksyon ang isinagawa, mula 
sa mga piket rali, kampuhan sa labas ng kooperatiba, mga petisyon, tit for tat sa media at legal na 
pakikibaka upang pigilan ang mga tangkang pribatisasyon.

Nang mabigo ang SALCON sa panghihimasok nito sa ALECO, naging mas malinaw ang sadyang 
pananabotahe sa mga kooperatiba upang malugi ang mga ito at maibenta sa pribado. Unti-unting 
nalantad ang mga anomalya, mismanagement at korapsyon sa loob ng kooperatiba na syang dahilan 
ng pagkalugi ng mga ito.
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Partikular sa ALECO kung saan naging masigla ang kampanya laban sa pribatisasyon, nalantad na 
ang mga ugat ng pagkalugi daw nito. Sa audit report ng National Electrification Administration 
(NEA) mismo makikita na marami ang nawawalang pera sa kooperatiba subalit hindi nito magawang 
mapanagot ang mga sangkot at masaklap mismong mga NEA managers ay sangkot rin. 

Mula sa P1.6B na utang ng ALECO noong 2008 bago pumasok ang National Power Corporation 
(NAPOCOR) sa bisa ng Operation & Management Contract, lumobo sa P3.3B ang utang nito ngayon. 
Ito ay sa kadahilanang noong 2009 matapos mabili ng Aboitiz Power Renewables Inc. ang Tiwi 
Geothermal Power Plant sa Tiwi, Albay ay naputol ang Transition Supply Contract ng NAPOCOR at 
ALECO na dapat sana ay hanggang 2011 pa. 

Dahil dito, napilitan ang ALECO na kumuha ng kuryente sa Wholesale Electricity Spot Market 
(WESM) nang 100%. Taong 2010 nang pumasok ang ALECO sa Aboitiz ng bilateral contract na 40% 
at hanggang ngayon nananatiling 60% ang exposure ng ALECO sa WESM. Nitong Nobyembre 2010 
tumaas ng hanggang P3/kwh ang singil ng ALECO dahil sa pagtaas din ng presyuhan sa WESM. Ito ay 
isang malinaw na kapabayaan ng Board of Directors at management na naglagay sa dehado sa mga 
konsyumer.

Ang mga kapabayaan, anomalya, at korapsyong nalantad ang naging dahilan upang umigting ang 
panawagang palayasin ang lahat ng Board of Directors at manager ng ALECO. Nitong Pebrero 10, 
2011 ay napalayas ang lahat ng BOD, at ito rin ang panahon na napigilan ang diskoneksyon ng PEMC. 
Kinaumagahan, pumasok ang NEA sa ALECO. 

Ang banta ng diskoneksyon ng Philippine Electricity Market Corp. (PEMC) ay nagsimula nang 
hindi mabayaran ng ALECO ang kinuha nitong kuryente noong Pebrero hanggang Hulyo 2010 na 
nagkakahalaga ng P974.2 milyon. Ang utang rin na ito ang naging dahilan upang ideklara ni Albay 
Gov. Joey Salceda ang dagdag singil na P1.66/kwh upang bayaran umano ang naturang utang. Sa 
iskema ni Salceda, mangungutang ang ALECO sa Aboitiz upang bayaran ang PEMC at babayaran 
naman ng mga konsyumer ang Aboitiz sa naturang dagdag singil. Matagumpay itong napigilan ng 
mga konsyumer.

Sa ngayon ay nasa pagsustine ng kampanya laban sa pribatisasyong ng ALECO. Dahil lubog pa rin 
ito sa utang at ang tanging opsyon na inihahapag ng mga ahensya ng gobyerno ay pribatisasyon. 
Maraming mga kapitalista na rin ang nagpapahayag ng pagnanais na bilhin ang ALECO. Nariyan ang 
Aboitiz, Meralco, Manny Pangilinan at maging si Zaldy Co na namumuhunan ngayon sa hydro power 
plant at siyang nakabili ng mini-hydro plant sa Sorsogon. 

Lumalawak naman ang alyansa laban sa pribatisasyon ng ALECO. Liban sa Multi-sectoral 
Stakeholders Coalition na binubuo ng BAYAN-Bicol, Social Action Center-Legazpi, Albay Media Group, 
maliliit na negosyante, academe at ilan pang indibidwal, nariyan rin ang Albay Consumers Movement 
na binubuo ng mga organisasyong masa sa probinsya at mga NGO’s. 

Nais ngayong habulin at papanagutin ng mga konsyumer ang mga taong naging bahagi ng 
anomalya at pananabotahe ng kooperatiba. Mayo 14, 2011 muling matagumpay na tinutulan ng 
mga konsyumer ang pribatisasyon ng ALECO sa isinagawang Special General Membership Assembly. 
Inaprubahan ang resolusyon sa sistema ng pagbayad utang sa PEMC at kaakibat nito ang resolusyon 
na palakasin ang pagmamay-ari ng mga miyembro-konsyumer sa ALECO sa pamamagitan ng 
paglipat ng kontribusyon ng mga konsyumer tungong capital share.
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Sa ngayon, tinututukan ng Bikol-POWER ang usapin ng lubhang mataas na singil ng kuryente sa 
rehiyon sa kabila ng sobra-sobrang enerhiyang nakukuha rito. Nais ring kumpletuhin ang pag-aaral 
sa epekto ng EPIRA partikular ang pagsasapribado ng mga generation plants sa rehiyon. Ikakasa 
ang Regional Summit on POWER ng sa gayon ay makita at mapag-aralan ng mas malalim ang isyu 
ng kuryente at ang negatibong epekto ng EPIRA sa mga kooperatiba ng kuryente at higit sa mga 
konsyumer.

Ang Multi-Sectoral Stakeholders Coalition at Albay Consumers Movement naman ay naghahanda 
upang tapatan ang opsyon ng NEA at DOE na pribatisasyon. Gayundin inihahanda ngayon ang mga 
dokumento at ebidensya upang papanagutin ang mga taong sangkot sa korapsyon at anomalya 
sa ALECO at malaking tulong kung matutuloy ang congressional inquiry sa ALECO na isinampa 
ng BAYAN Muna sa kongreso. Ang ibang probinsya sa rehiyon ay nasa proseso ng pagbubuo ng 
makinarya at alyansa para sa kampanyang power.
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Notes on the state of power 
privatization and people’s 

campaign in Central Visayas
Prepared by BAYAN-Central Visayas

Background

o Last June 28, 2010,  the Energy Regulatory Commission (ERC) granted the petition of the Visayas 
Electric Co. (VECO) to hike its rates using the performance-based regulation (PBR) for the period 
July 1, 2010 to June 30,2014 

o VECO, which is 55 percent-owned by Aboitiz Power, is the second largest electric utility in the 
Philippines (behind MERALCOo and serves the cities of Cebu, Mandaue, Talisay and Naga and 
four municipalities of the greater part of Metro Cebu - Liloan, Consolacion, Minglanillla and San 
Fernando. Its franchise service covers an area of about 672 square kilometers with an estimated 
population of 1.73 million  
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The Aboitizes rule the power industry in the Visayas

o Distribution companies (aside from VECO)

	Mactan Enerzone Corp. was acquired from its Aboitiz affiliate, AboitizLand, Inc. on June 8, 
2007 which has 100% ownership. Manages the power distribution system of the MEZ 2 export 
processing zone 

	Balamban Enerzone Corp.  was acquired from its Aboitiz affiliate, AboitizLand, Inc. on June 8, 
2007 with 60% ownership

o Generation companies

	Cebu Private Power Corp. operates a thermal plant in Cebu City with a net dependable 
capacity of 66 MW, which is one of the largest power plants in the island of Cebu, and supplies 
62MW of power to VECO. Aboitiz Power acquired a 60.0% ownership interest in in April 20, 
2007

	East Asia Utilities Corp. Operates a thermal plant with a net dependable capacity of 44MW 
within the MEPZ1 export processing zone in Mactan island near Cebu. Aboitiz Power acquired 
a 50.0% ownership interest in East Asia Utilities Corporation in April 20, 2007

	Cebu Energy Development Corp.  operates the 246MW Coal-Fired Power Plant in Toledo City, 
Cebu. 

•	 BAYAN Central Visayas started to take on the campaign against increasing electricity rates, 
dismantling the monopoly in the power industry, and repealing the EPIRA

o On November 12, 2010, BAYAN-CV sent its position paper to the Cebu City Council which at 
that time was conducting a public hearing on the rotating brownouts in Metro Cebu. This 
position paper was used by the City Council as reference in questioning the officials of VECO and 
independent power producers 

o On November 16, BAYAN-CV lobbied at the 21st National Assembly of the Ecumenical Bishops 
Forum on the issue of high power rates in the region 

o On November 24, the Cebu provincial chapter of the People Opposed to Warrantless Electricity 
Rates (POWER) was formed. On November 30, POWER-Cebu picketed the offices of VECO 
demanding transparency from the utility firm


