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1. The proposed Masterplan for Infrastructure and National Development (MIND) Act under 

Senate Bills 2, 863, 1360, and 1652 is generally consistent with the major recommendations 

of the PIDS study “Road and Rail Transport Infrastructure in the Philippines: Current State, 

Issues, and Challenges” by Navarro and Latigar (2025),2 but it can still be improved by 

addressing overlaps with existing legislation and putting in place accountability mechanisms.  

 

2. Although the topic of Navarro and Latigar (2025) was specifically road and rail transport 

sector, the recommendations can be generalized for the infrastructure sector. Some of these 

recommendations are being addressed by the MIND Act. One of the study’s key 

recommendations is to legislate a long-term national infrastructure plan, and all the Senate 

bills propose a 30-year Comprehensive Infrastructure Development Masterplan (CIDMP) that 

can be integrated into planning, programming, and budgeting activities. This is perhaps the 

bills’ strongest feature. The recommendation on integrated multimodal transport planning is 

also addressed as the bills explicitly promote integrated road, rail, ports, airports, logistics, 

mass transit, and active transport. The need for evidence-based project prioritization is also 

addressed by the proposal to have a national geospatial infrastructure database, project 

evaluation and objective prioritization criteria. 

 

3. The proposed MIND Council, however, has significant overlaps with the current functions 

and membership of the Infrastructure Development Committee (InfraCom) of the Economy 

and Development Council (ED Council), which was established under Republic Act 12145, 

or the Economy, Planning and Development Act. Similar with the Secretariat arrangement for 

the proposed MIND Council, the Department of Economy, Planning, and Development 

(DEPDev) serves as the secretariat of the InfraCom. The structure of the proposed MIND 

Council differs from that of the InfraCom as the former includes leagues of local government 

units (LGU) and private sector representatives and is headed by the President, but the MIND 

Council and the InfraCom have similar member-agencies. 

 
1 Senior Research Fellow, Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIDS).  
DISCLAIMER: The views expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of the PIDS. 
 
2 https://www.pids.gov.ph/publication/research-paper-series/road-and-rail-transport-infrastructure-in-the-
philippines-current-state-issues-and-challenges 
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A possible middle ground 

 

 

4. To address the overlaps, a middle ground could be pursued. Rather than creating a separate 

MIND Council, the proposed MIND Act could legislate the CIDMP and assign responsibility 

for its preparation, updating, and monitoring to InfraCom under the ED Council, with 

DEPDev as the secretariat. The proposed legislation could also strengthen the InfraCom by 

mandating LGU and private sector participation through advisory panels. Involving the 

President as the ultimate authority when approving the CIDMP is still assured given that the 

President heads the ED Council. 

 

5. This proposed middle ground has some advantages, namely: 

 

• No new bureaucracy. - The InfraCom already exists, and the government can avoid the 

costs of establishing another Cabinet-level council. 

• Less institutional overlap. - Many proposed MIND Council functions, namely, 

planning, coordination, prioritization, investment programming, and interagency 

collaboration, are already within InfraCom's policy and operations space. 

• Better integration with planning and budgeting. - Since InfraCom is already 

embedded within the ED Council structure, which has oversight for the planning-

programming-budgeting linkages through the Investment Coordination Committee (ICC) 

and the Development Budget Coordination Committee (DBCC), it can more easily align 

medium- to long-term infrastructure planning with medium to long-term national 

development planning and annual budgeting (as well as forward-looking budget 

estimation). 

• Administrative continuity. - Agencies are already accustomed to InfraCom processes; 

thus, preserving continuity can reduce transition costs. 

Accountability mechanisms 

6. Navarro and Latigar (2025) also pointed out that the country's transport problems stem less 

from weak planning than from weak investment program implementation. Accountability 

mechanisms could strengthen the government’s execution capacity, and in this respect, at least 

two improvements can be made in the proposed legislation: a “comply or explain” provision 

to improve administrative accountability, and a transparency mechanism to temper 

Congressional insertions.  

 

7. On implementing agencies' compliance with the CIDMP, the bills seem to rely heavily on 

coordination and moral suasion. Short of having penalty provisions, the proposed legislation 

could incorporate administrative accountability mechanisms, such as: 

 

• requiring that only CIDMP-consistent projects can be included in the National 

Expenditure Program for infrastructure unless exempted by the President; 

• requiring agencies to justify in writing any deviations from the CIDMP; and 

• directing the Commission on Audit to include compliance with the MIND Act as part of 

regular performance audits. 
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These “comply-or-explain” provisions are budget-linked mechanisms that could directly 

influence implementing agencies’ resource allocation strategies and project prioritization. 

 

8. The bills do not directly address political intervention in project selection or congressional 

budget insertions, which the PIDS study identified as important implementation challenges. 

As the bills do not make the CIDMP binding on project inclusion in the General 

Appropriations Act (GAA), this leaves room for politically motivated project additions or 

budget insertions. Congressional amendments are valid, but the public’s concerns over the 

inconsistency of certain insertions into national infrastructure priorities are equally valid. The 

tendency toward politically motivated budget insertions may be reduced by having 

transparency mechanisms that treat the CIDMP as the default basis for project selection, and 

then requiring disclosures when deviations occur. To increase transparency and incentivize 

accountability, the proposed MIND Act can require the establishment and maintenance of an 

online and publicly accessible transparency portal containing: 

 

• the CIDMP itself; 

• the list of priority infrastructure projects; 

• annual additions, deletions, and modifications and which entity is the origin of the 

modifications (i.e., specific Congressional office or specific agency in the executive); 

• the reasons for any deviations from the CIDMP, including details of Congressional 

insertions if the deviations are due to such insertions; and 

• the implementation status of all major infrastructure projects in the CIDMP 

 

9. Moreover, given the information populating the transparency portal, the proposed MIND Act 

could ask for a regular review of the alignment of infrastructure appropriations with the 

CIDMP. To be effective, the review should include the regular public disclosure of projects 

that were funded despite being outside the CIDMP, the reasons for the inclusion of such 

projects in the GAA, and how the inclusion has affected the prioritization of projects in the 

CIDMP. 

 


