JOHN HAY MANAGEMENT CORPORATION
2016 Performance Scorecard Evaluation

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

Annex A

- Supporting
GCGR k
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight 2?;?3 Targets Actual Rating Score Rating Documents emarks
SO 1 Develop Camp John Hay as a Premier Tourist and Investment Destination
From the supporting
documents presented,
JHMC was only able to
sign one (1) new locator
o Lease Contracts
N with i for 2016. .The lease
umber of new contracts with Inbound
locators or Actiial Logators Pacifi |
SM 1 . . Absolute o Target o o e Secretary’s I, E s weIe
projects signed 7.50% 2 3 7.50% 1 3.75% : executed and signed on
mesiifa b number X Certificates
g best use Weight (% arg | 15 December 2015 and
criteria . notarized on 10
sejfl'_“t'm:s for | February 2016. As such.
ewiacators these contracts were not
recognized as an
= i
'3} accomplishment for
E 2016.
=
> e Special
< Economic Zone |Based on the
8 Administration representation of JHMC,
17, Actual / Department there are 5,523
Number of jobs Absolute Target (SEZAD) employees within
SM 2 | generated in the humber 7.50% xg 5,050 5,523 7.50% 5,523 7.50% Annual Report JHSEZ as of December
JHSEZ Weight on the 2016 — 5,041 (91%) are
employment of |from the BLISTT Area
JHMC locators |while 482 (9%) are not
for December from the area.
2016
Gross sales of ¢ Summary ofthe |1he actual gross sales
business Actual / grass sdies of of the locators within the
SM 3 | enterprises fbsaliite 5.00% | 1279 | psso milion | P370-93 | 5009 | P87093 | gggq, | locatorsfor2016 | qez i 2016 s
. number ’ X Million ’ Million ) e Locators’ Sales o I
within the . 58.35% higher than the
JHSEZ Weight Report for CY
2016 agreed upon target.
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

— — T Rating : : SoRporteg GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Scale Targets Actual Rating Score Rating ocumen
a. Establish-
ment of the
Solid Waste
Management
and
Hazardous In a letter dated 09
Waste June 2017, JHMC
M?\;Imagen;ent detailed the reasons for
YIS its inability to attain the
b. Assess- 2016 target of having a
ment of the board-approved EMP.
Environ- JHMC cited
mental ; chszar'arédum fog Department of
Impacts of President and Environment and
Formulation JHMC CEe g nth 2016 National  Resources
Issuance of ISO of the Processes and a on" he ts (DENR) Administrative
14001 N All or Environ- Actiities ofj‘:{’l'\‘ﬂ%smw:r’:js Order (A.O.) No. 2003-
SM 4 | Environmental - 10.00% - mental . 7.50% No EMP | 0.00% . 30 as the basis for the
milestones Nothing c. Updating of the establishment
Management Manage- a Compre- of Camp John non-fulfillment of the
System (EMS) ment Plan hensive Hay’s target. JHMC assumed
(EMP) Information environmental that the DENR A.O.
for Direct requires an EMS be
Environ- management established before the
mental and system EMP. However, upon
Indirect coordination with the
Environ- DENR and review of
mental the DAO No. 2003-30,
mpacts of :
Projects in the the GCG vgrlﬁed that
JHSEZ the EMP is a pre-

d. Regulatory
and Permitting
Review of
Projects within
the JHSEZ

requisite to the EMS.
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

Rating Supporting GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Scale Targets Actual Rating Score Rating Documents
T ) e Memorandum for
the JHMC A .
Compliance of President on the cceptapbie.
JHMg to Number.of 100% ambient air quality
National Ambient | {€5tS which 100% (8/8) 100% monitoring results |Results show that the air
Air Quality resulted in Actual/ | (8/8) ofthe | samplesin (8/8) of for the 1% and 2™ |quality from the
Good Air o Target tests CY 2016 o the tests o quarter of 2016 sampling stations were
SM'S ﬁt:rggjlr: tséon Quality (0-54 5-00% X resulted in | resulted to S:00%4 resulted >:00% ¢ DENR-EMB 3 within the “Good” Air
ug/ncm) / Weight Good Good Air in Good and 4" quarter of [Qualit Index range
Matter 10 . : . y g
(PM10) within Total number Quality Quality Quality 2916 report on the |which is from 0 to 54
of tests Index air quality micrograms per normal
the JHSEZ - 9 P
sampling and cubic meter (ug/ncm).
monitoring results
for BLISTT
Sub-total 35.00% 32.50% 21.25%
SO 3 |Enforce Efficient and Effective Regulation in the JHSEZ and JHRA
The stakeholders'
satisfaction survey of
Based on ) JHMC is for frontline
result of * Copies of the services and internal
survey: Customer services.
90%-100% = Satisfaction
% Exc:ellent T Eeedbafck Presented below is the
0,_89% = orms tor summary of the ratings
9 Stakeholders' \8/‘2/" 89% ‘}‘::’a;t’ Frontline per quar¥er: =
g SM 6 | Satisfaction S tr_yf t 10.00% 9 84% 90.90% 10.00% 90.88% | 10.00% | Services
w Surve ausieetony X e Copies of the
X y 80%-84% = Weight et e
,‘f Satisfactory [ESHiE > 06 | 96 | 96
»n 75%-79% = Services m |
Eair Feedback Form 2'" gi '31' . %g 1
74% and ¢ gummary ofie Average | 90.88%
below = Poor ey Legend:
FS — Frontline Services
IS — Internal Services
R __ | i A — Average
Sub-total 10.00% 10.00% 10.00%
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

FINANCIAL

. Supporting
L . Rating . . Documents GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Scale Targets Actual Rating Score Rating
SO 4 |Increase JHMC Revenues to Attain Financial Viability
Per the Annual Audit
Report prepared by the
Commission on Audit
(COA). Based from the
COA report, the total
revenue of JHMC is
R75,789,190.59. The
e Quarterly table below provides the
summary of the |breakdown of the
zone revenue amount.
Revenue Actual amount /-_\rctual t/ R73.846 R7579 ccf)flle_ction
SM 7 | generated by in Million 7.50% | '2'9€' | p72 Million 7.50% - 7.50% | Shciency EME_Jpsolol. o
JHSEZ Pesos X Million Million prepared by Rent | R19,142,371
Weight JHMC's CUSA | o5 470012
Financial Fees o
Services SEZAD | p54g 877
Department Fees
Legend:
EMF - Estate Manage-
ment Fee
CUSA - Common Usage
Service Area
SEZA - Special Economic
Zone Administration
Department
Acceptable.
Zone Revenue égltlgca:iion/ /}ctualtl Suursmzrrlz of the GCt:GI varli:dated thef
SM 8 | Collection Total zone 7.50% | 29¢€ 86% 101.37% | 7.50% | 101.37% | 7.50% | zonerevenues |o o Periormance o
Efficiency revenue for X and receipts for JHIMC by leanging @he
the year Weight 5016 process of computation
and conducting
sampling on site.
Sub-total 15.00% 15.00% 15.00%

A.-
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

Performance Measure SuBBoHin
L. ] Rating . . PP 9 GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Scale Targets Actual Rating Score Rating Documents
SO 5 |Improve Efficiency and Effectiveness . - B
Average Actual / |F°r t2016' a t°tac|’ °{h8_5
processing o, | Target | 15Minutes 8.04 0 5.33 5 OEalers rencwed el
time for f50% X for Renewal Minutes 450% Minutes | /-50% permits to operate. The
renewal Weight processing time of the
- — « Log book for the permits to operate of
| existing locators ranges
ocators -
renewing their from two (2) minutes to
permit to twenty (20) minutes and
operate for a;cre:ca)g:ts;r&% minutes
2016 P :
. fcr:sglflir(:zgzg d Moreover, based on the
8 Issuance of Pacific. Inc submitted supporting
3 Permit to stating that Hen documents of JHMC,
O Operate (PTO) Lin stg rted there were two new
E for business S locators in the JHSEZ,
. . subleasing in .
&1 SM 9 enterprises in 2016 namely, Yumi Express
= the JHSEZ from Average Actual / « Certification Baguio Corporation and
o0 the date of : 7 Calendar : Meal Hub Restaurant —
w ! processing o Target 1 Calendar 0 6.00 o from Baguio - :
- receipt of time for start 7.50% ke Days for Da 7.50% | pinutes | 7-50% Hen Lin. Yumi Express
> Y Resources ; ;
< complete up Weight Start Up iy ¢ Baguio Corporation and
requirements | anagemtez Meal Hub Restaurant —
r:c?rpotr:? Hen Lin took four (4)
\s(a ".1% - minutes and eight (8)
BlaJ;nL:ioxpress minutes to process,
ively.
Corporation respectively
stabrlted L The difference in the
%1235'”9 i JHMC submitted actual
and the GCG validated
actual was brought by
JHMC's error in the
averaging of the total
processing time.
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

Rati Supporting GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Si;?g Targets Actual Rating Score Rating Documents
e Secretary’s
Certificate
stating the
approval of the
JHMC Board of
Directors of the
Asset
Board Board Board Disposition
Asset Milestone All o Approved Approved Approved Manual of
SM 10 | Disposition achieved 7.50% Nothing Manual for | Manual for 7.50% | Manual for | 7.50% JHMC thru Acceptable.
Manual the Asset the Asset the Asset Board
Disposition | Disposition Disposition Resolution No.
2016-1024-161
dated 14
December 2016
» Copy of the
Asset
Disposition
_ Manual
Sub-total 22.50% 22.50% 22.50%
SO 6 |Establish Quality Management System
Based on the audit
T report, the third party
= found two (2) minor non-
g S — » 1SO 9001 conformities:
g mended by Passed Quality 1.Core processes partly
= . . Passed the Audit for Management meefts customer and
<zt SM 11 Ifgroaﬁ:ertlﬁcatlon Bgsed on 500% All or | gyurveillance Certifying 500% JHMC's 500% System Audit applicable  statutory
processes | milestones Nothing Audit Body for Core Pro- Report of JHMC and regulatory
(ZD Continuing cesses as conducted by | requirements; and
= Gertification AJA Registrars  |2.Internal  audit was
E: Inc. partly complete,
w effective, appropriate
and in compliance with
ISO 9001.

-
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Validated Performance Scorecard 2016 (Annex A)

Performance Measure

JHMC Submission

GCG Evaluation

Rating Supporting GCG Remarks
Objectives / Measures Formula Weight Scale Targets Actual Rating Score Rating Documents
SO7 [Improve Teé-hnol_ogy and Infrastructure Support B
« Notice of Award |
for DANALEX
Corporation for  |During  the  onsite
the procurement |jnspection of members
of consultancy  |of GCG, JHMC showed
services forthe  |that the system was
S .S'fEZADt, listed in JHMC's annual
Infor- 's';:t:a": (';;';ign procurement plan for CY
Number of SEZAD Cﬁm?;?:tofgr ation and development gg;Sﬁents sh:\)ﬂvf/):io:::;i
Based on o All or Information o System o, | * JHMC Board ;
SM 12 ZL(t)g;sastiZ milestones {:50% Nothing System :rr:i?orsn?aztﬁ)a 750% (Phase 2) 0.00% Resolution No. th d_start of the fputt)rl:c
(Phase 2) Svst was not 2016-1221-194 1ading proce=3) 1or e
ystem imple- recommending system started in
mented the award to October 2016. Given
DANALEX that the contract was
Corporation only signed by the
« Notice to parties on 27 December
Proceed 2016, the system was
received by not rolled out.
DANALEX
Corporation
SO 8 |Improve Knowledge and Skills, Professionalism and Career Development
JHMC procured a
Establishment of Based on All o ABO?JS(; d Xl:p?(?vaerg- Conr\:oe- « No supporting tct:): Zl:el\t:a?ctapt;e?;sc;?ttr:g
SM 13 | a Competency - 5.00% ; pp Compe- 0.00% P 0.00% document was | competency model. By
M milestones Nothing Compe- tency
odel tency presented the end of 2016, JHMC
tency Model M Model . . . :
odel is still developing its
competency model.
Sub-total ) 17.50% - 12.50% 5.00%
TOTAL 100% 92.50% 73.75%

A"
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GOVERNANCE COMMISSION A
GEG FOR GOVERNMENT OWNED OR CONTROLLED CORPORATIONS "
3, Citibenk Center, 8741 Paseo De Roxas, Makati City, Philippines 1226 wewseviam
03 April 2018 7T DY
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MRS ETs, AFABIE: R Ay
Chairperson o4 / O / zow

MR. ALLAN R. GARCIA

President and CEO (PCEO)

JOHN HAY MANAGEMENT CORPORATION (JHMC)

John Hay Special Economic Zone
Camp John Hay, Baguio City

RE: APPEAL FOR RECONSIDERATION ON THE
VALIDATION RESULT OF 2016 PERFORMANCE
SCORECARD OF JHMC

Dear Chairperson Afable, Jr. and PCEO Garcia,

This is in reference to the letter of JHMC dated 15 January 2018, which requested
for reconsideration of four (4) Strategic Measures (SMs) under the validated 2016
Performance Scorecard?. The items requested for reconsideration are as follows:

1. SM1: Number of new locators or projects signed meeting best use criteria;
2. SM4: Issuance of ISO 14001 Environmental Management System (EMS);
3. SM12: Number of processes automated; and,

4. SM13: Establishment of a Competency Models.

In its letter, JHMC identified the grounds of its request to re-evaluate the results of
the validation made by the Governance Commission. These are the following:

1. Some of the targets utilized in the evaluation of JHMC'’s performance were
inconsistent with the Performance Agreement / Summary of Agreement;

2. There were a few documents inadvertently missed in the submission of
JHMC; and,

3. Clarification on the validation result.

Under the GCG-validated 2016 Performance Scorecard, JHMC garnered 73.75%,
as compared to its reported rating of 97.50%. The difference in the rating by the
Governance Commission and the reported rating of JHMC is attributed to the findings
under the abovementioned SMs, which JHMC herein requested to reconsider. To
address its appeal on the four (4) identified SMs, the justifications of JHMC will be
discussed in the paragraphs hereunder.

ON STRATEGIC MEASURE 1

The rating of 3.75%, out of the full weight of 7.50% attributed to the measure, was
validly earned by JHMC. In the practice of its mandate, JHMC leases out parcels of
land to locators to induce tourism, commercial, employment generation and economic

1 Officially received by the Governance Commission on 22 January 2018.
2 Letter of the Governance Commission dated 20 December 2017.
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activities in the economic zone. Relevant thereto, this measure aims to capture the
increase of locators and/or projects signed by JHMC to develop Camp John Hay as a
premier tourist and investment destination. As reported by JHMC, three (3) new
locators were achieved in 2016 out of the full year target of two (2) new locators.
However, only one (1) of three (3) contracts submitted by JHMC was considered as
accomplishment for 2016.

JHMC revealed in its letter appeal that, upon careful review of existing documents,
submission of its agreement with a new locator in 2016 was inadvertently missed
out. In this case, it then submitted the Contract of Lease for the “Reconstruction,
Operation and Maintenance of the Camp John Hay Mini-Hydro Power Plant,” as
additional support document. The submitted supporting document is a copy of a
tripartite contract agreement between BCDA, JHMC, and Riverflow venture and Power
Energy Corporation, which was executed on 16 March 2016 and notarized on 18 May
2016. With this, JHMC requested that the Governance Commission accept its
submission of the said document to secure an additional rating of 3.75% under SM1.

Considering that the submitted contract was signed within 2016, the Governance
Commission accepts the contract of lease with Riverflow Venture and Power Energy
Corporation as accomplishment in 2016. In this consideration, the rating under this
measure is INCREASED from 3.75% to 7.50%.

While we accept the submission of new documentation as evidence, the
Governance Commission informs JHMC that the practice of submitting new supporting
documents after it has received the result of validation have been noted as a recurring
practice of JHMC. During the validation for the 2015 PBB wherein initially JHMC was
disqualified, it appealed for reconsideration citing the same reason of inadvertently
missing out the submission of additional documents. Under the Performance
Evaluation System (PES), GOCCs are encouraged to devise systems to integrate the
PES within the organization. Mareaver, the concept of the PES not only entails the
crafting of annual measures and targets but also embodies within it a system of
monitoring and evaluation. It is in this purpose that GOCCs are required to submit
Quarterly Monitoring Reports such that, at the very minimum, GOCCs are expected to
gather documents as supporting evidence and to periodically monitor and submit the
same to the GCG. The practice of belated submission shows negligence on the part
of JHMC and to continue accepting documents inadvertently missed out defeats the
purpose and intent of the PES. Moving forward, JHMC shall not be allowed
reconsideration using the same grounds as basis.

ON STRATEGIC MEASURE 4

This measure is equivalent to 10% full weight, which JHMC failed to achieve based
on the evaluation of the Governance Commission. JHMC compieted milestone
activities essential for the issuance of ISO 14001 Certification but failed to obtain a
Board-approved Environmental Management Plan (EMP), which is the target in 2016.

First, JHMC expressed clarification on DENR Administrative Order (DAQ) 2003-
30. i cited Article 1, Section 3 (I) of the same DAQ that the standard Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) procedure is not best suited for JHMC since Environmental
Compliance Certificates (ECCs) are named under the private developers/lessors and
not under JHMC or BCDA. Further, JHMC averred that the Environmental
Management System (EMS) shall cover only the existing projects and programs that
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are co-located in its area. On another note, it added that the EMP may be prepared
simultaneously with the formalization or documentation of the EMS of JHMC.

Second, JHMC stated that the rating system in the assessment of the Governance
Commission is inconsistent with the Summary of Agreement dated 23 November
2015. It reiterated its previous request for correction of selected items under the signed
Performance Agreement 2016 in its letter dated 03 June 2016. Particularly, JHMC
requested to replace, among others, the Rating System of SM 4 under the signed
Performance Agreement 2016 into the Rating System under the Summary of
Agreement, as presented below.

FROM To
10% Activity 5
7.5% Activity 4
All or nothing 5% Activity 3
2.5% Activity 2
0% Activity 1

In the same letter, the five (5) milestone activities under the Summary of Agreement
were later identified by JHMC, as follows:

AcTivITY NO. AcCTiviTY TITLE
5 Establishment of JHMC-BOD-Approved
Environmental Management Plan (EMP)
4 Regulatory and Permitting Review of Projects
within the JHSEZ
3 Updating of a Comprehensive Information for

Direct Environmental and Indirect Environmental
Impacts of Projects in the JHSEZ

2 Assessment of the Environmental Impacts of
JHMC processes and activities

1 Establishment of the Manuals for Solid Waste
Management and Hazardous Waste
Management

In the validation of its performance, the milestones achieved were not given merit
considering the All or nothing rating system. Upon review of supporting documents, it
was identified that Activities 1 to 4 were accomplished by JHMC. In this regard, the
rating under SM 4 is hereby INCREASED from 0% to 7.5%.

ON STRATEGIC MEASURE 12

JHMC got 0%, out of 7.5% weight, under the measure Number of Processes
Automated since it failed to meet the target within 2016. The automation of its
processes was envisioned to provide more efficient services to its stakeholders,
particularly to its locators. For 2016, it was the target of JHMC to implement the
automation of the second phase of Special Economic Zone Administration Department
(SEZAD) Information System.

In the validation of the Governance Commission, it was determined that the
contract for the consultancy service with DANALEX Corporation for the SEZAD
Information System design and development was signed on 27 December 2016. The
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Notice to Proceed, moreover, only effected on 19 January 2017. Based on these
information, the system was clearly not implemented by the end of 2016.

In its letter, JHMC stated that the SEZAD Information System was already
developed as of 16 February 2017. Moreover, it added that the Information System
was undergoing recalibration process during the validation of the Corporate
Governance Officers in the Camp John Hay on 10-11 May 2017. To support its
reported performance, JHMC submitted screenshots of entries made in various
permitting processes from 16 February 2017 onwards, as additional documentary
evidence. In this regard, JHMC requested the Governance Commission to accept its
submission.

Based on the submissions and representations of JHMC, it is clear that the SEZAD
Information System was implemented beyond 2016. In this manner, the ultimate goal
of the objective to improve technology and infrastructure support of JHMC was not
realized in the coverage year; ergo, no point should be given. Considering the All or
Nothing rating scale, request for reconsideration is DENIED, the 0% score of JHMC in
SM 12 is RETAINED.

ON STRATEGIC MEASURE 13

JHMC was given 0%, out of 5% weight, of the measure Establishment of a
Competency Model. JHMC procured a consultant to develop the competency model,
however, the model was not completed by the end of 2016.

The Governance Commission requires GOCCs to integrate the competency
model in their performance scorecard in line with the Civil Service Commission’s
(CSC) direction of integrating competencies in plantilla positions of government
organizations. The competency model may be developed in-house or through
engagement of a consultant.

According to JHMC, its Competency Model was undergoing development as of
end of 2016. It justified that the delay on the achievement of target was due to the
death of its ex-consultant on 20 January 2017. This compelted JHMC to engage the
service of another consultant. Furthermore, the appointment of new Management also
affected its timeline. To support its accomplishment, JHMC submitted a copy of
Secretary’s Certificate of Board Resolution 2017-1120-203, which approved the
Competency Model and Competency Baseline effective on 20 November 2017.

While JHMC is commended for having completed its Competency Model, such
cannot be considered as an accomplishment for 2016 simply because it was
accomplished, as reported, in November 2017. In this regard, request for
reconsideration is DENIED. The 0% score of JHMC in SM13 is also RETAINED.

In view of the foregoing, JHMC is granted and additional score of 11.25% based
on the re-evaluation of the Governance Commission, the 2016 Performance
Scorecard rating of JHMC is hereby modified to 85.00% from the previous rating of
73.75%, details as follows:

j—-
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MEASURE FROM To INC/(DEC)
Number of new locators or projects 6 ° 8
S signed meeting best use criteria Rl Vel Bl
Issuance of ISO 14001 Environment o o o
SM 2 Management System (EMS) 0.00% 7.50% 7.50%
SM 12 | Number of Processes Automated 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
SM 13 | Establishment of Competency Model | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
ToTAL WEIGHT 3.75% 15.00% | 11.25%

In this regard, JHMC fails to achieve the weighted-average score of at least 90% in
the 2016 Performance Scorecard, therefore, disqualifying JHMC to the grant of 2016
Performance Based Bonus.

FOR YOUR INFORMATION AND GUIDANCE.

Very truly yours,

SAMUEL &. DAGHIN\ JR.
Chairm.

T
/nfl'“cm. CLORIBEL MARImL

Commiissioner 4 - § Commfssion%



