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REPORT OF THE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

OVERVIEW

1 The Estimates Committee, pursuant to Standing Order No. 100 (3), considered the
annual revenue and expenditure estimates and decided to focus its enquiry based on three key
principles. First, new areas of expenditure. Second, materially significant areas of expenditure.
Third, a spread of topics across the Government.

2 For this year, the Committee shortlisted the following three areas:

(a) Monitoring of Government Funds
(b) Utilisation and Outcomes of the National Productivity Fund
(c) Future Energy Transition

3 These three areas reflect broader concerns about fiscal planning, prudence, economic
competitiveness and long-term national resilience. They would provide insights on how the
Government manages its public resources today while positioning Singapore for the challenges
of tomorrow. Taken together, the Committee took the view that these three areas played a role
in broader directions shaping Singapore's fiscal health, economic vitality and national
resilience well into the future.

4 Over the course of its enquiry, the Committee received two memoranda from the
Ministry of Finance (MOF) on 10 April 2026 and 1 July 2026. The Committee’s queries to
MOF and the latter’s responses were consolidated in Sections A, B and C of this report.

(A) MONITORING OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS

5 Noting that the Committee had last examined the topic of special transfers in 2019,
including top-ups to Statutory and Trust Funds (previously known as “Endowment and Trust
Funds”), the Committee sought insights into the present Government’s approach towards
management of such Statutory and Trust Funds (in each case a “Fund” and collectively the
“Funds”).

Summary of MOF’s Response to the Committee
Sizing of Fund Top-ups and Ensuring Sustainability

6 The Committee noted that the current 28 Statutory and Trust Funds are comprised of
five Endowment Funds (where only the investment income can be spent) and 23 Non-
Endowment Funds (where both principal and investment income can be spent). Of note, the
Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund and MediFund fall within the former category of Funds
while the Pioneer Generation Fund, Merdeka Generation Fund and Majulah Package Fund fall
within the latter category of Funds.

7 MOF shared with the Committee that topping up of Statutory and Trust Funds when
the Government is able to do so is a fiscally prudent approach to provide assurance to the public
that programmes will be sufficiently funded. As explained by MOF, the Funds ensure that
certain programmes are not affected by annual or cyclical fluctuations in revenues due to the



economic cycle. The Committee noted that top-ups to Funds are appropriated through the
annual Supply process, where the top-ups are included in the Supply Bill approved by
Parliament and assented to by the President with the advice of the Council of Presidential
Advisers.

8 The Committee noted from MOF’s reply that a total sum of $72.22 billion had been
allocated to top up the Statutory and Trust Funds from Financial Year (FY) 2021 to FY2025
(inclusive), and a further $18.90 billion planned top-ups for FY2026. A full breakdown of the
top-ups each year is provided in Table A1 of Section A.

9 On how top-ups are assessed, MOF shared with the Committee that the required balance
in each Fund is determined carefully based on the projected needs of the Fund. This assessment
in turn determines the need for top-ups for each Fund. The Committee learnt from MOF that
the assessment takes into account various planning parameters such as demographics, inflation
and investment returns (i.e. the projected investment income that the monies in the Fund would
earn before the monies are disbursed). For Endowment Funds specifically, the requisite balance
is sized to ensure that the projected interest and investment income would be sufficient to meet
the annual outlay of the respective schemes.

10 MOF explained that top-ups may also be necessary, if there are new commitments and
scheme enhancements or changes to projection parameters of a Fund which result in the
Government reassessing the required balance in that Fund. It was also shared with the
Committee that information on top-ups to the Statutory and Trust Funds are included in the
Supply Bill and published in the Revenue and Expenditure Estimates, which is tabled to
Parliament for approval and prepared in accordance with the relevant legislation.

11 On the subject of scheme enhancements resulting in Fund top-ups, MOF reassured the
Committee that any extension of scope of a Statutory and Trust Fund is carefully assessed and
accompanied by amendments to the relevant statute or trust deed governing the Fund. MOF
highlighted, in particular, that amendments to Acts to extend the scope of Funds also require
the President’s assent where they engage Article 22H of the Constitution.

12 The Committee noted MOF’s explanation that monies in Funds that are not required
for near-term outlays are invested to earn returns, with specific investment mechanisms being
put in place by the Government to shield the Funds from investment risk while providing
commensurate returns. MOF further explained that for Funds that are owned by the
Government, the monies are invested together with the rest of the Government’s assets for a
return — for example, Endowment Funds receive a guaranteed interest rate, which has been set
at 3.5% per annum since FY2019. For non-Government Funds, such as those administered by
Statutory Boards, the Fund administrator has discretion over how to invest the Fund monies,
with most of the monies that are not required for immediate needs invested in Special Singapore
Government Securities (SSGS) for a fixed coupon rate based on the projected tenure of the
monies.

13 The Committee requested MOF to consider regular consolidation of key information
on Fund balances and expenditure, for increased public access and awareness. In response,
MOF pointed the Committee to information in the Government Financial Statements, Revenue
and Expenditure Estimates, as well as the individual Funds’ Financial Statements for each
financial year. MOF further shared that MOF has begun to consolidate and publish spending



from various Statutory and Trust Funds for the previous, ongoing and upcoming financial
years, in the Analysis of Revenue and Expenditure.

14 On the Committee’s query on capitalisation of unspent investment income, MOF
confirmed that for Endowment Funds, any interest income that is not spent will add to the
principal of the Fund at the end of each term of Government.

15 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs Al to A9 in Section A.

MediFund — Review and Outlook

16 At the Committee’s request, MOF shared that generally, MediFund utilisation is
projected to grow in tandem with Singapore’s ageing population, increase in healthcare costs
and adoption of new medical technologies. The Committee noted that as a safety net of last
resort, MediFund is used only after other healthcare financing schemes — subsidies,
MediShield Life — and the family's own resources, including MediSave, have been exhausted.
It was shared that Ministry of Health (MOH) regularly reviews healthcare financing schemes
to improve patient affordability, and significant enhancements to support levels or top-ups to
MediSave may correspondingly reduce MediFund utilisation in those years.

17 The Committee was assured by MOF’s sharing that over the next five years, based on
current policy parameters, annual MediFund utilisation is expected to be fully covered by the
interest income generated by the capital sum. The Committee noted that the capital sum of
MediFund stood at $6.2 billion as at end FY2025. Full details of MediFund’s principal capital
sum in each year since inception are set out in Table A3 of Section A.

18 Regarding interest income, the Committee noted that MediFund receives a guaranteed
interest rate from the Government, set at 3.5% per annum since FY2019. MOF explained that
the interest rate is pegged to long-term bond returns as the MediFund principal is protected and
invested in perpetuity. The Committee was assured by MOF that the interest rate is reviewed
regularly, to ensure it remains appropriate while providing some near-term certainty of annual
interest returns to the Fund’s administrators.

19 On cashflow, the Committee weighed MediFund’s interest income of 3.5% per annum
and its utilisation rate of 91.1% over the period FY2020 to FY2024. The Committee sought
details on how the real value of the Fund could be sustained in a higher inflation environment,
particularly where healthcare cost inflation may exceed nominal returns. In response, MOF
assured the Committee that the Government takes into account cost inflation and other cost
drivers like scheme take-up rates when monitoring whether interest income is sufficient to meet
annual outlays, and that if there is a shortfall the Government will top-up the Fund if needed.
MOF further informed the Committee of the audit and governance measures in place to ensure
adequate and correct usage of funds.

20 MOF provided the Committee with data on MediFund utilisation approvals for the
period FY2020 to FY2024, taking care to clarify that an individual may have more than one
MediFund application per year. On studying the data, the Committee noted that an average of
1.14 million applications per year were approved for MediFund disbursements, with the
average amount disbursed per application ranging from $17 to $909 depending on healthcare



setting. Please refer to Table A2 of Section A for details on the utilisation rates of MediFund,
and to Table A4 of Section A for a breakdown of the average amount disbursed per application.

21 As regards MediFund Silver, the Committee requested MOF’s assessment whether the
70:30 allocation between MediFund and MediFund Silver (which was set in 2007) remains
adequate given rising life expectancy and healthcare utilisation among seniors. MOF assured
the Committee that while the purpose of ringfencing MediFund Silver monies is to safeguard
a portion for seniors aged 65 and above, it does not limit MediFund access for seniors. The
Committee noted MOF’s assessment that there are sufficient funds within MediFund Silver
and the main MediFund account for needy Singaporeans, regardless of age.

Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund (LLEF) — Review and Outlook

22 The Committee enquired into governance and administrative arrangements for the
LLEEF in light of the establishment of the Skills and Workforce Development Agency (SWDA)
through the merger of Workforce Singapore and SkillsFuture Singapore. MOF shared that the
Ministry of Manpower (MOM) will take over responsibility for LLEF and continue with
existing governance controls and budget oversight process. The Committee understood that
moving forward, MOM will oversee the LLEF’s annual budget approval process, including
ensuring that LLEF’s budget requirements do not exceed its projected interest income.

23 Regarding interest income, the Committee noted that LLEF also receives an interest
income at the rate, which has been set at 3.5% per annum since FY2019, guaranteed from the
Government. As the Fund’s principal is protected and invested in perpetuity, the Committee
accepted MOF’s explanation that the interest rate is pegged to long-term bond returns and
represent investment returns that are commensurate to the Fund’s level of risk and investment
horizon.

24 MOF informed the Committee that only programmes that meet the objectives of the
LLEEF can tap on the funding, and only up to the projected interest income from the Fund. Any
additional measures or budget requirements would be funded through the relevant Ministries’
voted budgets. MOF assured the Committee that regular reviews are conducted to assess actual
utilisation and determine whether adjustments are required. Annual audits are also carried out
to verify that accounts are properly maintained and funds are used in accordance with the
provisions of the Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund Act.

25 MOF informed the Committee that LLEF’s principal capital stood at $4.6 billion as at
the end of FY2025. Full details of LLEF’s principal capital sum in each year since inception
are set out in Table A3 of Section A.

26 The Committee observed that over the period FY2020 to FY2024, LLEF disbursed
96.2% of the income it had earned, to fund Jobs and Skills programmes across various
categories. MOF explained that the grants are disbursed through different channels, including
grants to programme partners to deliver services, or directly to individuals and companies.
Please refer to Table A2 of Section A for details on LLEF’s utilisation rate, and to Table A5 of
Section A for a breakdown of the grants disbursed by programme categories.

27 In response to the Committee’s request for the number of beneficiaries of the LLEF,
MOF disclosed that a consolidated number is not readily available as such tracking is done by



the respective programme partners rather than centrally by SkillsFuture Singapore and
Workforce Singapore.

28 When queried about inflationary cost pressures associated with rising education costs,
MOF assured the Committee that such factors are accounted for when determining whether the
interest income is sufficient to meet the LLEF’s annual outlays. The Committee acknowledged
that any fund top-ups by the Government as may be needed to make up for any funding
shortfalls would have to be tabled for Parliament’s approval as part of a Supply Bill.

29 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee on MediFund and the LLEF,
and the responses received, please refer to paragraphs A10 to A35 in Section A.

Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and Majulah Package Funds — Review and Outlook

30 Recognising that the Government has a continued obligation to fulfil commitments
made under the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and Majulah Package Funds, the
Committee sought an update whether the respective fund balances are sufficient to meet their
projected expenditure requirements and how the projected expenditure requirements compare
with the initial actuarial projections made at the inception of the said funds. MOF provided
information on each Fund’s latest published balance and the assessed liabilities, as set out in
Tables A6, A7, and A8 of Section A.

31 On review of the data provided by MOF, the Committee observed that the Pioneer
Generation Fund’s estimated liabilities exceeded its balance as of 31 March 2025. The
Committee requested MOF to clarify the assumptions underpinning the sustainability of the
Fund, including expected investment returns, future drawdown profiles, and whether further
top-ups may eventually be required. In response, MOF informed the Committee that the
Government does not seek to exactly match liabilities on a yearly basis, due to the long-term
nature of the Pioneer Generation Fund. MOF explained to the Committee that the Government
regularly reviews the estimated liabilities and utilisation trends of the Pioneer Generation Fund
to ensure the sufficiency of the Fund; the Government will top up the Fund when necessary to
honour commitments to the Pioneer Generation seniors.

32 In response to the Committee’s queries about the impact of healthcare inflation on the
long-term sustainability of the Funds, MOF informed the Committee that the Government
regularly reviews subsidy and payout levels under the Pioneer Generation and Merdeka
Generation Funds to ensure that they provide sufficient coverage against rising healthcare
costs. For the Majulah Package Fund, the Committee was informed that no further healthcare-
related disbursements are anticipated following the disbursement of the one-time MediSave
Bonus in December 2024. MOF assured the Committee that the Government will continue to
monitor healthcare costs, utilisation patterns, labour force participation rate, mortality rate and
life expectancy, where relevant, to ensure each Fund’s sustainability.

33 On plans for projected surpluses and eventual residual capital within the three Funds,
the Committee noted MOF’s explanation that the three Funds are lifetime commitments to
beneficiaries and the need to assess the long-term sustainability of the respective Funds taking
into account evolving demographic trends and healthcare developments. MOF took the view
that it is premature to determine whether the Funds will have any residual capital as they are
still being drawn to support eligible seniors. MOF also explained that any such residual capital
at the end of each Fund’s tenor would have to be returned to Past Reserves to the extent such



sums were funded by previous terms of Government. The Committee was further reassured of
the legal safeguards under the terms of each Fund’s legislation or trust deed, in place to ensure
that any surpluses or eventual residual capital will be used only in accordance with the
authorised purpose of the said Fund.

34 When queried by the Committee on the number of seniors who benefitted from the three
Funds and the average amount received per beneficiary, MOF shared that as of 31 March 2025,
around 450,000 seniors had benefitted from the Pioneer Generation Package, with a current
surviving cohort of around 300,000 seniors, while around 500,000 seniors had benefitted from
the Merdeka Generation Package, with a current surviving cohort of around 460,000 seniors.
Around 1.5 million seniors had benefitted from the Majulah Package as of the same date. The
average amounts received per beneficiary from the Pioneer Generation Fund, Merdeka
Generation Fund, and Majulah Package Fund were around $11,800, $2,800, and $2,600
respectively.

35 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs A36 to A45 in Section A.

Observations and Recommendations

36 The Committee complimented the MOF’s Budget 2026 initiative to publish
consolidated Fund spending for previous, ongoing and upcoming financial years, within the
Analysis of Revenue and Expenditure. The Committee encouraged the Government to continue
such efforts towards making such information available in an accessible manner to the public.

37 On MediFund, the Committee observed that MediFund has a high utilisation rate and
number of annual approved applications, underscoring its important role as a safety net of last
resort for needy individuals in Singapore who need assistance with healthcare bills. The
Committee welcomed the Government’s continued commitment to ensuring the fiscal health
and sustainability of MediFund.

38 The Committee noted that the administration of MediFund support is decentralised,
with comprehensive assessment conducted by Medical Social Workers and decision-making
handled by each institution’s MediFund Committees. Given the high number of applications
per year and the relatively small sums disbursed per application, the Committee urged the
Government to ensure that public healthcare institutions and Medical Social Workers be
adequately supported and resourced so that the administrative burden per application borne by
them is not disproportionate to the benefits disbursed. Additionally, given Singapore’s
transition to a super-aged society, the Committee recommended that a re-evaluation of the
MediFund Silver allocation be scheduled in the near-term, to maintain equitable access of funds
for seniors.

39 On the LLEF, the Committee applauded the strong utilisation rate demonstrating the
level of programme activity and sustained efforts by the Government to assist jobseekers. The
Committee saw potential for more focused governance and coordinated administration when
the LLEF administration is transferred to MOM following the establishment of the SWDA. To
ensure LLEF funds are productively applied, the Committee recommended that programme
partners should regularly share and report data about programme beneficiaries and outcomes,
including corporate relationships and training attendance, to facilitate the Government’s
centralised monitoring for effectiveness of delivery of LLEF’s policy goals.



40 The Committee noted that the Pioneer Generation Fund would need to be topped up
further as the estimated liabilities currently exceeded its fund balance. Notwithstanding this, ,
the Committee noted the Government’s commitment to top up the relevant Pioneer Generation,
Merdeka Generation and Majulah Package Funds where necessary to honour commitments
made to Singapore citizens. Given that these Funds are lifetime commitments to their
respective beneficiaries, the Committee urged the Government to continue monitoring the
sustainability of all three Funds and to continue reviewing subsidy and payout levels under
these Funds to ensure that they provide adequate coverage against rising healthcare costs. The
Committee also took the view that any significant findings arising from the Government’s
regular reviews of each Fund’s planning assumptions and projections could be shared with
Parliament, to ensure prudent planning and intergenerational fiscal balance over successive
terms of governments.

(B) UTILISATION AND OUTCOMES OF THE NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY FUND

41 The Committee noted that the Government announced a $3 billion top-up to the
National Productivity Fund (NPF) in Budget 2025, following top-ups of $2 billion in Budget
2024 and $4 billion in Budget 2023. Established under the National Productivity Fund Act
2010, the NPF and its governing body, the Productivity Fund Administration Board (PFAB),
were created to enhance productivity and support continuing education initiatives at national
and sectoral levels. In 2023, the NPF's mandate was expanded to include investment promotion
as a supportable activity.

42 Besides enquiring into the total sums put into the NPF over the years, the Committee
also queried about the investment strategy for undisbursed monies, the projects and
programmes funded, the benefits reaped, the NPF's contribution to Singapore's labour
productivity and economic development, and how the NPF had been supporting the work of
the Industry Transformation Maps (ITMs).

Summary of MOF’s Response to the Committee
Top-ups and Disbursements from the Fund

43 MOF shared that since the NPF was established in FY 2010, a total of $10.5 billion had
been contributed to the NPF as of 31 March 2025, with a further $3 billion top-up in FY2025
and a planned $6 billion top-up for FY2026. The NPF also had projected disbursements of $4
billion and $3 billion in FY2025 and FY2026 respectively. A full breakdown of top-ups and
disbursements by FY is provided in Table B1 of Section B.

44 Noting the projected disbursements in FY2025 and FY2026 to be higher than the typical
amounts disbursed in FY2024 and earlier years, the Committee asked for an explanation and
queried whether there had been an underutilisation of the NPF given the rate of disbursement.
In response, MOF explained that the amounts disbursed in FY2024 and earlier do not include
disbursements for investment promotion projects. Prior to the expansion of NPF’s mandate to
include investment promotion as a supportable activity in FY2023, the NPF had been utilised
in accordance with its prevailing mandate to fund projects driving productivity growth and
supporting Continuing Education and Training (CET) efforts. Since FY2023, the Government
has been setting aside monies in the NPF in anticipation of investment promotion activities and
other supportable activities, reflecting forward planning rather than underutilisation.



45 On a further query by the Committee on the specific categories of activities supportable
under the investment promotion mandate, it was shared by MOF that both the Economic
Development Board (EDB) and EnterpriseSG use a range of incentives to anchor investments
that enhance Singapore’s economic competitiveness and create good jobs. Incentives include
grants and Refundable Investment Credits (RICs), which support costs such as manpower,
capital expenditure, and training. RICs can be utilised as either tax offsets or cash payouts.
Both grants and the cash payout component of RICs are disbursed as direct expenditures from
the NPF.

46 When asked by the Committee on whether the costs of statutory tax incentives (e.g.,
Pioneer tax incentives) are disbursed as direct expenditures from the NPF as investment
promotion expenditure or accounted for as forgone revenue within the Government’s Budget,
MOF explained that tax incentives are accounted for as forgone revenue within the
Government’s Budget (i.e. lower Operating Revenue) and not disbursed as expenditure from
the NPF.

47 The Committee also followed up with MOF on a query on whether the current balance
of the NPF, alongside the projected accrued interest and investment returns, will be sufficient
to fund current and new projects without requiring further top-ups. To this, MOF replied that
some top-ups to the NPF are to be expected for investment promotion as well as for Continuing
Education and Training (CET), but this will be reviewed annually based on projected funding
needs.

48 The Committee was informed that most undisbursed NPF monies are invested in the
Special Singapore Government Securities (SSGS) issued by the Government, allowing the
Fund to earn a stable and risk-free return while enabling PFAB to focus on scheme
administration without having to actively manage investments.

49 Turning to support given to PFAB to track and advise the Board in allowing projects to
tap on the NPF, it was shared with the Committee that relevant Government Ministries, such
as MOF, Ministry of Trade and Industry (MTI), Ministry of Manpower (MOM), and Ministry
of Education (MOE), provide policy support. The Board also appoints committees comprising
public servants from various Ministries and agencies to provide recommendations in the
evaluation and review of proposals for the usage of the NPF monies. This is provided for under
Section 12 of the National Productivity Fund Act 2010.

50 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs B1 to B6 in Section B.

Benefits and Outcomes of Funded Projects

51 It was noted by the Committee that from FY2018 to FY2022, the NPF funded 12 new
projects, mainly to drive productivity growth and support CET efforts, such as the SkillsFuture
Enterprise Credit and SkillsFuture Study Awards. Since the expansion of the NPF's mandate
in 2023 to include investment promotion, five new projects have been funded, including
investment promotion projects. A full list of new projects funded by the NPF by approval year
is provided in Table B2 of Section B.



52 It was noted that projects funded by the NPF complement the wider range of
Government schemes and projects to support productivity improvements and workers'
upskilling and CET efforts. This includes projects supporting ITM initiatives such as the
Building and Construction Authority's Construction ITM, the National Environment Agency's
Environmental Services ITM, and the Ministry of Health's Healthcare ITM. These funded
companies’ adoption of tech and productivity solutions, as well as efforts towards the reskilling
and upskilling of workers. However, the NPF only funds a proportion of ITM initiatives. Most
ITM initiatives were funded through sector agencies’ own block budgets.

53 The Committee was informed that as of FY2025, productivity projects funded by the
NPF were estimated to have supported about 28,000 companies, of which an estimated 87%
were Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) and the CET projects were estimated to
have supported over 1.3 million Singaporeans and 300 SMEs. An example of a productivity
project supported by the NPF is the $740 million of NPF funding committed over three tranches
for the Construction Productivity and Capability Fund (CPCF), which has helped more than
10,000 companies (more than 90% of which are SMEs) in the construction sector adopt new
technologies, build capabilities and train workers. As for the CET example, it was shared with
the Committee that as of 31 December 2025, the SkillsFuture Credit (SFC) has been used by
over 1.3 million Singaporeans, or about 46% of all eligible Singaporeans with the overall
Training Participation Rate increasing from 35% in 2015 to about 55% in 2025.

54 On how the NPF supports Singapore's investment promotion efforts, it was shared that
in 2025, EDB attracted investment commitments amounting to $14.2 billion in Fixed Asset
Investment and $8.9 billion in Total Business Expenditure, expected to create 15,700 jobs and
contribute $18 billion in Value Added (VA) when realised over the next five years. These
figures are comparable with investment commitments attracted in 2024 and 2023, reflecting
continued interest from a diverse range of companies to locate headquarters and headquarters
functions in Singapore.

55 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs B7 to B13 in Section B.

Contribution to Labour Productivity and Economic Development

56 When asked by the Committee on how NPF contributed to Singapore’s labour
productivity and economic development, MOF shared that studies have shown that
productivity and CET programmes funded from the NPF have led to positive impacts on firms
and workers. Some of these programmes include:

(a) IMDA’s iSPRINT. Funded between 2010 and 2018, the scheme helped local SMEs
defray the costs of automating their business functions through information
technology. The median firm, based on revenue size, saw a 3.1% increase in
revenue after adopting iSPRINT solutions.

(b) SkillsFuture Work-Study Programme. Funded between 2015 and 2020, the scheme
offered graduates from polytechnics and the Institute of Technical Education (ITE)
the opportunity to upgrade to a higher qualification while working in a job role that
is related to their field of study. Graduates from this programme were found to have
enjoyed wage premiums relative to their counterparts with similar profiles who
went straight into employment after graduating with their original qualification.




57 The Committee was informed that between 2010 and 2020, labour productivity as
measured by real value-added per actual hour worked (Real VA per AHW) grew by 2.3% per
annum (see Table 1 below), within the 2-3% per annum target set by the Economic Strategies
Committee at the establishment of the NPF. Over the recent five years from 2020 to 2025,
labour productivity growth continued to remain robust at 2.6% per annum, notwithstanding the
sharp economic downturn during the COVID-19 pandemic. Singapore's recent labour
productivity growth was also better than that of most advanced economies, including the
United Kingdom, the United States and Switzerland (see Table 2 below).

Table 1 - Growth in Real VA per AHW and Real VA per Worker (% p.a.), 2010-2025

Time Period Real VA per AHW Real VA per Worker
2010-2020 2.3% 1.2%
2020-2025 2.6% 3.0%

Note: Over the period of 2020 to 2025, growth in real VA per AHW (2.6%) was slightly weaker than that in
real VA per worker (3.0%) due to a rise in the average number of hours worked per worker following the
resumption of economic activities after the COVID-19 pandemic. Over the longer term, growth in real VA per
AHW has generally been stronger than growth in real VA per worker due to a downward trend in the average
number of hours worked per worker.

Source: MTI estimates based on data from DOS

Table 2 - International Comparisons of Growth in Real VA per AHW (% p.a.), 2010-2024

2010-2020 2020-2024
Singapore 2.3% 2.4%
South Korea 3.0% 1.8%
Portugal 0.5% 1.1%
United States 1.0% 1.1%
Switzerland 0.9% 1.0%
Sweden 0.9% 0.2%
Netherlands 0.4% 0.1%
Germany 1.0% 0.1%
Finland 0.5% -0.4%
Italy 0.5% -1.0%
United Kingdom 1.7% -2.7%

Note: Data based on real VA per hour worked for 2024 are shown as 2025 data are not available for other

economies.
Source: MTI estimates, OECD

58 Noting that growth in real value-added per worker has recently outpaced growth in real
value-added per actual hour worked, the Committee asked for an elaboration on the key drivers
behind this divergence, and to what extent is this attributable to longer working hours, changes
in labour utilisation, sectoral composition effects, or underlying productivity improvements. In
reply, MOF stated that in the first quarter of 2026, real value-added per actual hour worked
(VA/AHW) grew by 3.2% year-on-year (yoy), while real value-added per worker (VA/W)
grew by 4.1% yoy. The divergence in this quarter was attributable to a 0.9% increase in AHW
per worker.

10



59 It was also explained that hours worked per worker is procyclical (i.e. it tends to rise
during economic expansions and fall during downturns, as firms tend to adjust working hours
ahead of headcount in response to changes in demand) and should be assessed over a longer
period of time. Over the past decade from 2015-2025, AHW per worker declined by 0.4% per
annum (p.a.), resulting in VA/AHW growth (2.7% p.a.) exceeding VA/W growth (2.3% p.a.).
This suggests an improvement in the efficiency of hours worked over this longer period that
drove labour productivity, rather than VA growth being driven by longer hours. MOF assured
the Committee that MTI and MOM will continue to monitor trends in hours worked and labour
productivity.

60 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs B14 to B17 in Section B.

Observations and Recommendations

61 The Committee acknowledged the sustained investments made through the NPF since
its establishment in FY2010 and noted the expansion of its mandate in 2023 to include
investment promotion. The Committee was encouraged by the broad reach of NPF-funded
projects, which have supported approximately 28,000 companies and over 1.3 million
Singaporeans in their upskilling and CET efforts, as well as the positive outcomes achieved
through NPF-funded productivity and CET projects. The Committee took the view that the
Government should continue with outreach efforts to micro, small and medium sized
enterprises to ensure that they are aware of and able to access the range of productivity and
innovation support available through NPF-funded programmes.

62 Noting Singapore's favourable labour productivity growth as compared with most
advanced economies, the Committee encouraged the Government to continue monitoring and
publishing such comparative data as a benchmark to the efforts undertaken in this area. The
Committee was of the view that greater clarity on the respective contributions of the NPF,
would be beneficial for the public’s understanding of how Singapore's economic
transformation efforts are resourced and governed.

63 The Committee expressed its appreciation for the updates and efforts undertaken by the
Government to enhance productivity and support CET initiatives at national and sectoral levels.
The Committee urged the Government to continue with impact evaluations of NPF-funded
projects to ensure that public funds are being used effectively and that lessons learnt are applied
to future programmes, so as to ensure that NPF funds deliver the greatest possible benefit to
Singapore's economy and workforce. Encouraged by the strong investment commitments
attracted by EDB in recent years, the Committee urged the Government to continue monitoring
the effectiveness of investment promotion activities funded by the NPF and to ensure that such
activities deliver commensurate returns for Singapore's economy and workforce.

(C) FUTURE ENERGY TRANSITION

64 Established in 2024 with an initial injection of $5 billion, the Future Energy Fund (FEF)
was set up to support infrastructure investments for our energy transition, with the objectives
of decarbonising and safeguarding Singapore’s security in clean energy. The FEF was designed
to ensure that the Government is ready to provide financial support to catalyse energy transition
projects that may involve nascent technologies or require significant upfront capital
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expenditure. The Committee noted that just a year after its establishment, the Government
announced a further top-up of $5 billion to the FEF.

65 For this topic, the Committee enquired into two broad matters, namely, on the
utilisation of the FEF as well as broader considerations on energy transition. The Committee
asked about the utilisation of the FEF monies, the monitoring systems to ensure prudent
spending as well as the Government’s plans to utilise public-private partnerships and other
models to manage the burden of financial outlay relating to energy transition and infrastructure
investment.

Summary of MOF’s Response to the Committee
Plans for the Future Energy Fund

66 It was shared with the Committee that the FEF was set up to support medium- and long-
term spending on infrastructure and energy supply security projects relating to the energy
transition. MOF explained that the energy transition is a complex and long-term effort requiring
significant future investments in energy infrastructure over the next few decades. As Singapore
is alternative energy disadvantaged, the Government needs to explore and pursue multiple
energy pathways in parallel, including nascent options like hydrogen and advanced nuclear
energy. Such low-carbon energy projects often involve high upfront costs and significant
commercial, technological and geopolitical risks, which could reduce private investment
appetite. MOF also shared that the FEF may be used to provide catalytic funding to improve
the commercial viability of low-carbon technologies and moderate the steep costs that may
arise from adopting such technologies.

67 When asked on the plans on the proportion of monies under FEF to be set aside for
different purposes, MOF informed the Committee that the Government has not predetermined
how the funds will be apportioned between low-carbon infrastructure and energy supply
security projects, citing geopolitical, commercial, and technological uncertainties which affect
Singapore’s potential energy decarbonisation pathways. MOF explained that it would be
premature to earmark funds for specific objectives at this stage.

68 On the query regarding the funding duration of the FEF and how it will prepare
Singapore for a low-carbon future, the Committee learnt that this was dependent on the type of
project, and there was a wide range of projects being considered. The proportion of funding
support for each project will depend on project-specific characteristics, worthiness and risks.

69 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs C1 to C6 in Section C.

Governance, Usage and Monitoring of the Fund

70 Turning to the monitoring systems to ensure prudent spending when using the FEF
monies, it was shared with the Committee that FEF will be used for infrastructure development
needed to decarbonise the power sector. Qualifying projects funded by the FEF will be subject
to the same governance processes applied to other Government infrastructure projects,
including stringent evaluation of technological and commercial risks and the costs of electricity
generation through low-carbon sources. Competitive Government procurement processes, such
as tenders and price discovery mechanisms, will be employed where possible to ensure that
energy transition projects are value-for-money.
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71 MOF assured the Committee that projects will be managed with the flexibility to reduce
abortive costs if circumstances change. Additionally, top-ups to FEF, balances and annual
outlays will be included in the financial statements of the Energy Market Authority (EMA)
which are presented to Parliament annually. EMA also manages the disbursement of FEF
monies in accordance with the approvals obtained and reports on the use of FEF monies.

72 On whether there are intermediate milestones to review if outcomes are on track, MOF
revealed that no expenditure from FEF has been made but drawdown will occur in the coming
years after careful consideration of the viability, reliability and cost-effectiveness of the energy
pathways. The Committee also learnt that each project funded by the FEF will be subject to the
same progress assurance mechanisms that are applied to other major Government projects, to
review if project outcomes are on track.

73 The Committee also queried about plans for exit strategies should a project funded by
the FEF prove to be commercially unviable. To this, MOF shared that the project team in the
Ministry or Statutory Board overseeing the project is accountable for ensuring the project is
well-implemented and meets its objectives and intended outcomes. This includes taking actions
to ensure milestones are met, reviewing implementation arrangements, replacing the
implementing partner where appropriate, and/or recommending termination of the project if
necessary. Should there be a need to exit or terminate the project, the project team shall first
seek approval from the same approving authorities who approved the project requirements and
budget, and provide justification for the termination, its implications, and wind-down plans
where relevant. The disposal or write-off of assets funded by the FEF will require final approval
from the Minister overseeing energy-related matters.

74 When asked by the Committee on the investment instruments being considered in
deploying FEF monies for the private sector, MOF shared that the Government has not
prescribed specific investment instruments for the FEF, as the appropriate instruments will
depend on the nature and stage of each project. It was explained that the main objective is to
deploy public funds effectively and prudently to catalyse private sector participation in low-
carbon energy and/or energy supply security projects.

75 The Committee further queried whether there is any risk assessment framework to
guide investment decisions using the FEF and was informed by MOF that with respect to the
deployment of FEF monies to support projects, the risk assessment will be carried out as part
of the project proposal evaluation and approval process. Project proposals are channelled
through Ministries or Statutory Boards, which are accountable for project outcomes whether
as direct applicants or as sponsors of companies they wish to support. EMA also assesses if a
project qualifies to be funded by FEF and manages the disbursement of FEF monies in
accordance with the approvals obtained. This ensures that deployment decisions are subject to
rigorous scrutiny before FEF monies are committed.

76 On another Committee’s query whether the FEF can be used to develop new capabilities
for the purposes of nuclear energy, such as the first phase of the technical assessment by the
International Atomic Energy Agency, MOF said that the FEF’s intent is to support the
construction, improvement, extension, replacement, acquisition or leasing of infrastructure or
property for low-carbon energy projects and energy supply security projects. The FEF can also
support feasibility studies or site surveys in preparation for projects involving such
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infrastructure. The Committee learnt that should Singapore eventually decide to deploy nuclear
energy, the FEF could be used to support the infrastructure for a nuclear power programme.

77 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs C7 to C21 in Section C.

Energy Transition — Broader Considerations

78 To the Committee’s query on how decarbonisation trends and global shifts in the
petrochemical industry sector have impacted revenue estimates or introduced challenges in the
preparation of revenue forecasts, MOF replied stating that the energy and chemicals sector is
an important sector to Singapore, contributing around 3% of GDP and employing more than
27,000 workers. MOF noted that the sector is undergoing significant shifts, including the need
to decarbonise, and the pace of decarbonisation is uncertain, depending on technological
breakthroughs and sustained international cooperation. It was shared that these factors make it
more challenging to project revenues, though the long-term demand for chemicals remains
robust in line with macro growth factors.

79 On plans to utilise public-private partnerships and other ownership/operating models
(including cross-border joint ventures) to manage the burden of financial outlay relating to
energy transition and infrastructure investment, the Committee noted MOF’s explanation that
the Government is keenly aware of the need to prudently manage the costs of the energy
transition, while ensuring the security and reliability of Singapore’s energy supply. The
Committee was informed that while the Government is prepared to set aside resources to fund
the infrastructure investments required for the energy transition, it is also prepared to work with
the private sector to strengthen Singapore's readiness to study and adopt different low-carbon
pathways. The Committee noted examples such as EMA and the Maritime and Port Authority
of Singapore appointing a consortium led by Keppel to explore the development of Singapore's
first low-carbon ammonia power generation and bunkering solution, and EDB issuing a call
for proposals in 2025 to study the viability of biomethane imports for power and industry sector
decarbonisation.

80 It was also shared with the Committee that when considering how to fund the energy
transition, EMA will also seek to be targeted in implementing cost recovery for energy
transition initiatives, in line with the “user-pays” principle. MOF further assured the Committee
that to ensure national interests are protected and public funds are used prudently, energy
projects funded by the FEF will be subject to the same level of oversight and governance as
other major Government projects.

81 For more details on the questions posed by the Committee and responses received,
please refer to paragraphs C22 to C26 in Section C.

Observations and Recommendations

82 The Committee acknowledged the Government's significant commitment in
establishing the FEF and topping it up to $10 billion, reflecting the scale of investment required
for Singapore's energy transition. It was supportive of the approach of setting aside dedicated
resources to catalyse energy transition projects involving nascent technologies or high upfront
capital expenditure. However, the Committee noted that no expenditure has been made from
the FEF to date, and it was not yet apparent that any funds had been committed to future
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projects yet. While appreciating the need for flexibility given the uncertainties involved, the
Committee encouraged the Government to establish regular reporting for the Fund’s
commitments, as well as clear intermediate milestones and review points to assess the
effectiveness of FEF deployment and whether Singapore's energy transition remains on track.

83 Welcoming the assurance that FEF-funded projects will be subject to the same
governance and procurement processes as other major Government infrastructure projects, the
Committee urged for these governance mechanisms to be applied rigorously, and that the
outcomes of FEF-funded projects, where possible, be reported to Parliament and the public
through EMA's financial statements and other appropriate channels.

84 The Committee was encouraged by the Government's willingness to work with the
private sector through public-private partnerships and other collaborative models to manage
the financial burden of energy transition infrastructure investment. The Committee urged the
Government to ensure that appropriate governance mechanisms are in place to safeguard
national interests in respect of critical infrastructure, particularly where cross-border joint
ventures or private sector involvement in energy infrastructure are concerned.
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SECTION A

Monitoring of Government Funds

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
What are the sums of monies allocated to top-up the Endowment and Trust Funds for the

past five years.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

Al. Statutory and Trust Funds' are set up for specific purposes, and allow the
Government to set aside resources to meet medium- and long-term spending needs. There
are two categories of Funds:

a. Endowment Funds (i.e., principal is protected and only the investment
income can be spent). We have five Endowment Funds, and they benefit
Singaporeans in perpetuity, for ComCare, Edusave, ElderCare, Lifelong Learning
and MediFund.

b. Non-Endowment Funds (i.e., principal and investment income can be spent).
The remaining 23 of our Funds are non-Endowment Funds. This includes Funds to
(1) support our seniors and young seniors (i.e., Pioneer Generation Fund, Merdeka
Generation Fund and Majulah Package Fund), (ii)) meet our infrastructure
development needs (e.g., Changi Airport Development Fund, Coastal and Flood
Protection Fund), and (iii) support other schemes and programmes (e.g., GST
Voucher Fund, Progressive Wage Credit Scheme Fund, National Research Fund,
National Productivity Fund).

A2.  Topping up Statutory and Trust Funds when the Government is able to do so is a
fiscally prudent approach that provides assurance to the public that our programmes will be
sufficiently funded. The Funds also ensure that certain programmes are not affected by
annual or cyclical fluctuations in revenues due to the economic cycle. Top-ups to the Funds
are appropriated through the annual Supply process — the top-ups are included in the Supply
Bill, approved by Parliament, and assented to by the President with the advice of the Council
of Presidential Advisers.

A3.  The sums of monies allocated to top up the Statutory and Trust Funds for the past
five years, and planned top-ups for Financial Year (FY) 2026 are shown in Table A1 below.

! From Budget 2026, MOF has renamed “Endowment and Trust Funds” to “Statutory and Trust Funds” as it is a
more comprehensive terminology for all Funds, based on how the Funds have been set up (i.e., by statute or trust
deed). This also ensures consistency between the Revenue and Expenditure Estimates and the Government
Financial Statements, which has been using the terminology “Statutory and Trust Funds”.
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Table Al. Top-ups to Statutory and Trust Funds from FY2021 to FY2026

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Top-ups - 6.25 24.32 22.05 19.60 18.90
($ billion)

Source: Revenue and Expenditure Estimates and Government Financial Statements

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
How does the Government maintain the funds’ financial capacity in the face of rising costs

and uncertain market conditions.

To what extent have top-ups to existing funds been a result of (i) extensions of fund scope;
(i1) demographic changes; (iii) cost increases; (iv) shortfall in income forecast; or any other
reasons other than availability of fiscal surpluses;

How is excess investment income, if any, used or capitalised to ensure sustainability and
reduce the need for future capital add-ons.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A4.  We size the required balance in each Fund carefully based on the projected needs of
the Fund, which in turn determines the need for top-ups to the Fund. This takes into account
various planning parameters like demographics, inflation and investment returns (i.e., the
projected investment income that the monies in the Fund would earn, before the monies are
disbursed). For example, the size of Funds like the Pioneer Generation Fund? and Merdeka
Generation Fund® is based on the projected lifetime cost of the benefits of each package,
accounting for demographic trends of the respective cohorts, inflation, and interest accrued.
For Endowment Funds, the balances are sized to ensure that the projected interest and
investment income would be sufficient to meet the annual outlays for the respective schemes.

A5.  When there are new commitments and scheme enhancements, or changes to
projection parameters, we will reassess the required balance in each Fund and make further
top-ups if necessary. For example, when the Government enhanced CareShield Life and
increased subsidies to cushion the impact of higher premiums, we made a corresponding
$0.4 billion topup to the Long-Term Care Support Fund to fund the additional subsidies.

A6.  Statutory and Trust Funds can only be used for the specific purposes set out in the
Fund’s legislation or trust deed. Any extension of scope is carefully assessed, and
accompanied by amendments to the relevant statute or trust deed governing the Fund. In
particular, amendments to Acts to extend the scope of Funds also require President’s assent

2 The Pioneer Generation Fund is for Singapore citizens born on or before 31 December 1949 and acquired
citizenship on or before 31 December 1986.

3 The Merdeka Generation Fund is for Singapore citizens (a) born from 1 January 1950 to 31 December 1959, and
became citizens on or before 31 December 1996, or (b) born on or before 31 December 1949, became citizens on
or before 31 December 1996, and who are not currently receiving the Pioneer Generation Package.
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where they engage Article 22H of the Constitution.* For example, the National Productivity
Fund Act was amended in 2023 to expand the scope of the Fund to cover investment
promotion, and assented to by the President.

Investment Income of Funds

A7.  Monies in the Funds that are not required for near-term outlays are invested to earn
returns, which can then be used to meet future needs of the Funds.® These returns are then
taken into consideration when determining the amount of top-ups required. The Government
has also put in place investment mechanisms that shield the Funds from investment risk,
while providing commensurate returns. The investment approach for the various types of
Funds is summarised as follows:

a. For Funds that are owned by the Government, the monies are invested
together with the rest of the Government’s assets, and would receive a return. For
example, Endowment Funds (which are all Government Funds) receive a guaranteed
interest rate from the Government, which has been set at 3.5% per annum since
FY2019.

b. For non-Government Funds (e.g., those administered by Statutory Boards),
the Fund administrator can decide how to invest the Fund monies, taking into
consideration near-term spending requirements, market conditions etc. Most of the
monies that are not for immediate needs are invested in Special Singapore
Government Securities (SSGS), for a fixed coupon rate based on the projected tenure
of'the monies. SSGS monies are invested together with the rest of Government assets.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

Whether the Government will consider if key information on the various funds’ balances and
expenditure can be regularly consolidated in a collateral publication for clarity and public
awareness.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A8. Key information on each Fund is published annually, based on their respective
reporting requirements.

4 22H.—(1) The President may, acting in his discretion, in writing withhold his assent to any Bill (other than a
Bill seeking to amend this Constitution), if the Bill or any provision therein provides, directly or indirectly, for
the circumvention or curtailment of the discretionary powers conferred upon the President by this Constitution.

5 For Endowment Funds, any interest income that is not spent will add to the principal of the Fund at the end of
each term of Government.
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a. Top-ups to the Statutory and Trust Funds are included in the Supply Bill and
published in the Revenue and Expenditure Estimates, which is tabled to Parliament
for approval and prepared in accordance with the relevant legislation®.

b. After the end of each FY, Fund income, spending and balances are published
in the respective Funds’ Financial Statements, which are publicly accessible.
Information on Government Funds is published in the Government Financial
Statements.” For Non-Government Funds that are administered by a Statutory Board,
the Statutory Board is required to present the Fund’s financial details together with
its own financial statements.® For Funds that are administered by a Charity or
Institution of Public Character (IPC), the financial statements are published on the
Charity Portal.’

c. From Budget 2026, MOF has also consolidated and published the spending
from the various Statutory and Trust Funds for the (i) previous, (ii) ongoing and (iii)
upcoming FY, in the Analysis of Revenue and Expenditure.

A9.  The consolidated balances of all Government Funds at the end of the prior FY are
published in the Statement of Assets and Liabilities in the Revenue and Expenditure
Estimates and Government Financial Statements.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
How have the Medical Endowment Fund (MediFund) and the Lifelong Learning Endowment
Fund performed in terms of investment returns and their respective utilisation rates.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A10. Grants from the MediFund are disbursed to MediFund-approved institutions, and
these sums are used by the institutions’ MediFund Committees to defray the healthcare
charges, fees and other expenses incurred by patients who they have assessed are unable to
pay. The Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund (LLEF) is used to disburse grants to
Workforce Singapore (WSG) and SkillsFuture Singapore (SSG) to fund and promote the
acquisition, development and upgrading of skills and expertise.

¢ The primary laws include the Constitution of the Republic of Singapore and the Financial Procedure Act. Article
147 of the Singapore Constitution provides that the Minister for Finance shall prepare annual estimates of revenue
and expenditure, and that estimates of expenditure shall be prepared for the sums respectively required.
7 In accordance with (i) Article 147(5) of the Constitution of the Republic of Singapore and (ii) Section 18 of the
Financial Procedure Act.
8 In accordance with the (i) Section 40 the Public Sector (Governance) Act, (ii) the Statutory Boards’ own
legislation (e.g. Land Transport Authority of Singapore Act for LTA), and (iii) the Statutory Board Financial
Reporting Standards.

% In accordance with (i) the Charities (Accounts and Annual Report) Regulations and (ii) the Charities (Institutions
of a Public Character) Regulations.
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All. The MediFund and LLEF have been receiving interest income at 3.5% per annum
since FY2019. The utilisation rates for both Funds have been healthy. From FY2020 to
FY2024, the MediFund and LLEF disbursed 91.1% and 96.2% of the income that they had
earned respectively. The utilisation rates are summarised in Table A2 below. The unutilised
investment income is protected as part of the principal in the Funds when there is a
changeover of Government. This ensures that the present Government would only spend
what it has earned in its term of office.

Table A2. Utilisation Rates of MediFund and LLEF from FY2020 to FY2024
MediFund LLEF
Investment and Interest Income, and Other | 910,006,485 914,744,550
Receipts for FY2020 to FY2024 ($)
Total Outlays for FY2020 to FY2024 ($) 828,883,082 879,607,534
Utilisation Rate (%) 91.1% 96.2%
Source: Government Financial Statements

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Medical Endowment Fund (MediFund) and the Lifelong Learning
Endowment Fund — explain the difference why there are discrepancies between the 3.5%
interest rate for the funds owned by the Government vis-a-vis the interest rate from the
Special Singapore Government Securities (SSGS) for non-Government funds.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A12. The investment returns for Endowment Funds (which are all Government Statutory
Funds) and non-Government Funds that are invested in SSGS are commensurate to their
level of risk and investment horizon.

Al13. Endowment Funds receive a guaranteed interest rate from the Government, which
has been set at 3.5% per annum since FY2019. As the Endowment Fund principal is
protected and invested in perpetuity, the interest rate is pegged to long-term bond returns.
We review this interest rate regularly. This ensures that the interest rate remains appropriate
while providing some near-term certainty of the annual interest returns to Fund
administrators.

Al4. As SSGS are issued with a fixed tenor, the interest rate is pegged to market
instruments of comparable risk, i.e. Government securities, and equivalent duration.
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Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Medical Endowment Fund (MediFund) and the Lifelong Learning
Endowment Fund — what is the current principal capital sum of each fund respectively, and
how has each sum grown over time.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:
A15. The principal capital sums of the MediFund and Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund
(LLEF) from their inception to the end of Financial Year (FY) 2025 are shown in Table [A3]

below.

Table A3. MediFund and LLEF Top-ups and Capital Sums since inception ($ billion)

FY Capital Sum of MediFund | Capital Sum of LLEF as
as at end-FY at end-FY

1993 0.2 -

1994 0.3 -

1995 0.4 -

1996 0.5 -

1997 0.6 -

1998 0.6 -

1999 0.7 -

2000 0.7 0.5
2001 0.8 1.0
2002 0.9 1.5
2003 0.9 1.5
2004 1.1 2.0
2005 1.1 2.0
2006 1.2 2.1
2007 1.4 2.2
2008 1.6 3.0
2009 1.7 3.1
2010 1.9 3.1
2011 2.4 3.6
2012 3.0 3.6
2013 4.0 4.1
2014 4.0 4.6
2015 4.0 4.6
2016 4.0 4.6
2017 4.5 4.6
2018 4.5 4.6
2019 4.5 4.6
2020 4.7 4.6
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2021 4.7 4.6
2022 4.7 4.6
2023 6.2 4.6
2024 6.2 4.6
2025 6.2 4.6

Source: MediFund and LLEF Financial Statements

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

What is the number of beneficiaries of the Medical Endowment Fund and the Lifelong
Learning Endowment Fund for the period FY2020 to FY2024 respectively; and what is the
average amount disbursed per beneficiary for each Fund over the period FY 2020 to FY2024.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

MediFund

A16. MOH tracks the number of approved applications for the MediFund, rather than the
number of individual beneficiaries. An individual may have more than one MediFund
application per year, often for treatment across institutions. An average of 1.14 million

applications per year were approved over FY2020 to FY2024.

A17. The average amounts disbursed per approved application over FY2020 to FY2024
are set out in Table [A4] below.

Table A4. MediFund Assistance per Approved Application by Healthcare Setting

Healthcare Setting Average Amount
over FY20-FY24
(&)

Public Healthcare Institutions — Inpatient 909

Public Healthcare Institutions — Outpatient 96

Intermediate and Long-Term Care — Non-residential 17

services

Intermediate and Long-Term Care — Intermediate 760

residential services

Intermediate and Long-Term Care — Long-term residential | 616

services

LLEF

A18. The LLEF funds a range of Jobs and Skills (JS) programmes across four broad
categories: placement-centric programmes which help to place or provide other support for
jobseekers; institutional grants to the Employment and Employability Institute (e2i) to
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support employment facilitation programmes; enterprise and productivity-related
programmes to support companies’ transformation and retention of local manpower; and
funding for training providers to run courses. Across these categories, grants may flow
through programme partners to deliver services, or be disbursed directly to individuals and
companies (e.g. to programme partners for them to deliver the services, jobseekers receiving
placement support, or companies adopting productivity solutions). The amounts disbursed

by key programme categories for FY2020 to FY2024 are shown in Table [A5].

Table A5: LLEF Grants Disbursed by Programme Categories ($ million)

Programme Categories FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24
Placement-Centric 44 37 41 40 14510
Programmes

Institutional Grants to 4 11 6 12 91!
Employment and

Employability Institute (e21)

Enterprise/Productivity- 46 7 9 10 11
Related Programmes

Funding for Training 68 70 68 68 71
Providers to Administer

Programmes

Source: Government Financial Statements

A19. As tracking of the number of beneficiaries of the programmes is done by the
respective programme partners rather than centrally by SkillsFuture Singapore (SSG) and
Workforce Singapore (WSQ), a consolidated number of beneficiaries is not readily available.
If the Committee requires, the consolidated number can be compiled from programme
partners. This would be the number of individuals who have benefitted across the
programmes, rather than the number of unique individuals who benefitted.

10 The increase in funding for placement-centric programmes was due to the inclusion of funding for Career
Conversion Programmes (CCP) under LLEF from FY24 onwards.

' The increase in funding support for €2i was primarily driven by the additional support for €2i to take over
WSG’s referred jobseeker cases which covers Careers Connect centres, SGUnited Jobs and Skills centres and
Social Service Officers.
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Committee’s Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Medical Endowment Fund (MediFund) and the Lifelong Learning
Endowment Fund — what is the future projection demands of both Funds’ utilisation, as
demand and costs creep up.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:
MediFund

A20. Over the long term, MediFund utilisation is projected to grow, in tandem with our
ageing population, increase in healthcare costs and adoption of new medical technologies.
As a safety net of last resort, MediFund is used only after other healthcare financing schemes
— subsidies, MediShield — and the family’s own resources, including MediSave, have been
used. MOH regularly reviews healthcare financing schemes to improve patient affordability.
In years when there are significant enhancements to support levels (e.g. subsidy rates), scope
of coverage, and/or top-ups to MediSave, the utilisation of MediFund may correspondingly
drop.

A21. Over the next five years, based on current policy parameters, we expect annual
MediFund utilisation to be fully covered by the interest income that the capital sum generates
annually.

LLEF

A22. Demand on the LLEF is managed through forward planning. Only programmes that
meet the objectives of the Fund can tap on the Fund, and only up to the projected interest
income from the Fund. Any additional measures or budget requirements will be funded
through the relevant Ministries’ voted budgets. We conduct regular reviews to assess actual
utilisation and determine if adjustments are required. Significant cost increases may require
programme adjustments or alternate funding sources in accordance with MOF’s guidelines.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Given that the MediFund and the Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund have utilisation rates
0f 91.1% and 96.2% respectively, while receiving a fixed return of 3.5% per annum, how is
the Government ensuring that the real value of these Endowment Funds is preserved in a
higher inflation environment, particularly where healthcare and education cost inflation may
exceed nominal returns.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A23. For each Endowment Fund, the Government monitors whether the interest income is
sufficient to meet the annual outlays of the Fund, after accounting for cost inflation and other
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cost drivers like scheme take-up rates. If there is a shortfall, the Government will need to top
up the Endowment Fund. These top-ups are included in the Supply Bill and need to be
approved by Parliament.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
What measures are in place to ensure that usage of the Medical Endowment Fund
(MediFund) and the Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund is adequately or correctly used.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:
Governance of Spending from MediFund and LLEF

A24. The MediFund and LLEF are Statutory Funds which are governed by the Medical
and Elderly Care Endowment Schemes Act and Lifelong Learning Endowment Fund Act
respectively. These Acts specify how Funds can be used. Annual audits are conducted to
verify that accounts are properly maintained, and Funds are used in accordance with the
provisions of the respective Acts.

A25. Various measures are in place to ensure that each Fund is channeled towards its
intended areas of spending.

MediFund

A26. Each MediFund application is assessed holistically by the relevant MediFund-
approved institution. The assessment is usually conducted by Medical Social Workers
(MSWs). It aims to establish the means of the patient and his family, taking into account
both financial and social factors. In this process, MSWs explore other available avenues of
support (e.g. family members, instalment payments) before MediFund support is considered.

A27. The decision to provide MediFund support lies fully with the institutions’
independent MediFund Committees, which consider and decide on application outcomes.
The MediFund Advisory Council and the MediFund Committees largely comprise members
who are actively involved in community and social work, and familiar with the needs and
challenges of lower-income Singaporeans. MOH also provides guidance to MediFund
Committees to assist them in calibrating how to provide support. In providing this guidance,
MOH takes into consideration the inputs of the Medifund Advisory Council - who also
represents the interests of patients and ensures that support remains fair and accessible.

LLEF

A28. Agreements between MOE and agency partners (WSG/SSG) set out the terms and
conditions for provision of grants from LLEF. The agreements require agencies to maintain
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adequate controls over grants and ensure all payments are correctly made and properly
authorised.

A29. MOE continues to oversee the LLEF’s annual budget approval process, including
seeking the Minister’s approval for budget allocation, and ensuring that budget requirements
do not exceed the projected interest income from the Fund. At the agency level, WSG/SSG’s
respective Internal Approving Authorities (IAAs) are responsible for individual programme
budgets and funding decisions. The SSG Board, in its capacity as the LLEF Advisory
Council, will review SSG’s and WSG’s proposed LLEF budgets and recommend to the
Minister whether to support the drawdown of these budgets from the LLEF on the basis that
the programmes tapping on LLEF income meet the objects specified in the LLEF Act and
purposes that the Minister has authorised pursuant to the Act.

A30. With the merger of WSG and SSG into a new Statutory Board under MOM,
responsibility for the LLEF Act will also be transferred to MOM. The existing governance
controls described above, including the formal agreements between the Ministry and the
agency tapping on the LLEF, and oversight of the LLEF annual budget approval process will
continue under MOM.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
For MediFund specifically, what are the reasons for sub-fund accounting (e.g. MediFund
Silver) and how is the apportionment for sub-funds determined.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A31. MediFund Silver was established in 2007 to provide targeted help for elderly
Singaporeans aged 65 and above who cannot afford medical care. Older patients typically
face higher medical costs due to age-related health conditions, and may become increasingly
financially dependent on their families during their retirement years. The funds in MediFund
Silver are ringfenced specifically for the elderly and therefore tracked separately.

A32. The current ringfencing arrangement maintains a 70:30 split between MediFund and
MediFund Silver monies. This split was first shared in Parliament in 2007 by then-Minister
for Health, Mr Khaw Boon Wan. $500 million was set aside then — about one-third of the
total MediFund at that time —for MediFund Silver.

A33. Should any institution’s MediFund Silver account run out of funds, they can still
support elderly patients through their main MediFund account.
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Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Given rising life expectancy and healthcare utilisation among seniors, whether the
Government has reviewed if the current 70:30 allocation between MediFund and MediFund
Silver remains adequate, and whether there have been instances where MediFund Silver
balances at institutions were insufficient, requiring drawdowns from the main MediFund
account.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A34. The current ringfencing arrangement for MediFund Silver is to safeguard a portion
of MediFund funds for only seniors aged 65 and above. This ringfencing arrangement does
not limit MediFund access for seniors, as institutions can support elderly patients through
their main MediFund account.

A35. Over FY2020 to FY2024, both MediFund Silver and the main MediFund account
have been tapped to support seniors. Overall, there are sufficient funds within MediFund
Silver and the main MediFund account for needy Singaporeans, regardless of age.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
What are the current balances left in the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and the
Majulah Package Funds.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A36. At the inception of the Pioneer Generation Fund in 2014 and Merdeka Generation
Fund in 2019, $8 billion, and $6.1 billion were set aside, respectively, to ensure that the
Government has sufficient funds to fulfil its commitment to Pioneer and Merdeka Generation
seniors regardless of future economic or fiscal circumstances. The balances left in the
Pioneer Generation Fund and Merdeka Generation Fund as of 31 March 2025 are shown in
Table [A6] below. The fund balances as of 31 March 2026 will be published in the next
Government Financial Statements in September 2026.

Table A6. Fund Balances of Pioneer Generation Fund and Merdeka Generation Fund
as of 31 March 2025

Fund Fund Balance as at 31 March 2025 (§)
Pioneer Generation Fund 5,174,233,768
Merdeka Generation Fund 5,503,806,260

Source: Government Financial Statements

A37. At the inception of the Majulah Package Fund in 2024, $7.5 billion was set aside to
provide “Young Seniors” (Singapore citizens born in 1973 or earlier) with an additional
boost for their retirement and healthcare. Following the enhancement of the MediSave Bonus
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announced in 2024, an additional $0.8 billion was allocated to the Fund, bringing the total
amount set aside to $8.3 billion. The balance left in the Majulah Package Fund as of 31
December 2024 is shown in Table [A7] below. The Fund balance as of 31 December 2025
will be published in its next financial statements in May 2026.

Table A7. Fund Balance of Majulah Package Fund as of 31 December 2024
Fund Fund Balance as at 31 December 2024 ($)
Majulah Package Fund 5,009,914,734

Source: Majulah Package Fund'’s Financial Statements

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
What are the projected expenditure requirements for the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka
Generation and the Majulah Package Funds over the next five financial years, and how do

these figures compare with the initial actuarial projections made at the inception of the
Funds.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A38. We have used the net present values of the Fund liabilities (which exclude past
disbursements) to provide a like-for-like comparison against the Pioneer Generation Fund,
Merdeka Generation Fund and Majulah Package Fund balances. The Fund liabilities have
accounted for changes in projected Fund expenditures over time, such as demographic
changes and enhancements to the scheme benefits, and would serve as a more accurate basis
for comparison instead of the initial actuarial projections (i.e., monies set aside for each
Fund). As of 31 March 2025, the estimated liabilities remaining for the Funds are reflected
in Table [A8] below.

Table A8. Fund Liabilities of Pioneer Generation Fund, Merdeka Generation Fund
and Majulah Package Fund as of 31 March 2025

Fund Estimated Fund Liabilities as at 31 March
2025 ($)

Pioneer Generation Fund 5,958,895,163

Merdeka Generation Fund 5,457,380,388

Majulah Package Fund 3,784,464,130

Source: Government Financial Statements for Pioneer Generation Fund and
Merdeka Generation Fund
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Committee’s Queries to MOF:

To what extent has healthcare inflation impacted the long-term sustainability of the Pioneer
Generation, Merdeka Generation and the Majulah Package Funds, and what adjustments
have been made to the disbursement strategies to account for these rising costs; and whether
the current balances, alongside accrued interest and investment returns, are sufficient to
cover the lifetime costs of the three Funds without requiring further top-ups.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

A39. For the Pioneer Generation Fund, remaining liabilities pertain to (i) MediSave top-
ups, (ii) additional outpatient care subsidies, (iii) CareShield Life additional participation
incentives, (iv) special MediShield Life premium subsidies, and (v) the Pioneer Generation
Disability Assistance Scheme. For the Merdeka Generation Fund, remaining liabilities
pertain to (i) additional outpatient care subsidies, (ii) CareShield Life additional participation
incentives, and (iii) additional MediShield Life premium subsidies. The Government
regularly reviews these subsidy and payout levels to ensure that they provide sufficient
coverage against rising healthcare costs. For the Majulah Package Fund, there are no longer
any healthcare-related disbursements, following the disbursement of the one-time MediSave
Bonus in December 2024.

A40. The Government will continue to monitor healthcare costs, utilisation patterns,
labour force participation rate, mortality rate and life expectancy, where relevant, to ensure
the Funds’ sustainability. Due to the long-term nature of the Funds and year-to-year
fluctuations in the liabilities, we do not seek to exactly match liabilities each year, but will
top up these Funds where necessary to fulfil our commitments.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and the Majulah Package
Funds — whether any projected surpluses within the three Funds will be utilised to enhance
existing benefits; and whether there are plans or provisions to repurpose any eventual
residual capital within the three Funds to support the healthcare and social needs of
subsequent generations of seniors.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A41. The Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation, and Majulah Packages are lifetime
commitments to beneficiaries. We hence need to assess the long-term sustainability of the
respective Funds, taking into account evolving demographic trends and healthcare
developments. It is premature to determine whether the Funds will have any residual capital
as they are still actively being drawn upon to support eligible seniors. Any such residual
capital that was funded by previous terms of Government would have to be returned to Past
Reserves. Moreover, as Statutory and Trust Funds can only be used for the specific purposes
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set out in the Fund’s legislation or trust deed, any expansion of scope has to be carefully
assessed, and authorised by amendments to the relevant statute or trust deed governing the
Fund.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and the Majulah Package
Funds — how many seniors have benefited from the three Funds to date, and what is the
current number of surviving recipients for each category.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A42. As of 31 March 2025, around 450,000 seniors have benefitted from the Pioneer
Generation Package with a current surviving cohort size of around 300,000 seniors, and
around 500,000 seniors have benefitted from the Merdeka Generation Package with a current
surviving cohort size of around 460,000 seniors.

A43.  As of 31 March 2025, around 1.5 million seniors'? have benefitted from the Majulah
Package. This comprises the annual Earn and Save Bonus (ESB), first disbursed in March
2025, as well as the one-time Retirement Savings Bonus and MediSave Bonus disbursed in
December 2024. The number of recipients for the ESB will vary from year to year, as an
individual’s eligibility depends on their meeting the income and other means-test criteria.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
With a focus on the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and the Majulah Package
Funds — what is the average amount a beneficiary had received from the Funds respectively.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A44. Asof31 March 2025, the average amounts received per beneficiary from the Pioneer
Generation Fund, Merdeka Generation Fund, and Majulah Package Fund are around
$11,800, $2,800, and $2,600 respectively.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

With a focus on the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation and the Majulah Package
Funds —noting that the estimated liabilities of the Pioneer Generation Fund currently exceeds
the Fund balance, whether the Government can clarify the assumptions underpinning the
sustainability of the Fund, including expected investment returns, future drawdown profiles,
and whether further top-ups may eventually be required.

12 The Majulah Package offers wider coverage compared to the Pioneer Generation, Merdeka Generation as it
extends to all Singapore citizens born in 1973 or earlier.
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Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

A45. The investment rate of return of the Pioneer Generation Fund is pegged to the
weighted average tenor of the monies in the Fund. The Government also regularly reviews
the estimated liabilities and the utilisation trends of the Pioneer Generation Fund to ensure
the sufficiency of the Fund. Due to the long-term nature of the Pioneer Generation Fund, we
do not seek to exactly match liabilities each year, but will top up the Fund where necessary
to honour the commitments to our Pioneer Generation seniors.
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SECTION B

Utilisation and Outcomes of the National Productivity Fund

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

What is the total sum of monies put into NPF by the Government over the years and the total
amount disbursed per year.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

B1.  Since the NPF was established in FY2010, the Government has put a total of $10.5
billion into the NPF as of 31 March 2025, with a further $3.0 billion top-up in FY2025. The
Government has also planned a $6.0 billion top-up for FY2026. The total amount of top-ups
and amount disbursed from the NPF for each FY is provided in Table B1 below. The NPF
also has projected disbursements of $4.0 billion and $3.0 billion in FY2025 and FY2026
respectively.

Table B1. Top-ups and Disbursements from the NPF

FY Amount of Top-ups ($) Amount Disbursed ($)
2024 2,000,000,000 167,591,880
2023 4,000,000,000 111,049,028
2022 - 149,142,591
2021 - 233,240,893
2020 - 195,811,749
2019 - 191,677,552
2018 - 262,024,827
2017 1,000,000,000 228,097,849
2016 - 249,766,392
2015 1,500,000,000 207,759,495
2014 - 149,509,104
2013 - 100,179,766
2012 - 49,808,117
2011 1,000,000,000 43,416,597
2010 1,000,000,000 2,005

Note: NPF’s FY-end is 31 March.
Source: PFAB Financial Statements

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
What is the investment strategy for undisbursed NPF monies.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

B2.  Most undisbursed NPF monies are invested in SSGS, issued by the Government. This
allows the Funds to earn a stable and risk-free return, and to allow PFAB to focus on scheme
administration, without having to actively manage these investments.
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Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
What specific categories of activities are supportable under “investment promotion” and
whether the costs of statutory tax incentives (e.g., Pioneer tax incentives) disbursed as direct
expenditures from the NPF as “investment promotion” expenditure, or are they accounted
for as forgone revenue within the Budget.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

B3.  EDB and EnterpriseSG use a range of incentives to anchor investments that enhance
our economic competitiveness and create good jobs. These include grants and Refundable
Investment Credits (RICs), which support costs such as manpower, capital expenditure, and
training. RICs can be utilised as either tax offsets or cash payouts. Both grants and the cash
payout component of RICs are disbursed as direct expenditures from the NPF. Tax incentives
are accounted for as forgone revenue within the Budget (i.e., lower Operating Revenue), and
not disbursed as expenditure from the NPF.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Whether the current balance of the National Productivity Fund, alongside the projected
accrued interest and investment returns, is sufficient to fund current and new projects without
requiring further top-ups.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

B4.  We expect some top-ups to the NPF to be required for investment promotion, as well
as Continuing Education and Training (CET), but will review this annually based on
projected funding needs.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
What support is given to the Productivity Fund Administration Board (PFAB) to track and
advice the Board in allowing projects to tap on the NPF;

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

B5.  Relevant Government Ministries (e.g. MOF, MTI, MOM, MOE) provide policy
support. The Board also appoints committees comprising public servants from various
Ministries and agencies to provide recommendations in the evaluation and review of
proposals for the usage of the NPF monies. This is provided for under Section 12 of the
National Productivity Fund Act 2010.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Why are the projected disbursements in FY2025 and FY2026 so much higher than the typical
amounts disbursed in FY2024 and earlier, and whether there is an underutilisation of the
NPF given the rate of disbursement.
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Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

B6.  The amounts disbursed in FY2024 and earlier do not include disbursements for
investment promotion projects. Prior to the expansion of NPF’s mandate to include
investment promotion as a supportable activity in FY2023, the NPF had been utilised in
accordance with its prevailing mandate to fund projects driving productivity growth and
supporting CET efforts. Since FY2023, the Government has been setting aside monies in the
NPF in anticipation of investment promotion activities and other supportable activities,
reflecting forward planning rather than underutilisation.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
How many projects, programmes and schemes including those for investment promotion
have been funded by NPF, from 2018 to 2023, and from 2023 to date.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

B7.  From 2018 to 2023, the NPF funded 12 new projects. In line with the mandate of the
NPF during the period, projects were funded mainly to drive productivity growth and support
Continuing Education and Training (CET) efforts, such as the SkillsFuture Enterprise Credit
and SkillsFuture Study Awards.

B8.  In 2023, the NPF’s mandate was expanded to include investment promotion as a
supportable activity. Since then, NPF has funded five new projects, including investment
promotion projects.

B9.  The list of new projects funded by the NPF by approval year is in Table B2 below.

Table B2. List of new projects funded from the National Productivity Fund by approval year

New Projects (FY2018 — FY2022)
1 Building and Construction Authority (BCA) Construction [ITM
2 BCA BuildSG Office
3 FY2018 National Environment Agency (NEA) Environmental Services [ITM
4 [Enterprise Singapore, Urban Redevelopment Authority (URA),
Infocomm Media Development Authority (IMDA)] Urban
5 SSG SkillsFuture Advice Programme
6 SkillsFuture Enterprise Credit
. National Council of Social Service (NCSS) Social Services
FY2019 Productivity Roadmap (SSPR) Tranche 2
g Economic Development Board (EDB) SkillsFuture Leadership
Development Initiative
9 SkillsFuture Study Awards for FY2019-20
10 Employment and Employability Institute (e21) NTUC Enhanced
FY2020 | Enterprise Development Support (NEEDS)
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11 Advanced Manufacturing Training Academy (AMTA)
12 FY2021 | SkillsFuture Study Awards for FY2021

13 FY2022 | (No new projects were approved)

New Projects (FY2023 to Present)

1 FY2023 | SkillsFuture Level-Up Programme

2 FY2024 NEA Environmental Services ITM Tranche 2
3 SkillsFuture Credit for FY24 - FY28

4 Redesigned SkillsFuture Enterprise Credit

5 FY2025

Investment Promotion

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

How many of these projects, programmes and schemes have reaped benefits, and if so, what
are these benefits; and how has the NPF been supporting the work of the ITMs to drive
Singapore's economic growth and transformation.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

B10. Projects funded by the NPF complement the wider range of schemes and projects by
the Government to support productivity improvements, and support workers’ upskilling and
CET efforts. This includes projects which support ITM initiatives, for example, BCA’s
Construction ITM, NEA’s Environmental Services ITM, and MOH’s Healthcare ITM. These
funded companies’ adoption of tech and productivity solutions, as well as efforts towards
the reskilling and upskilling of workers. However, the NPF only funds a proportion of ITM
initiatives. Most ITM initiatives were funded through sector agencies’ own block budgets.

B11. AsofFY2025, productivity projects funded by the NPF, including some of the above
ITM initiatives, were estimated to have supported about 28,000 companies, of which an
estimated 87% were Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). CET projects completed
during this period were estimated to have supported over 1.3 million Singaporeans and 300
SMEs.

B12. Examples of productivity and CET projects supported by the NPF include:

a. Productivity Projects

1. Construction Productivity and Capability Fund (CPCF) ($740 million of
NPF funding committed over 3 tranches): The CPCF was introduced in
2010, and offered various incentives to help firms adopt technology and

develop their workforce to raise productivity in the construction sector.
To date, the CPCF has helped more than 10,000 companies (more than
90% are SMEs) in the construction sector adopt new technologies, build
capabilities and train workers.
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ii. Environmental Services Productivity Solutions Grant (PSG) ($150
million of NPF funding committed over 2 tranches): This grant
programme was first introduced in 2018 to companies in the

Environmental Services sector to raise productivity, strengthen
capabilities and build a skilled workforce. Eligible companies received
co-funding support for the implementation of equipment technologies and
digital solutions. The first tranche of the grant supported the
transformation of more than 600 companies. Examples of technological
solutions adopted through the grant included floor scrubbers, and
escalator cleaners. Through NPF support and improvements in cleaning
technologies, cleaning companies could adopt a variety of solutions to
augment their cleaning workforce, including ride-on and autonomous
cleaning solutions and handheld systems for vacuuming and scrubbing.

b. CET Projects

i. SkillsFuture Credit (SFC) ($956 million of NPF funding committed since
2015): SFC was introduced in 2016 to strengthen individual ownership of
skills development and lifelong learning. At age 25, all Singaporeans

receive an opening credit of $500 in the Base Tier that can be used to
offset out-of-pocket training costs for a wide range of courses. At age 40,
Singaporeans receive a Mid-Career top-up of $4,000 that can be used for
a subset of courses that provide more substantive training. Both the Base
and Mid-Career tiers of SFC play a role in helping individuals inculcate a
habit of lifelong learning, and build fulfilling and resilient careers. As of
31 December 2025, over 1.3 million Singaporeans, or about 46% of all
eligible Singaporeans, have used their SFC. Since the launch of the
SkillsFuture movement, the overall Training Participation Rate has
increased from 35% in 2015 to about 55% in 2025. Based on SSG’s
Training Quality and Outcomes Measurement surveys in 2025, 73% of
trainees indicated that participation in SSG-supported training had
improved their work performance.

B13. The NPF also supports Singapore’s investment promotion efforts. We have
continued to sustain strong foreign investment inflows despite a more volatile and uncertain
global environment, marked by increased geopolitical contestation and economic
fragmentation, higher tariffs, and tax-related developments. In 2025, EDB attracted
investment commitments amounting to $14.2 billion in Fixed Asset Investment (FAI) and
$8.9 billion in Total Business Expenditure (TBE), which are expected to create 15,700 jobs
and contribute $18 billion in Value Added when realised over the next five years. These are
comparable with the investment commitments EDB attracted in 2024 ($13.5 billion in FAI
and $8.4 billion in TBE) and 2023 ($12.7 billion in FAI and $8.9 billion in TBE). We also
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see continued interest from a diverse range of companies to locate HQ and HQ-functions in
Singapore.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

How has the NPF contributed to Singapore’s labour productivity and economic development
and how this compared with developed countries that had also undertaken initiatives to
promote productivity.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

B14. Studies have shown that productivity and CET programmes funded from the NPF
have led to positive impacts on firms and workers. Some of these programmes include:

a. IMDA’s iSPRINT. Funded between 2010 and 2018, the scheme helped local
SMEs defray the costs of automating their business functions through

information technology. The median firm, based on revenue size, saw a
3.1% increase in revenue after adopting iSPRINT solutions.

b. SkillsFuture Work-Study Programme. Funded between 2015 and 2020, the
scheme offered graduates from polytechnics and the Institute of Technical

Education (ITE) the opportunity to upgrade to a higher qualification while
working in a job role that is related to their field of study. Graduates from this
programme were found to have enjoyed wage premiums relative to their
counterparts with similar profiles who went straight into employment after
graduating with their original qualification.

B15. More broadly, between 2010 and 2020, labour productivity, as measured by real
value- added (VA) per actual hour worked (AHW)!, grew by 2.3% p.a. (Table B3), which is
within the 2-3% p.a. labour productivity growth target set by the Economic Strategies
Committee (ESC) during the establishment of the NPF. Over the recent five years from 2020
to 2025, labour productivity growth continued to remain robust at 2.6% p.a., in spite of the
sharp economic downturn during the COVID-19 pandemic.? Singapore’s recent labour
productivity growth was also better than that of most advanced economies like the United
Kingdom, the United States and Switzerland (Table B4).

' Real VA per AHW is recognised internationally to be a better measure of labour productivity, relative to real
VA per Worker, as actual hours worked capture the intensity of labour input more accurately.

2 Empirical findings on the economic impact of recent programmes funded by the NPF are unavailable as impact
evaluations of these programmes have not been conducted.
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Table B3. Growth in Real VA per AHW and Real VA per Worker (% p.a.), 2010-2025

Time Period Real VA per AHW Real VA per Worker
2010-2020 2.3% 1.2%
2020-2025 2.6% 3.0%

Note: Over the period of 2020 to 2025, growth in real VA per AHW (2.6%) was slightly weaker
than that in real VA per worker (3.0%) due to a rise in the average number of hours worked per
worker following the resumption of economic activities after the COVID-19 pandemic. Over the
longer term, growth in real VA per AHW has generally been stronger than growth in real VA per
worker due to a downward trend in the average number of hours worked per worker.

Source: MTI estimates based on data from DOS

Table B4. International Comparisons of Growth in Real VA per AHW (% p.a.), 2010-2024

2010-2020 2020-2024
Singapore 2.3% 2.4%
South Korea 3.0% 1.8%
Portugal 0.5% 1.1%
United States 1.0% 1.1%
Switzerland 0.9% 1.0%
Sweden 0.9% 0.2%
Netherlands 0.4% 0.1%
Germany 1.0% 0.1%
Finland 0.5% -0.4%
Italy 0.5% -1.0%
United Kingdom 1.7% -2.7%

Note: Data based on real VA per hour worked for 2024 are shown as 2025 data are not
available for other economies.
Source: MTI estimates, OECD

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Given that growth in real value-added per worker has recently outpaced growth in real value-
added per actual hour worked, whether the Government can elaborate on the key drivers
behind this divergence, and to what extent is this attributable to longer working hours,
changes in labour utilisation, sectoral composition effects, or underlying productivity
improvements.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

B16. In 1Q26, real value-added per actual hour worked (VA/AHW) grew by 3.2% year-
on-year (yoy), while real value-added per worker (VA/W) grew by 4.1% yoy. The
divergence in this quarter was attributable to a 0.9% increase in AHW per worker.

B17. Hours worked per worker is procyclical (i.e. it tends to rise during economic
expansions and fall during downturns, as firms tend to adjust working hours ahead of
headcount in response to changes in demand) and should be assessed over a longer period of
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time. Over the past decade from 2015-2025, AHW per worker declined by 0.4% p.a.,
resulting in VA/AHW growth (2.7% p.a.) exceeding VA/W growth (2.3% p.a.). This
suggests an improvement in the efficiency of hours worked over this longer period that drove
labour productivity, rather than VA growth being driven by longer hours. MTI and MOM
will continue to monitor trends in hours worked and labour productivity.
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SECTION C
Future Energy Transition

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

With regard to the Future Energy Fund (FEF), what are the plans on the proportion of monies
to be set aside for (i) energy transition infrastructure and (ii) safeguarding Singapore’s
security in clean energy, respectively.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

Cl1.  The FEF was set up in 2024 to set aside monies for medium- and long-term spending
on infrastructure and energy supply security projects relating to the energy transition. We
are not predetermining how the monies will be apportioned between low-carbon
infrastructure and energy supply security projects. There are geopolitical, commercial, and
technological uncertainties affecting our potential energy decarbonisation pathways. Hence,
it would be premature to earmark funds within the FEF for different objectives at this
juncture.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

Regarding the FEF, how many years is the FEF projected to cover and how will it prepare
Singapore’s businesses and economy for a low-carbon future and allow Singapore to remain
an attractive investment destination.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C2.  While current global momentum on climate action may have slowed, access to low-
carbon energy will ultimately support Singapore’s long-term economic competitiveness in a
low-carbon future.

C3.  The FEF was set up to support infrastructure investments for our energy transition.
The energy transition is a complex and long-term effort which will require significant future
investments in energy infrastructure over the next few decades.

C4.  In particular, as Singapore is alternative energy disadvantaged, we need to explore
and pursue multiple energy pathways in parallel, including nascent options like hydrogen
and advanced nuclear energy. Such low-carbon energy projects often involve high upfront
costs and significant commercial, technological, and geopolitical risks. These factors,
coupled with energy price volatility, could reduce private investment appetite to fund these
projects.

C5. The FEF may be used to provide catalytic funding to improve the commercial
viability of low-carbon technologies and moderate the steep costs that may arise adopting
such technologies.
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C6.  The types of projects and funding duration that the FEF can cover are uncertain at
this juncture, as the costs of projects vary widely. For example, the cost of building an
interconnector to Singapore can vary widely, depending on the distance from the source
country and the exact subsea cable route taken. The proportion of funding support for each
project will depend on project-specific characteristics, worthiness, and risks.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
Regarding the FEF, what monitoring systems will be established to ensure prudent spending
when investing in energy transition infrastructure.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C7. The FEF will be used for infrastructure development needed to decarbonise the
power sector, as outlined in the provisions for the FEF in the Energy Market Authority of
Singapore Act.

C8.  To ensure prudent spending, qualifying projects will be subject to the governance
processes that are applied to other Government infrastructure projects. Projects will undergo
stringent evaluation, involving an evaluation of technological and commercial risks, and the
costs of electricity generation through such low-carbon sources. We will employ competitive
Government procurement processes where possible, such as tenders and price discovery
mechanisms, to ensure that energy transition projects are value-for-money. We will manage
projects with the flexibility to reduce abortive costs if circumstances change.

C9.  Top-ups to the fund, balances, and annual outlays will be included in the Energy
Market Authority’s (EMA) financial statements, which are presented to Parliament annually.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
With regard to the FEF, whether there are intermediate milestones to review if outcomes are
on track in light of volatility of energy prices.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C10. Each project funded by the FEF will be subject to the same progress assurance
mechanisms that are applied to other major Government projects, to review if project
outcomes are on track.

C11. For now, no expenditure has been made from the FEF to date. Drawdown of FEF
monies will occur in the coming years, after careful consideration of the viability, reliability,
and cost-effectiveness of the energy pathways.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
Whether exit strategies are available should a project funded by the FEF prove to be
commercially unviable.
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Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

C12. The project team in the Ministry or Statutory Board overseeing the project is
accountable for ensuring the project is well-implemented and meets its objectives and
intended outcomes. This includes taking actions to ensure milestones are met, reviewing
implementation arrangements, replacing the implementing partner where appropriate, and/or
recommending termination of the project if necessary. EMA also manages the disbursement
of FEF monies in accordance with the approvals obtained and reports on the use of FEF
monies.

C13. Should there be a need to exit or terminate the project, the project team shall first
seek approval from the same approving authorities who approved the project requirements
and budget, and provide justification for the termination, its implications, and wind-down
plans where relevant. The disposal or write-off of assets funded by the FEF will require final
approval from the Minister overseeing energy-related matters.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
What investment instruments will the Government consider in deploying FEF for the private
sector.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

C14. The Government has not prescribed specific investment instruments for the FEF, as
the appropriate instruments will depend on the nature and stage of each project. The main
objective is to deploy public funds effectively and prudently to catalyse private sector
participation in low-carbon energy and/or energy supply security projects.

C15. The FEF is not administered as a public grant call. Instead, project proposals will be
channeled through Ministries or Statutory Boards, which may either undertake projects
themselves or support companies to carry out the projects.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
Who is the approving authority for the use of the FEF.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

Cl16. EMA approves the use of monies in the FEF, in line with the Energy Market
Authority of Singapore Act 2001, Section 19A.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:
What risk assessment framework, if any, guide investment decisions using the FEF.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:
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C17. With respect to the deployment of FEF monies to support projects, the risk
assessment will be carried out as part of the project proposal evaluation and approval process.
Project proposals are channeled through Ministries or Statutory Boards, which are
accountable for project outcomes whether as direct applicants or as sponsors of companies
they wish to support. EMA also assesses if a project qualifies to be funded by FEF and
manages the disbursement of FEF monies in accordance with the approvals obtained. This
ensures that deployment decisions are subject to rigorous scrutiny before FEF monies are
committed.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:
Whether the FEF will support and invest in the development of critical electric and hydrogen
vehicle infrastructure as one of its clean energy transition projects.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C18. The FEF is intended to fund projects that (i) support the generation and transmission
of low-carbon energy; or (ii) safeguard Singapore’s clean energy supplies.

C19. The FEF is not intended to fund projects that utilise low-carbon energy as inputs,
such as electric and hydrogen vehicle infrastructure. There are other Government initiatives
that support the development of such low-carbon vehicle infrastructure.

Committee’s Further Queries to MOF:

Given that paragraph C4 of the memorandum notes that Singapore is pursuing 'advanced
nuclear energy' as a pathway, whether the FEF can be used to develop new capabilities for
the purposes of nuclear energy, and whether FEF will be used for the first phase of the
technical assessment by the International Atomic Energy Agency.

Reply from MOF on 1 July 2026:

C20. The FEF can be used to support the construction, improvement, extension,
replacement, acquisition or leasing of infrastructure or property for low-carbon energy
projects, as well as feasibility studies or site surveys in preparation for projects involving
such infrastructure. Thus, should Singapore eventually decide to deploy nuclear energy, the
FEF could be used to support the infrastructure for a nuclear power programme.

C21. The FEF will not be used for the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
Integrated Nuclear Infrastructure Review (INIR) Phase 1 Mission in 2027, because the
mission does not entail any infrastructure development for Singapore, nor has Singapore
decided to deploy (or pilot) nuclear energy.
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Committee’s Queries to MOF:

With regard to energy transition in general, how have decarbonisation trends and global
shifts in the petrochemical industry sector impacted revenue estimates or introduced
challenges in the preparation of revenue forecasts.

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C22. The energy and chemicals (E&C) sector is an important sector to Singapore,
contributing around 3% of GDP and employing more than 27,000 workers. The sector is
undergoing significant shifts, including the need to decarbonise. The pace of decarbonisation
is uncertain and will depend on technological breakthroughs and sustained international
cooperation. We will also have to maintain energy security even as we progress towards our
climate commitments. These factors make it more challenging to project revenues.
Nevertheless, the long-term demand for chemicals remains robust in line with macro growth
factors, and we will continue to engage our companies to manage their transition to a low-
carbon economy.

Committee’s Queries to MOF:

With regard to energy transition in general, what are the Government’s plans to utilise
public-private partnerships and other ownership/operating models (including cross-border
joint ventures) to manage the burden of financial outlay relating to energy transition and
infrastructure investment, and how such financial considerations are balanced with
appropriate governance mechanisms to safeguard national interests in respect of critical
infrastructure

Reply from MOF on 10 April 2026:

C23. The Government is keenly aware of the need to prudently manage the costs of the
energy transition, while ensuring the security and reliability of our energy supply.

C24. While the Government is prepared to set aside resources to fund the infrastructure
investments required for the energy transition, we are also prepared to work with the private
sector to strengthen Singapore’s readiness to study and adopt different low-carbon pathways.
For example, last year, EMA and the Maritime & Port Authority of Singapore (MPA)
appointed a consortium led by Keppel to explore the development of Singapore’s first low-
carbon ammonia power generation and bunkering solution. In 2025, EDB also issued a call
for proposal to generation companies to study the viability of biomethane imports for power
and industry sector decarbonisation.

C25. When considering how to fund the energy transition, EMA will also seek to be
targeted in implementing cost recovery for energy transition initiatives, in line with the
“user-pays” principle.
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C26. To ensure national interests are protected and public funds are used prudently, energy
projects funded by the FEF will be subject to the same level of oversight and governance as
other major Government projects.
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APPENDIX

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

1st Meeting

Wednesday, 12 November 2025

10.30 am

PRESENT

Mr Patrick Tay Teck Guan (in the Chair)
Mr Edward Chia Bing Hui

Mr Gerald Giam Yean Song

Mr Gabriel Lam

Mr Shawn Loh

Ms Nadia Ahmad Samdin

Mr Ng Shi Xuan

Ms Diana Pang Li Yen

1. The Committee deliberated.
2. The following officials briefed the Committee:

Ministry of Finance

(a) Mr Lai Chung Han, Permanent Secretary

(b) Ms Ngiam Siew Ying, Second Permanent Secretary

(¢) Mr Adrian Chua, Deputy Secretary (Development)

(d) Ms Esther Wee Yu, Accountant-General and Chief of Government Finance
(e) Mr Kwa Chin Lum, Director (Fiscal Policy)

(f) Mr Titus Lee, Director (Reserves & Investment)

(g) Ms Charmaine Han, Deputy Director (Fiscal Policy)

(h) Mr Benjamin Ng, Deputy Director (Fiscal Planning and Research)
(1) Mr Lee Chee How, Head (Revenue & Financing Policy)

(j) Ms Leong Shi Harn, Head (Fiscal Planning)

(k) Mr Tan Hong Kai, Associate (Fiscal Planning)

3. The Committee further deliberated.

Adjourned to a date to be fixed.




2nd Meeting

Friday, 6 February 2026

10.00 am

PRESENT

Mr Patrick Tay Teck Guan (in the Chair)
Mr Edward Chia Bing Hui

Mr Gerald Giam Yean Song

Mr Gabriel Lam

Mr Shawn Loh

Ms Nadia Ahmad Samdin

Mr Ng Shi Xuan

Ms Diana Pang Li Yen

1. The Committee deliberated.

1

Adjourned to a date to be fixed.



3rd Meeting

Wednesday, 20 May 2026

3.00 pm

PRESENT

Mr Patrick Tay Teck Guan (in the Chair)
Mr Edward Chia Bing Hui

Mr Gerald Giam Yean Song

Mr Gabriel Lam

Mr Shawn Loh

Ms Nadia Ahmad Samdin

Mr Ng Shi Xuan

ABSENT

Ms Diana Pang Li Yen

1. The Committee considered a Memorandum submitted by the Ministry of Finance in respect of
(a) Monitoring of Government Funds; (b) National Productivity Fund; and (c) Future Energy
Transition.

2. The Committee deliberated.

Adjourned to a date to be fixed.
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4th Meeting

Tuesday, 28 July 2026

2.00 pm

PRESENT

Mr Patrick Tay Teck Guan (in the Chair)
Mr Gerald Giam Yean Song

Mr Gabriel Lam

Mr Shawn Loh

Ms Nadia Ahmad Samdin

Mr Ng Shi Xuan

Ms Diana Pang Li Yen

ABSENT

Mr Edward Chia Bing Hui

1. The Committee considered a further Memorandum submitted by the Ministry of Finance in
respect of (a) Monitoring of Government Funds; (b) National Productivity Fund; and (c) Future
Energy Transition.

2. The Committee deliberated.
Report
3. The Chairman’s report brought up and read the first time.
4. Resolved, “That the Chairman’s report be read a second time paragraph by paragraph.”.

Paragraphs 1 to 84 and Sections A to C inclusive read and agreed to.
5. Resolved, “That this report be the report of the Committee to Parliament.”

6. Agreed that the Chairman do present the Report to Parliament when copies are available for
distribution to Members of Parliament.

Adjourned sine die.
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