Annex E: Summary of field visits

In addition to interviewing stakeholders in each of the seven visited pilot countries, the evaluation team included site visits to nearby pilot communities. 
Samoa

	Date
	May 26

	Site
	Apolima

	Participants
	Evaluation team (SR, AT, AF),  Samoa IWP NC Maturo Paniani, 

	Comments
	The original plan was to travel to both pilot sites: Apolima and Lepa. However, these could not both be visited in the time available, so Apolima Tai was selected by the evaluation team. Travelling by car and boat, Apolima Tai is over an hour distant from Apia. 
The team was met by the village elder and his family, and after lunch walked the project site (stream bed and surrounds), noting IWP and villager efforts on replanting of vegetation to reduce runoff, and maintaining cleanliness in the water collection area and bathing area. The planting nursery contained a large number of dead seedlings in pre-planting pots which did not appear to have been maintained. This raised questions about the village’s commitment to the project and future sustainability. The village was reportedly awaiting another set of seedlings, although the value of providing these is questionable given that the existing stock was allowed to die. Plants previously planted were taking root successfully.
It was clear that community interest was directly related to receiving financial support. The community interest faded when they did not get funding for construction of improved water intakes. 
For superstitious reasons the villagers had refused to make any structural improvements to the water basin area where water is collected, however the area was clean and the shed covering in good repair. Also for superstitious reasons the villagers had refused to allow any sampling to be done of the water quality, so there is no baseline and post-project data, and assessment of the impact of project interventions is unknown. The stream appeared to run cleanly with no surface scum and we observed an abundance of small fish species and one large freshwater eel. 



Tonga

	Date
	June 1

	Site
	Nukuhetulu

	Participants
	Evaluation Team (AT, AF); Sione Faka’osi , IWP NC; Viliami Mahe, (IWP Project Support Officer); Nukuhetulu women’s and youth groups

	Comments
	The drive to Nukuhetulu from Tongatapu takes approximately 30 minutes. The village is on the lagoon side of the island shoreline, adjacent to mangrove swamps. The visit included viewing the plant nursery that has been developed under the IWP, which is in very good condition, well kept and included several hundred plants planned for sale to government and commercial enterprises. The site included farming land that had been made available to the Youth Group for organic farming. The site included composting bins, which were used but not maintained especially well. On the edge of the mangrove swamp we were taken to an area that had previously been used as an informal garbage dump. The site had been cleared very well by the community, and signs are posted prohibiting dumping.  
After a meal with the women’s and youth groups, continuing discussions with the youth suggested that they had a focus and specific plans for their money- raising activities with the nursery and composting efforts. They hope to repair and pave their volleyball court, get new volleyballs and a new net. The community was noticeably free of rubbish. Placing restrictions on the free roaming of pigs has been less successful. There was a composting toilet outhouse constructed at one of the houses near the community.


Tuvalu 

	Date
	June 6

	Site
	Alapi & Senala, Funafuti

	Participants
	Evaluation team (AT, AF); Kelesoma Saloa, IWP NC

	Comments
	The two communities are on Funafuti, a short walk or ride from the government office building. The evaluation team visited and observed several homes that had participated in the trash cleanup and composting competitions. The sites were very clean and well cared for. 
The evaluation team visited a “borrow pit” (large areas where sand, gravel, dirt and other atoll ground material was removed in order for the US military to pave the Funafuti airport during WW2). The pits are now polluted muck pits that pose a health threat to the inhabitants. Tuvalu would like to utilise these spaces to construct rainwater retention basins, and they have requested funds from the EU and other donors for this purpose. 


Fiji

	Date
	June 10

	Site
	Vunisinu and Nalase

	Participants
	Evaluation Team (AT, AF); Sandeep K. Singh, IWP NC; Members of Vunisinu and Nalase Village communities

	Comments
	The two villages are next to each other, a roughly 75 minute drive from Suva, adjacent to mangrove swamps. The site visit included several hours of discussion with village elders of Vunisinu at the village communal hall. The community members were proud of their accomplishments, and honest in their assessment of what worked and did not work in the IWP effort. A walk around both villages showed great success in keeping the village clean, including a recycling depot in front, and elevated trash bins set around the houses. Many community members had erected compost heaps, and there were two composting toilets that had been constructed. Interestingly, right next to the communal hall and one of the compost toilets was a brand new building housing flush toilets for the community, which was built using funds from the Health Ministry just prior to the recent elections. The tour around the neighbourhood also provided a view of an area on the shore beside the mangroves, which had been used as a trash site, and was now cleaned up. 


Vanuatu 

	Date
	

	Site
	Crab Bay

	Participants
	

	Comments
	Crab Bay (on the island of Malekula) is quite remote from Port Vila (located on Efate Island), and time did not permit a site visit. During the interviews, several persons from Crab Bay came to Port Vila to discuss community issues with the team. 


Kiribati 

	Date
	20, June

	Site
	Tarawa

	Participants
	Evaluation Team (SR & AF); Mr Tererei Abete-Reema IWP NC

	Comments
	The project site was immediately adjacent to the hotel, so in fact it was visited each day in Tarawa.. A brief tour to view some of the banana circles was provided. Additional visits were made to the Recycling Centre, where the team viewed their can crushing and plastics shredding procedures, and car battery return program, and discussed the economics of the deposit/return waste recycling program. The operation appears to be operating quite successfully. The new ADB-funded landfill was also visited and appears to be well designed and constructed. However, management and maintenance could be improved, including stronger controls on types of waste dumped (bio-hazardous medical wastes were observed in the land-fill).


Majuro (RMI)

	Date
	June 26

	Site
	Jenrok Community, Majuro

	Participants
	Evaluation team (SR, AF); Ms Deborah Barker, Deputy Director, Office of Environmental Planning and Policy Coordination (OEPPC).

	Comments
	Jenrok is within two km of the OEPPC offices and the hotel where the evaluation team stayed. Two small excursions to the site were made. One involved meeting the local coordinator for Jenrok at the community office that the project paid to refurbish and rent. Occasional community meetings are held at this small office. A short drive around the neighbourhood showed several of the skips (waste bins) that the government has placed for rubbish collection. These are open, industrial bins, unsuitable for household waste or for materials to be recycled. Many are rusting as they are open to the elements and collect water. The periodic collection and emptying of the skips has been irregular, and it was evident that maintenance is a problem. 
Project staff claimed that the IWP had been successful in removing pigpens from beachside areas where effluent runs into the sea, although during the site inspection at Jenrok the Evaluation Team observed several pigpens along the beach.
The garbage dump was visited, and this is a major problem for Majuro. The shoreline refuse site is overfilled, poorly managed, and abuts the shoreline, with obvious direct pollution into the lagoon area. Half-hearted attempts had been made to create a break wall to stop shoreline erosion and garbage flowing out into the lagoon. There is also an incinerator on the site for burning hazardous biomedical waste that has not been maintained, and is now inoperable. Apparently it is still used as a receptacle for such waste, with kerosene or diesel being applied for burning. This will not achieve the temperatures required for safely and effectively burning hazardous biomedical waste. The garbage area is on a limited lease from the landowner, and follows a common atoll strategy of leasing out private shoreline property in order to fill it and extend land out into the lagoon and /or reef-flat using solid waste. In this way, land owners can expand the size of their holdings at no cost. Potential impacts on the lagoon/reef-flat do not appear to be considered.
During the site visit, we were taken to a tidal basin area on the shore edge of Jenrok, which the community and prominent landholders would like to use as the next landfill creation project.  


Yap (FSM)

	Date
	29, June 

	Site
	Municipality of Riken, coastal waters protected area

	Participants
	Evaluation Team (SR, AF) and two staff from the Department of Resources and Development (DRD)

	Comments
	The Riken community have created a tabu area where no fishing is allowed. The community is approximately 30 minutes drive from the main town centre on Yap.  The evaluation team was driven to Riken and then taken out by boat and had a chance to snorkel at the MPA. The coral in the area was in excellent condition and there was abundant and varied sea life observed, mostly small reef fish species. The site is adjacent to a famous dive site for viewing of giant manta rays, and the community receives fees from the dive companies for the rights to dive at the site. The monitoring of fish species in the area had so far not been done in a manner that can yield direct evidence of increased marine life; in particular, a comparison test site outside of the tabu area has not been sampled. Anecdotal evidence from the community and from the staff of DRD suggests the fishing restrictions are helping to restore marine life. 
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