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80.
VI.
Recommendations.

1.
The structure of the SAF Unit and the approval process need to be re-examined to make the approval process more efficient and effective in terms of delivery of services to the private sector. Following are some suggested operational options, which the government and UNDP may wish to consider to improve access to this facility: [These are further explained in the matrix later in the report.]

Option 1.

Transfer the administration of SAF to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, which Ministry commenced the project and was running with it until the realignment of the Ministries when the responsibility of SAF shifted to MCIL. The relocation of staff who were trained could be an issue but some administrative arrangement such as secondment of these staff for the life of the programme to MFAT may be considered as a way out, should this option be pursued.
Option 2

Reconstitute the SAF application processing body to comprise of:

· ACEO –MCIL

· Member of SAME-possibly President

· Rep. From UNDP –officer monitoring and backstopping the programme.

· Head of SAF Unit- to act as secretariat

This body is to consider applications after these had been scrutinized by the SAF Unit. Once this committee approves the application it shall automatically be endorsed by the CEO-MCIL, unless there are convincing reasons for going against the decisions of this body. If this option is pursued then the body will need to be strengthened in terms of resources and training.

Option 3

Delegate the processing functions of the applications to an independent team of Consultants in Samoa with capacity to deal with such programmes and make recommendations to the CEO –MCIL for approval as a routine procedure through the UNDP. 

Involvement of UNDP is most paramount in all of these above because it is their programme and the ownership of implementation must be with the UNDP to ensure effective outcomes.

These are operational options and should assist to speed up the process of securing assistance under this programme. It must be emphasized that private sector should not be allowed to wait for long durations to get responses from authorities. These cases must be dealt with efficiently to allow private sector to move on to face the global world specially in the case of Samoa when all the odds are stacked against it in facing with stiff competition from bigger exporting countries from within the Pacific and the southeast Asia.

2.
Due to the importance and relevance of the project to the Samoan economy the programme should be allowed to continue. It ought to be borne in mind the primary purpose of the programme is to enhance the industrial production capacities to meet future challenges resulting from Samoa’s accession to WTO and other similar trading arrangements.

3.
It appears that project title sounds as if a major macro level adjustment facility has been put in place to bring about a substantial structural change (economic) reform in Samoa when it is only a sectoral programme. Perhaps the programme should be renamed to reflect the impact it is designed to make. A name such as perhaps-“Industrial      Productivity Enhancement/Improvement Facility” should be more appropriate

4.
To expedite the process of recruiting consultants a data base of such consultants should be prepared with the assistance of UNDP and other regional bodies such as the Suva based Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat, SPC, AESOP from Australia etc., or this responsibility may be farmed out to a consulting firm in Apia to source such consultants as there is a lack of such knowledge available in SAFU to access the data base. This will also remove the need to call for three bids each time an application has been approved. 

5.
The requirement for the initial team of consultants to prepare project proposals should not be part of the SAF project. This responsibility should rest with SAFU and the government based on the recommendations of the initial consultants and should be removed from the project document.

6.
The Contracts of the Consultants should be flexible to allow the consultants to work for more than one enterprise provided while in Apia time and expertise allows. This will give both parties value for money by maximizing utilization of resources. This however is provided for in the Operational Guidelines.


7.
The steering committee should meet more frequently perhaps once every two months to review the work of the SAFU to ensure that work is progressing as scheduled and to remove any perceived bottlenecks to the progress of the work of the Unit and the progress thoroughly scrutinized by UNDP. To ensure a political commitment is also enlisted, a briefing paper should be submitted to Cabinet on the progress of the programme on a regular basis.
9.     UNDP, which is the funding agency of the programme should play a more proactive role and drive the programme.
