	1. Appropriateness of and compliance to the work plan 
	EFE / BCH’s narrative
	Stakeholders’ view

	Project Refocusing

Within the scope of the four broad objectives of the Project, a significant refocusing took place in early 2006.  This refocusing consisted of the following two key elements:

1. To emphasize work in the common, public interest rather than fee-based work, assisting specific developers.  

2. Formalized broadening of the Project focus from biomass only to all renewables, in particular at a small scale. 

The broadening of the Project to other renewables is also due to close connection between renewable energy issues, particularly in policy.

Prior to the refocusing, the policy cell was also moved out from BCH to provide greater separation between the commercially focused and public-interest workstreams.  The policy cell continued to be separate from BCH after the refocusing, in practice mainly implemented through independent consultants hired under the Project. 

The Project can usefully be divided into two distinct periods of activity – from 2002-2005 (the ‘first phase’) and 2006-2009 (the ‘second phase’).


	During the first half of the Project (‘first phase’), the skills of the staff base favored a technical focus, and the majority of effort was given to promoting the technical viability of new commercial plants through information services and feasibility study work.  Some valuable policy work also took place.

The need for the Project to become financially self-sustaining led to a focus on fee-based services for plant developers in the first phase, which could offer BCH an alternative source of long-term revenue.

By the second half of the Project (‘second phase’) there was concern from Project stakeholders that such publically-supported technical advisory services by BCH would undermine private sector consultancies.  The main technical risk still faced by the sector was fuel related, and this became a specific area for further study.

Offering a broader scope of publically valued services was encouraged by the UNDP as an alternative approach for BCH to become self-sustaining.  While EFE had concerns over how this could be viable, alternative relevant public sector funding has now been secured for the immediate post-Project period.

Significant staff changes in 2006 facilitated a shift in focus towards financial and policy work in the second phase, although also led to a capacity gap (further discussed below).


	Stakeholders interviewed generally thought the original project design appropriate to the original circumstances, but also agreed with the 2006 refocusing given the changing context.

In some cases stakeholders questioned the extent to which all objectives were pursued after the refocusing (i.e. compliance with the work plan), in the second phase:

· Outcomes from EFE/BCH policy work considered unclear, with a lack of obvious outputs apart from the study that formed the basis for the adder revision, issued in March 2009.  By contrast, a separate stakeholder commented that policy work was significant but that financial and policy work were simply less apparent to those outside the BCH, however.

· One stakeholder believed that the BCH could not credibly provide independent advice to the private sector on specific projects (e.g. project developers and financiers) whilst being ‘entangled’ with the Ministry of Energy through a broader objective to promote the RE sector.

In general the full Project, in particular information and policy work, was considered well attuned to national policy objectives, in some cases actually influencing such policy directions, with close links between the EFE board and EPPO.



	Flexibility of Project Work Plan

An almost universal theme raised by funders, other stakeholders and senior level EFE/BCH staff interviewed was the greater benefits that could have been realized through greater flexibility of the Project 

The uptake of RE, in particular biomass and biogas, in Thailand over the life of the project was described by one interviewee as “enormous”.  Correspondingly, the change in the nature of demands on the Project and the need for flexibility have been more significant than typical in sector assistance programs.

Views on the barriers to constructive adaptation of the Project, to reflect changing circumstances and ongoing findings, included:

· Lack of flexibility in the Project Design

· Lack of appropriate resources at BCH to proactively generate new ideas for the future direction of the Project


	Project staff and EFE management believe that the GEF funding could beneficially allow more flexibility to change how funds are allocated given proposals to adapt to changing circumstances.  

The former BCH director felt that the objectives of the Project in the second phase were too broad relative to the resources available and that these should have been better refined to provide a realistic set of short-term goals.

The current chairman of the EFE advisory board felt that the funding provided to the pilot projects could have been redirected early in the Project, once it became apparent that this form of demonstration was not as relevant as was thought at the time of original Project design.

While Project staff recognized that staff shortages during the second phase had curtailed activities, the evidence of the recent GEM initiative was brought forward to show that EFE was proactive adapting to its new niches.
	One key PSC member believed the Project should have been shorter, despite the operational complications this would raise, so that the objectives could be revisited more frequently in light of changing circumstances.

This was reinforced by another PSC member’s view that the main, valuable achievements of the Project in promoting interest in the earliest biomass plant demonstrations in Thailand, the first information disseminated and the early policy measures.  Following such early striking successes, the Project focus was not redirected to where it could best be used to give a similar strength of follow-up.

By contrast, the UNDP authorized extension of the Project on the basis that ongoing valuable activities (e.g. BRS, GEM, VSPP policy) required completion.

The two funding organizations interviewed both regarded the Project as insufficiently proactive in responding to changing circumstances, due both to conservatism in Project management and resource limitations.  To underline this point, BCH was not seen to deploy resources quickly enough to meet their current work plans in the second phase, so could not have had spare resources for formulation of new initiatives.

One funder themselves remarked that “change can be expected with good reasons and the fund provider should be sufficiently flexible to engage with this constructively” – also expressing the viewpoint that this was sometimes a weakness of UNDP programmes.




	2. Project management and oversight

	EFE / BCH’s view 
	Stakeholders’ view

	Project oversight 
The PSC convened twice a year up to 2005 for an annual implementation review at mid-year and a review of the future annual work plan and budget at year end.  

Thereafter PSC meetings appear to have taken place only once a year, at mid-year for the annual implementation review, with the work plan instead approved directly  through the National Project Director and UNDP.   

Besides EPPO, UNDP and EFE – academics and IFCT (TMB) representative were the most active participants in PSC meetings for the first phase.  Following changes in representatives, FTI, MONRE and EGAT were noted as additional active participants in the second phase.

The EFE board met approximately every 2 months for the full duration of the Project, to discuss EFE activities of which the Project has been a major component.

Both the National Project Director and EFE advisory board chairman review the Project with the National Project Manager almost every month. 

Additional contact with the PSC members, representing themselves as individuals, occurred in several cases through expert group meetings, held 3-4 times a year.


	The PSC were presented with plans, already reviewed by UNDP and the National Project Director, for formal approval, but mainly to report on progress.  This is seen as the PSC’s scope under the Project.  In a given PSC meeting there would typically be useful, critical input from at least two PSC members that was used to shape the Projects ongoing work plan.

The UNDP were seen as responsive and effective at resolving issues as they arose.

Former BCH staff noted that most PSC members had limited understanding of the Project, and were not generally able to offer sufficiently targeted advice to constructively affect Project operations.  Another staff-member noted that the representatives from most organizations would change almost every year, undermining continuity.

By contrast the EFE board members were seen to have a more direct stake in the Project through long-standing involvement with EFE, closer familiarity with BCH’s activities, better RE sector insight, and more relevant resources and networks at their disposal (e.g. through their professional roles and organizations) to assist in progressing complex activities.  The EFE board were seen as key to finding a solution to the conundrum of financial self-sustainability for the Project, such as in shaping the GEM program.

Differences of opinion on implementation strategy among senior BCH staff led to several staff departures during the lifetime of the Project – seen to highlight the sensitivity of Project oversight and management for sustaining the Project activities.
	The mid-term review suggested that the institutional arrangement as reviewed in 2005 did not provide an effective Project oversight system.  Opinions among interviewees for this evaluation varied on this point, with the PSC compared by different stakeholders both favorably and unfavorably with similar bodies for other projects and organizations. 

Positive PSC traits highlighted were the inclusion of a range of active contributors and well organized meetings, focusing on key decisions.  
Where negative PSC traits were highlighted these included: 

· Members felt insufficiently briefed to contribute fully – and would have wanted regular updates or briefings prior to the main PSC meetings.  

· The agenda was too procedural and limited scope for debate on strategy.  
· PSC meetings could feel like a ‘rubber-stamping exercise’, with issues already decided on, which reduced some members engagement with the Project – especially given the long Project life.

· The balance of skills represented was good but discontinuity in PSC representation, both through changes in staff over time and through delegation of attendance given low engagement, reduced the effectiveness of the oversight provided – as resulting attendees did not have background knowledge on the Project.

· Closer Project supervision may have helped avoid conflicts between senior Project staff.



	Personnel 
In terms of personnel EFE (including the PMO and BCH) cycled from 12 staff in early 2002, through a peak of 23 in 2004, down to around 14 staff in 2007. Following recent recruitment for the ESCO and GEM programs, 22 staff are now employed by EFE.

For the BCH specifically (excluding the PMO), the workforce reduced from a peak of around 12 staff in 2004 to 7 staff in late 2007, with all staff members except the executive secretary having changed over this period. In particular, significant numbers of technical staff left BCH after the Project refocusing in early 2006.

Personnel changes are widely agreed to have impeded Project implementation, with new recruitment of highly qualified personnel seen as difficult.  A range of opinions on the seriousness of such staff turnover in hindering the achievement of Project objectives were expressed.

With fewer staff in the second phase, there does not appear to have been issues with coordination between cells, as was noted in the mid-term evaluation for the first phase.  Weekly meetings between all Project staff are held, and most staff interviewed appeared content with the workplace environment and type of work.

	EFE currently has the staff needed for ongoing sustainability of its activities.

Staff turnover during the Project has been significant, however, and was seen by one interviewee as the most significant challenge facing effective implementation of the Project.

The finite nature of the GEF Project funding is given as the main reason for difficulties in staff recruitment, since the career path that can be offered by BCH is limited relative to commercial employers.

Outsourcing was used to some extent to mitigate against staff shortages.  Disappointing experiences with some consultancy groups (e.g. public relations, business plan etc) generally led to use of trusted independent individuals for specific assignments (e.g. policy, training) rather than external companies.

The lack of overlap between departing and incoming staff, together with the generally lower experience of incoming staff, unfortunately led to a loss of knowledge and skills with the staff turnover.  The main observed impact of the staff and capacity gap was inability to follow up on all enquiries from developers during the second phase.  

	Project management was generally seen as strong, and a significant mitigation against the risks of staff turnover.  

Due mainly to the staffing shortfall, Project funders noted that BCH did not deploy sufficient resources in each period to meet their annual work plans in the second phase.  Other noted impacts were lack of updating of the EFE website and delays in meeting technical commitments.
It was recognized by other stakeholders that the Project found it particularly difficult to attract new staff when the Project was thought to have only 2 years left to run, following losses in 2006.   Strong competition from private sector consultants for the skills required was noted.

Several stakeholders criticized the skill-base of BCH cell staff, particularly following 2006, for being too junior or with insufficient technical experience (e.g. on-site).   

Staff losses in 2006 were dealt with both by new technical hires and by outsourcing to individual subcontractors as an alternative approach to advance components of the work plan requiring scarce talent.  



	Balance among different lines of work
There was a significant range of opinion on what the appropriate balance of effort among objectives was over the second phase, and what this balance is going forward.  

Most effort is generally seen to have gone into information over the second phase, with the biomass resource study, biomass manual and website being frequently cited examples. 

Permanent staff have been concentrated in the information and technical cells, which both contributed to the above information resources.  Independent consultants used in the second phase have been policy focused.

Technical barriers to biomass and biogas specifically are generally no longer seen as significant provided project owners use credible equipment suppliers.  Sharing of experience among agro-industrial companies has also helped mitigate technical risks and shifts the need for BCH’s support role to smaller scale developments.


	BCH management at the time of the mid-term ranked the different lines of work from the strongest as follow: technical, information, policy, outreach, finance.  

In the second phase this order was generally agreed to have changed to: information, policy, technical, finance (with outreach not included).

This ranking assumes that the biomass resource study is included as an information resource, while recognizing significant technical cell inputs to this work.  Technical work is therefore treated as responding to enquiries from specific developers.

Various barriers were proposed as the main outstanding constraint on renewables deployment in Thailand, requiring further effort to remove:

· Bank confidence in and understanding of renewable energy (e.g. poor take-up of DEDE soft loans) – rapid turnover of banks’ project finance staff undermines BCH training efforts.

· Information on the quality, availability and cost of biomass feedstock.

· Effective implementation of current RE policies

· Stable and predictable regulation of RE, given recent changes in government.

· Constructive relations with community local to plant


	By comparison of stakeholder responses, no major common barrier to commercial scale RE can be identified.  One stakeholder explicitly thought that no such barrier any longer existed, pointing to the success of the VSPP program for evidence.

In response to the barrier of community opposition, several stakeholders believed that this can generally be managed through use of best-practice in community engagement combined with sensitive site selection.  The policy framework was generally seen as appropriately supportive, although with specific 

Major outstanding barriers in provision of adequate support for small-scale (e.g. community scale) RE projects, that cannot afford to pay consultants, was noted – as an appropriate area for further EFE work through the GEM.

Financing and policy were sometimes seen as outstanding barriers, and one key PSC member did not feel that financial and policy outputs were apparent in the second phase.

EPPO expressed enthusiasm to work with EFE on a wider range of energy-related subjects than RE alone going forward, since they see a natural role for a technical focal point on all alternative energy.



	Monitoring & Evaluation

The reporting carried out for the Project by PMO is thorough and well documented.  The underlying systems for monitoring data collection appear adequate from the above reporting and from discussion – though have not been reviewed in detail.

The refocusing of the Project in 2006 is seen by both BCH and EFE as the most significant example of the Project responding to M&E findings, though relates more to the existence of an effective reporting mechanism than to the specific logframe design.

The extent and type of detail included in the M&E system was not always necessary or useful to evaluate progress, or as a source of feedback on BCH effectiveness.
There is no long-term M&E included under BCH’s scope as part of the project design.  Project staff and the UNDP felt that such longer-term perspective would have been beneficial.

	Quality of reporting was seen as high.  The administrative burden imposed by M&E and reporting was manageable but did not always add value, however.  Indicators did not always give meaningful feedback over whether outcomes were being achieved, with quantitative indicators sometimes either misleading or without real meaning e.g. “number of policy initiatives”, in the absence of further contextual information.  A further example given of a poor indicator was the “number of enquiries”, without information on the quality of response to these enquiries – again excessively numerical without adequate qualitative support.

Frequent changes in the required PIR format were burdensome to BCH/PMO.

Little feedback relevant to Project implementation from the M&E system, although more detailed in-house records of website ‘hits’ by page was useful to the remodeling exercise.

The budget allocation for M&E appears to have been sufficient, but is difficult to differentiate from other complementary activities (e.g. visits to plant sites used for community meetings and for formal M&E).


	The UNDP sees PMO/BCH as having a ‘high standard’ of reporting on results and financial progress, as well as in carrying out monitoring and evaluation – with good understanding of the system through the national project manager’s prior working experience within the UNDP evaluation network.

The monitoring results and reporting provided were sufficient to oversee the Project, and the design of the requirements was in fact too detailed for this purpose.

Long-term results monitoring should perhaps have been included in the Project M&E system, but will instead still be carried out through the UNDP’s “Environmental Programme Evaluation”, repeated every 4-5 years.

Two PSC members were of the view that the numerical targets embodied in the M&E system acted to stifle debate on Project strategy and content at the PSC meetings, since ‘meeting the targets’ was emphasized, even if the target was not in itself meaningful. 



	The future of BCH  / Sustainability
The achievements and ongoing pursuit of the objectives of the Project will be largely sustained for at least another 2 years after the Project ends through the ongoing programs being run by EFE, in particular the GEM and ESCO programs, for which the skill-base and objectives are complementary to those of the Project.

The business plan finalized in December 2004 presented 3 options for BCH: 

a) continue under EFE

b) become legally independent but 

maintain a close link (financially) with EFE c) become fully independent.

This choice was largely based on resolving the apparent conflict between BCH doing fee-based commercial work and having ties to government through EFE.  This issue has instead been resolved by BCH significantly reducing commercial fee-based technical work, with BCH remaining under EFE.

The requirement for financial self-sustainability of the Project after GEF funding ceases was widely recognized as a significant challenge.

Further details of interviewee responses are included in Table 4 in the main evaluation report.


	EFE has been reorganized to carry on the work of BCH integrated within the broader tasks of EFE, again under the BCH’s cell format.  The Project has been working under the brand name of EFE rather than BCH for the second phase due to a broader RE focus than only biomass energy and the leverage available from the widespread recognition of the EFE name.

Work related to the technical, financial and information objectives of the Project are central to the new ESCO project – for which new staff have been hired. 

The media drive is also being improved with a new PR officer, and being applied to the GEM program.

Policy work will continue despite a lack of current dedicated funding through merit of the skills and perception of this as a “central activity” by the new Chief Executive Director of EFE, and the returning chairman of the EFE advisory board – also a former Minister of Energy for Thailand.

The business plan of 2004 did not provide new ideas, and therefore the suggestions were not followed up on.  National Project Management believed that BCH remaining embedded in EFE was essential for long run sustainability of the Project activities.  

The ESCO and GEM related funding provides financial self-sustainability to BCH, and represents sustained relevance of the Project objectives through a shift to niche areas such as community-scale RE (GEM) where publically-funded support is now most needed.
	Project funders described BCH being under EFE as ‘ideal’ and a ‘big privilege’, since the Project can function as the “arm of EPPO” while having a degree of independence from government that provides freedom to express views and to act where EPPO could not.  

EPPO representatives saw significant synergies to the ongoing positioning of BCH within EFE rather than being independent, including EFE being widely recognized and bringing a diverse range of activities that have constructive overlaps with the Project.  EFE was also seen to have benefitted usefully from the ‘leverage’ offered by UN backing.

The use of other publically funded programs for the post-Project period is seen as positive by funders, with “no other options” for financial self-sustainability seen to be available.

A key PSC member regarded the GEF requirement for financial self-sustainability of the Project as excessively narrow – on the basis that the Project objectives will be better sustained through focusing on a self-sufficient host (in this case EFE).

An EFE board member highlighted that sustaining and reinforcing the Project’s achievements requires continual adaptation, to direct support to where this is most needed in the RE sector in Thailand – and that sustainability therefore poses an ongoing challenge.

	Catalytic Role

Potential catalytic effects considered include:

· Providing a model for similar initiatives in other sectors, or the RE sector in other ASEAN countries

· Providing the basis for future programs in the RE sector in Thailand

· Incubating the skills, later taken outside of the Project itself, for independent work in RE deployment
	The idea of the GEM evolved from and continues the work of the BCH – so that the Project both catalyzed a new initiative and its objectives are sustained by this ongoing new program.

EFE has the credibility and knowledge to implement the ESCO program largely as a result of the Project.

Staff that have left often took their newfound skills and knowledge to financial and industrial employers, to some extent catalyzing new plant developments.

An initiative in Malaysia in 2005/2006 took inspiration from BCH and began a QUANGO similar to EFE, which was after two years reabsorbed into the Malaysian government.


	Ongoing work by EFE relevant to the Project is considered to include the GEM, ESCO, policy work and technical support to CDM projects.  In continuing this broad range of relevant activities, a key PSC member described the project as “outstanding” with respect to sustainable achievement of the Project objectives.

The UNDP considered that the Project extension of one year enabled such follow-on activities to effectively take place.


	3. Achievement of Objectives


	EFE / BCH’s view
	Stakeholders’ view 
	Beneficiaries’ view 

	General Nature of Work

(also see Table 3 regarding the ratings of objectives and outcomes in the main evaluation report) 

The Project generally met or exceeded all of its targets, across the full span of its objectives.  

Timeliness of outputs was variable, largely due to resource limitations.  Two central studies first drafted in 2006 and central to the Project, the “Lessons Learned” guide for biomass and the “Risk Credit Guarantee” study, are pending completion in June 2009.

Although it was recommended in the mid-term evaluation that a formal QA system be put in place to control report standards, this did not take place.  This can partly be explained through a sharp reduction in the fee-based work to which such a QA system would have best applied.

	Staff were generally proud of the Project’s achievements in facilitating expansion of the RE sector in Thailand – with the emphasis naturally placed on the work to which they were most close.
Concerns were expressed by the PMO and BCH that staff capacity limitations had negatively impacted on the range of outputs, with less initiatives and less ability to respond to external enquiries than could have been done with a full complement of staff.
	A generally positive link between outputs and outcomes was seen for information, policy and technical demonstration work

Stakeholders were not generally closely involved enough with the detail of the Project to have views regarding the status of pending outputs.
	In general the Project was seen as well run, and interactions with Project staff as positive.  Beneficiaries, where aware of Project activities generally showed the greatest awareness about online information resources and EFE events.

There was criticism over quality of outputs from one beneficiary that commissioned separate training work from BCH, and rated that as only 75-80% up to expectations, due to lack of effective resource allocation to the task assigned (i.e. task underestimated, assigned to too junior a staff member, then not adequately supervised). 

	The main information services are the newsletter, publications, web board, phone-in, and walk-in. Main outreach activities are seminars and workshops, public education, community participation, and media activities. There are 3 main target groups: the public, potential developers, and academics.

The EFE website was remodeled in November 2008 to improve the user-friendliness of the structure and presentation, and to add links improving accessibility to specific information hosted on the external websites of EGAT (SPP data), PEA (VSPP data), DEDE (policy information) and EPPO (dispatch data).

A biomass resource study (BRS) involving 5 universities around the country was co-financed by EPPO and was a major new initiative of the second phase, together with the biomass manual publication.  The BRS, EFE materials and an updated RE technology database were added to the remodeled website.  


	BCH staff described EFE as the ‘main hub’ for information on biomass, and to a lesser extent other renewables, in Thailand for the duration of the Project.  A significant proportion of RE plant developers make enquiries to BCH at the initial stages of plant development.  Outreach to project developers took place through technical expert meetings.

The main media activities in the second phase have been radio interviews and newspaper articles by the EFE advisory board chairman.

Few innovations in the nature of information provided took place in the second phase, and activities be this cell were described by some staff as more ‘routine’ or ‘ticking over’ – with several information areas currently outdated

New effort was focused in the last year of the Project and was focused on improving the quality and accessibility of the information already available.  Ongoing improvements are also planned by the new EFE Chief Executive Director.


	A key PSC member believed that dissemination of information by BCH is not ‘proactive’ but more ‘on demand’ and therefore generally limits its constituency to those that are already interested – rather than outreach.

Dissemination of lessons learned for two pilot plants was seen as weak, in particular for Yala Green.

BCH was seen to have helped significantly in communicating the implications and details of new policies to the industry, through seminars and their website etc.


	Information resources are useful to policymakers, academics, consultants and developers – but are mostly not targeted at the general public.

A number of direct beneficiaries were aware of EFE, and of UNDP funding, but not of the BCH specifically.  Services have effectively been provided through the EFE ‘brand’.

The biomass manual was cited by a range of beneficiaries as a valuable resource, containing important and relevant material.  The data presented had apparently stood up well to comparison with actual projects known by the beneficiaries interviewed.

The EFE website was reported to be used frequently be a range of beneficiary organization staff.

	Policy was cited as BCH’s niche by many stakeholders at the time of the mid-term evaluation and in the 2004 business plan. 

On the basis of a PSC decision, the policy cell was moved in June 2005 from BCH to EFE – whilst still remaining part of the Project – to create better separation between those advising specific developers and those working in the interests of the sector generally.

In practice the policy cell had no dedicated staff between at least 2006 and 2009, and relevant activities were mainly implemented through independent consultants hired for the Project on a task-by-task basis, and supervised by EFE / PMO. 

Policy work will continue despite a lack of current dedicated funding through merit of the skills and perception of this as a “central activity” by the new Chief Executive Director of EFE, and the returning chairman of the EFE advisory board – a former Minister of Energy for Thailand.


	Significant policy achievements throughout the Project period include:

· Studies that formed the basis for specific technology incentives both within the RE ‘adder’ tariffs implemented in 2007 (focus in wind, solar & hydro) and the further revisions of March 2009 (focus on small-scale biomass and MSW).

· Reduction of the grid-connection fee from THB 2M to THB 0.4M for VSPPs.

· Facilitating early VSPP grid-connections through the PEA by helping overcome barriers to implementation of new grid-connection regulations.

· Amendment of the capacity limit for VSPPs from 1 MW to 10 MW

Attention was drawn to the fact that the most challenging part of policy work is after the study is written, gaining attention and acceptance for the study findings throughout the relevant governmental hierarchy.
	EFE/BCH is seen as having a significant influence on the uptake by GOT of new regulation in support of RE in Thailand – in particular the 2007 and 2009 ‘adder’ tariffs.  

Lack of permanent staff for policy during the second phase is seen by a minority of stakeholders to have led to ‘patchy’ coverage of policy issues, with one key PSC member remarking that policy outputs were not so evident to them in the second phase as the first.


	Beneficiaries were generally not aware of the policymaking process, or therefore of EFE’s involvement.

GEC had directly spoken to EPPO regarding the ‘special adder’ tariff for the three southern provinces of Thailand, so had not needed to solicit assistance from EFE/BCH.

Specific objections to the current policy framework, with which EFE could assist, were made as follows:

· A drawback with the ‘adder’ tariff scheme was highlighted – since the wholesale tariff is indexed to the gas price but biomass prices are generally not, falling gas prices render new biomass projects unattractive.  Biomass is particularly vulnerable among RE plants, since the adder is low, and therefore the wholesale tariff a larger proportion of income.  An indexed adder or a full feed-in tariff system would resolve this.

· The current system for SPP and VSPP applications was not seen as sufficiently stringent in its requirements for a well-considered plant application.  This could lead to inefficiency in processing such applications, rival developers ‘blocking’ potential new RE plant sites, and/or unrealistic forecasts of new RE capacity deployment.

	Technical work was BCH’s backbone during the first phase.  Work included significant fee earning feasibility study work for developers.

Such a technical emphasis appears to have been reinforced by the technical focus of co-financing from DANIDA and interest in this area from the EnCon fund managers.

After the refocusing in 2006 technical work for individual developers has been mainly limited to pro bono prefeasibility-stage advice.

Previous fee-based BCH work, e.g. on the Mungcharoen Green project (feasibility study, owner’s engineer and matchmaking with Lender), was taken over by technical staff that departed in 2006.

The technical cell was most affected by the staff and capacity gap in 2006-2007 – so that not all enquiries could be responded to during this period.  The technological focus of the cell has remained on biomass and biogas, in common with the first phase.


	The main technical activities during the second phase were:

· Pro bono prefeasibility study advice – financial viability etc 

· Sector technical forums (or ‘expert group meetings’) held 3-4 times a year

· Biomass Guide publication

· Technical inputs to Biomass Resource Study

Fee-based work was also carried out on a smaller scale, for up to 4 RE plant developments (compared with around 17 in the first phase).  

Ongoing technical work will be carried out through the ESCO fund management role and the through the GEM.  

There has been a shift in scale focus, with projects less than a megawatt ignored in the first phase, whereas projects at a scale of several kilowatts are now being encouraged, in particular under the GEM. 
	Stakeholders held widely varying views of BCH’s technical capability and outputs – both in first & second phase, and by technology

· EPPO saw technical expertise as one of EFE/BCH’s main strengths.

· Danida saw BCH as having a strong range of technical skills in 2006, at a similar level to a commercial consultancy.

· Technical staff were seen by other stakeholders to have insufficient experience on-site to offer well-grounded technical advice.
Access to project developers through technical work was seen as key to having the data to provide high-quality information services, as well as an objective in its own right.
	Beneficiaries also offered widely varying views of BCH’s technical capability, with conflicting views on whether the technical team were specialized in biogas and biomass on the one hand, or solar and wind on the other.

	Finance 

Many local banks, including SCB, KBank, BAY and TMB have at track-record of debt financing for biomass and biogas projects in Thailand.

Opinions on the extent to which financing remains a significant barrier vary.  It was remarked in the mid-term evaluation that “Information used to be the most important barrier to the development of biomass power generation and cogeneration.  Now, finance is the most significant factor.”  

Similar sentiments were voiced by several interviewees for this final evaluation, although a greater number of others pointed to participation in lending to RE projects from a wide range of local banks, with several stating that finance is no longer a significant barrier.

A significant financial component is included under the ESCO fund work, which has recently revitalized this work-stream within EFE/BCH.


	The main activity under this cell throughout the Project was RE training seminars, which were held for 6-7 local banks including SME, TMB, KBank and Bank Thai.  University specialists were hired to assist in delivery of this training.  

A simple template financial model was also placed on the EFE website to help project developers make an initial assessment of financial viability for new plant proposals.

A further activity has been a study on the risk credit guarantee facility, originally drafted in 2006 and currently being updated for issue to the UNDP in June 2009.

Little confidence was expressed in the value added of the risk credit guarantee facility as applied to the pilot projects, with detailed criticism of the risks covered and how this was administered.  Varied opinions on the future potential for the broader concept of a risk guarantee facility were expressed.


	Among the four cells’ lines of work, finance is generally seen as the weakest, as at the time of the mid-term evaluation, with few apparent outputs.

Some stakeholders considered that the capacity building already done by BCH, particularly in the first phase, did help local banks to reach their current status – functioning effectively at providing finance to at least robust RE power developments above 1 MW in scale.

TMB, Bangkok Bank, MFC were pointed to as active Lenders.


	The Banks interviewed were familiar with EFE, with some staff having previously attended EFE seminars and using EFE website resources.  Similar seminars by ADB and World Bank were also referred to.

The Banks were increasing their activities in RE project financing – with a track-record in biomass and biogas complemented by new opportunities in WTE and wind.

The major challenge with respect to financing of RE projects was seen to be limited project scale – with many sponsors having insufficient financial strength, particularly at the VSPP scale.  Sponsor know-how about the power industry was also seen as a barrier, for example among agro-industrial sponsors.  EFE’s stance that the fuel supplier should have a signficant stake in biomass projects was endorsed.
General awareness among industry about renewable energy was seen to have been “transformed” over the past eight years of the Project, to the significant benefit of RE project deployment.  EFE was seen to have a role in effecting such a transformation.

	Pilot Projects

The pilot projects are the most controversial aspect of the Project.  The value of the pilot projects as demonstrations of best-practice received a range of opinion from stakeholders.

Further details regarding the pilot projects are included in Annex 7.

Particular doubts were raised on the risk credit guarantee facility, however, as discussed in further detail within the main evaluation report.

Yala Green suffered delays of around 2 years due to the security situation in the province.

Roi-Et Green was several months late due to delays by the equipment provider in providing adequate fly ash removal from plant flue gases. 

A number of hard-copy documents went missing during the significant staff turnover in 2006.  Also missing for the pilot projects are the original financial model, EIA report and contract between parent and project companies for the risk credit guarantee facilities – these have not therefore been reviewed for the final evaluation. 
	The pilot project involvement was seen as helpful to BCH as a learning exercise and for involvement of the pilot project owners in the annual seminars as an example of best practice.

EFE and BCH interviewees did not see significant value in the risk credit guarantee facility, with some seeing this as a poor use of the Project’s limited financial resources.  The facility offered to the pilot projects was seen as “a special case” that could not be replicated with other plants

Administration of the risk credit guarantee facility was generally seen as a duty under the Project to be fulfilled, but without linkages to the broader Project objectives.

A report is due from BCH in June 2009, after this final evaluation, which should highlight more constructive approaches to such a facility than used for the pilot projects.


	Some stakeholders cited Roi-Et Green specifically as an example of best-practice, as highlighted in Annex 7.  

The relevance of the pilot projects was seen by various other stakeholders to be eclipsed for any of the following reasons:

· A shift in demand towards smaller scale plant than the pilots, due to fuel security concerns

· Sharing of knowledge between agro-industrial companies, e.g. rice millers palm oil millers, reduced the need for a publically-supported showcase

· The location of the Yala plant being a poor showcase due to the security situation making plant visits difficult

· The risk credit guarantee facility as a poorly replicable solution to fuel price risk mitigation

· Fuel price risk mitigation through fuel-flexible boilers being effectively demonstrated instead by a range of plants


	For both pilot plants, the interviewees saw the risk credit guarantee facility effectively as a cash grant to the parent or project company.  Agreements between the parent company (guarantor) and project company may have been structured so that this is how the facility worked in practice.

For Yala Green, the interviewees believed the plant could not have gone ahead without the facility, due to the costs and risks of the plant location.  THB 160 million in guarantee coverage, slightly more than the full value of the USD 4 million guarantee premium, had apparently been disbursed from GEC to GYG to cover debt service.

For Roi-Et Green, the interviewee did not believe the guarantee facility was necessary for the plant to go ahead (since the IRR was sufficiently high without this support), or that it would be likely this would be used by the project company in the future.

EFE’s learning from the pilot projects was applied to further biomass plant developments.


	4. Project impact 


	EFE / BCH’s view
	Stakeholders’ view
	Beneficiaries’ view

	Capacity development BCH invested heavily in staff training during the first phase, under the DANIDA funding tranche, and after the 100% turnover in staff has not been able to again provide such comprehensive training.  Local training sessions have continued to be employed, with an average of around 1 event noted per quarterly report. 

The benefit of capacity building in the first phase has therefore been accrued primarily by the private sector, to which the staff that left have gone.  This still assists in building capacity but in a less targeted manner than had such skills remained at BCH. 

Capacity building for external organizations through seminars continued throughout the second phase similar to the first phase

	Project staff were divided on the question of training.

Project Management considered that too much training was carried out in the first phase, and estimated that in the second phase some training was still carried out almost every month, with many more sessions than noted in the quarterly reports.  Training was appropriate to the skill demands of the refocused Project.

BCH staff interviewed generally stated that training in the second phase was focused on operational skills (e.g. software) – equivalent perhaps to one event per staff member per year, and felt that further subject-specific training (similar to the first phase) would have been valuable in their roles.  


	BCH events are a useful forum to gather information and network.
	EPPO has regularly sought BCH’s advice and feedback on technical matters.  

BCH’s seminars are usually informative and useful. 

	Leverage 

As at the time of the mid-term evaluation, BCH continues to have 3 main leverages, namely its semi-official status, the EFE umbrella, and the GEF fund.

The public prominence and influence with policymakers of the chairman of EFE’s advisory board was also referred to by many interviewees as a significant specific source of leverage.
	Working under EFE is a key leverage for BCH, as the Project benefits from EFE’s continuity, widespread name-recognition and relationships.  If the Project were implemented directly by government then Project staff would have much less flexibility to work with the private sector and make policy proposals

The most important leverage for BCH is EFE’s close relationship with policymakers.  This was reinforced by the role of EFE’s current advisory board chairman as Thailand’s Minister of Energy for the period 2006-2008. 


	The most important leverage for BCH is the semi-official status, and its close connection with EPPO.    

BCH has taken advantage of this by positioning itself as a middleman between the public agencies and private developers.   

Working under EFE is also a big advantage.  BCH has landed several consultancies on EFE’s reputation and EPPO’s recommendations. 

An ongoing connection between EFE/BCH and EPPO is expected, with specific mention given to the areas of climate change, CDM and community outreach.


	BCH/EFE’s intermediary role has been beneficial to all parties. 

 

	Public awareness 

While public awareness regarding RE has increased in Thailand since the start of the Project, there were varied responses regarding:

· The extent to which this awareness extends to the rural communities typically hosting new plants.

· The extent to which the Project or EFE can be said to have contributed to such increased public awareness.

The main media activities related to the Project have been radio talks and newspaper articles by the chairman of EFE’s advisory board.  Outreach by BCH has been focused on the specific communities local to new plant developments that BCH were involved with.
	Some staff considered it “difficult to say” whether a shift in rural public opinion on RE had occurred over the Project lifetime, and considered that public education had to be restarted for each new community in the area of a potential new RE plant.

By contrast, others saw a “major impact on general public understanding” so that “people know more about biomass and now RE”, in part due to the Project and wider EFE activities, as well as due to work by environmental NGOs, plus seminars and television advertising campaigns from the Ministry of Energy (DEDE and EPPO).  Significant distribution of the material on EFE’s website to other online forums is a further example of the Project’s influence.


	Stakeholders generally saw a partial but limited role played by the Project in improving public awareness of RE – such newfound awareness mainly occurred independently of the Project

While RE does not now face such strong opposition as gas and coal based plant, the major barrier to ongoing RE plant development is still opposition from local communities.

There is an outstanding need to overcome the poor example of early biomass plants with recent best-practice examples, and build local community’s confidence in the State-regulated assessment of Environmental impacts.

	Local community members from the pilot projects demonstrated limited understanding of RE and did not recognize EFE.  The community members for Roi-Et Green complained that information was provided, but that this was too technical for a general audience.


	5. Lessons learned & Gaps
	EFE / BCH’s view
	Stakeholders’ view
	 Beneficiaries’ view 

	Specific lessons learned related to plant development learned by the Project were the importance of early attention to fuel supply availability and community engagement, for which a set of best practices have emerged documented by an upcoming report.  

The general framework for barrier removal, consisting of the four objectives, was considered effective and worthy of replication in other similar GEF projects.  

Significant RE investment can be encouraged through pragmatic and investor-oriented government support – with the key challenge being influencing the policymaker

A number of areas where the Project did not focus but could perhaps usefully have done (‘gaps’) were identified by interviewees – as shown in the right-hand columns.

A number of EFE staff and key PSC members believed that more explicit direction on how to achieve financial sustainability should have been included in the Project Document – to help avoid the conflicts experienced by the Project over the extent of fee-based work carried out, and to provide a clearer long-term vision of financial stability to avoid a risk of finite funding undermining both staff recruitment and retention.
	The Project could have strongly benefitted from more accurate information regarding the RE resources available in-country and likely demand for RE, to make a more accurate assessment of specific barriers to be tackled within the scope of the 4 main objectives.

Too much effort was put into information and training relevant to large-scale (biomass) plants early in the Project, given that:

· There was limited scope for large numbers of such projects due to feedstock constraints

· Plants at the time were commercial or near-commercial without external support

· Those educated were not the agro-industrial companies that controlled the feedstock, and therefore could rarely develop viable projects

Various ongoing gaps suggested include:

· An updated and comprehensive database of RE plant information (e.g. equipment supplier prices).

· Meaningful tax concessions for RE deployment at the household level.

· Work to ensure that existing RE policies are implemented effectively, with incorporation of feedback from RE sector on ongoing challenges


	This type of Project should be more proactive in responding to changing needs in a fast-evolving market context 

Outreach to the public and public education is seen as a gap – there is an ongoing need to overcome the poor example of early biomass plants using recent best-practice examples, and build confidence among local communities in the assessment of Environmental impacts.
Another potential gap, identified by UNDP and EPPO, is work on MSW:

· Role for EFE as bridge between public and private sector – to facilitate cooperation between provincial administrations and private developers.

· Need for assistance to provincial administrations in appropriate technology selection.

· Significant social benefits.

The current system for SPP and VSPP applications is not seen as sufficiently stringent in its requirements for a well-considered RE plant application.  This leads to inefficiency in processing such applications, rival developers ‘blocking’ potential new RE plant sites, and unrealistic forecasts of new RE capacity deployment that obscure the real situation.
	Government biomass statistics are often heavily misleading with respect to residues available for power generation – a key lesson from plant developers is to carry out independent studies of residue quantity and quality in a given area, as part of the initial study for plant feasibility.  The EFE database offers a useful starting point.

Government agricultural policy, such as the guaranteed price on rice paddy, can introduce uncertainty into biomass residue procurement – since changes in world market prices lead to stockpiling, which reduces rice husk or other residue’s availability.

Appropriate, reliable technology selection was highlighted by both beneficiaries and other stakeholders as more important in the long-run than low-cost suppliers.  The published biomass manual is seen to incorporate many such valuable lessons.


	While a range of operational recommendations can also be drawn from the material in other sections of the interviews, specific recommendations on where such Projects should be implemented were made, and are recorded here.
EFE and EPPO disagreed on whether such Projects should best be implemented within government or by an QUANGO similar to EFE.

Flexibility of the Project was a key further operational issue, including funding and staff, to adapt the Project to the changing context and to take account of ongoing lessons learned.  One suggestion by EFE staff was that, following the initial failure of the Huai Yot plant in Trang, when the need for biomass demonstration plants was no longer so apparent, the intended risk guarantee facility could have redirected to other applications such as venture capital for smaller-scale RE, similar to the current GEM initiative.


	Project staff at EFE considered that it is best to run programmes like the Project independently of government, since this both increases the flexibility of what can be done and makes it easier to work with the private sector, without the same constraints.

Location of the Project in an established independent entity with long term prospects is essential to sustainability.  Clearer integration of BCH into EFE from the start of the Project would have helped new recruits to see a longer term employment opportunity.

M&E design should be streamlined to be more efficient and demand a lower proportion of skilled staff and financial resources.  Numerically intensive indicators should be reduced, and the use of the remaining indicators reinforced by qualitative indicators, in particular to provide a longer-term perspective.  


	EPPO considered that If they had had the staff in 2001 to carry out the Project within the ministry this would have made the Project easier to control and reduced the issue of short-term hiring horizon, so that the Project may not have suffered the same internal conflicts or recruitment challenges. 


	No operational recommendations were proposed by the Project beneficiaries interviewed – who had limited understanding of the operational structure of the Project.

	The most cited best initiatives/ projects at the mid-term evaluation comprised: 
· Technical work on biogas projects in Surat Thani, CDM projects & Mungcharoen (one-stop service, trouble-shooting) & Gasifier use.

· GIS Database.

· Wind and solar study & revision of SPP regulation (endorsed by EPPO).


	Best Project initiatives during the second phase were:
· Policy work on the ‘adder’ reform

· Community-level refocusing under the GEM 

· Information resources, including remodeling of website, the biomass manual, newsletter and media campaign


	Best Project initiatives during the second phase in order of how frequently the initiative was cited by evaluation interviewees were:

· Website & events

· Policy work on the ‘adder’ reform
· GEM

· Biogas plants 


	Best Project initiatives during the second phase in order of the frequency they were cited include:

· Biomass Manual 

· Website & events
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