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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement throughewRéte Energy Project
(PIGGAREP) is a Global Environmental Facility (GEF) USBbmillion grant funded five year
project in eleven Pacific Island Countries (Pfas)der GEF Strategic Priority SP-4: Productive
Uses of Renewable Energy. National on-the-ground PIRBER activities in the applicable 11
PICs began on 1 January 2008.

In its two full years of project implementation totelaPIGGAREP is clearly efficiently using its
GEF funds to support a suite of relevant and effectivelycaordinated tangible “soft”
(feasibility studies, resource assessments, trainirgy, RE support activities that are useful
contributions to donor provided “hard” RE equipment andiWare provision in PICs. These
PIGGAREP supported activities are highly likely to lead toransuccessful and sustainable
applicable projects with high development impacts and hélgate the all too common donor
funded “commission, hand over, and then forget” speRilicproject approach in PICs that leads
to so many donor RE projects not being sustainable posteprenyd.

The preparatory phase for PIGGAREP was the US$760,000 GEFdfupdeific Islands
Renewable Energy Project (PIREP). PIREP produced: wseyul national energy assessment
reports for each of its 15 participating PICs; three esnelsummary reports covering the
potential role of demonstration projects, renewable gnéRE) financing systems, and RE
support programmes; and a particularly useful and insigtefiibnal synthesis of the 15 national
assessment reports. The PIREP individual country proggethesis reports extensively
canvassed the existing renewable energy situations imeteeant PICs. The PIREP reports
concluded that an integrated range of RE support activinesdaat both the private sector and
the public sector , including, but not limited to, suitabietegically chosen demonstration
projects was needed to remove the identified bartgetise greater use of RE (and not just the
productive uses of RE). The PIREP reports identified @gacity development needs for
removing the identified barriers.

However, although the PIREP was supposed to be the qedsage for PIGGAREP, in the actual
PIGGAREP design the primary means to support the greatsteupt RE had become the use of
hardware projects (both those existing at the tim¢hefPIGGAREP design and new donor
driven projects that would arise during PIGGAREP’s impletaigon phase) as the basis for the
demonstration of commercially sustainable RE projects.

In addition, in the stated PIGAGREP design, the maimedrof promoting RE in PICs had
become the private sector - all PIGGAREP RE projectsevsupposed to be “commercial”.
There is a good argument, as articulated by the PIGGAREP® during the review, that the
awareness about successful RE projects and the confidenRg&, particularly on small scale

! Comprising Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, BapgNew Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga,

Tuvalu and Vanuatu
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stand alone systems, are not that great. In this Pig@@nt, the private sector cannot come in
just yet, hence, one needs to demonstrate first (witlbrdimded projects) that RE/PURE can
work sustainably before the private sector comes imake the investment. In the meantime,
one involves the private sector in the installation amntenance of these existing and new
demo projects. This is a good and logical argument, sitnibt one that is clearly articulated in
the PIGGAREP design. If this is the rationale nowngaised in PIGGAREP, then it should be
discussed with GEF (as the project funder) and if Ggfees then it could usefully formally
stated in updated PIGGAREP documentation as an evolutiothefimplementation of
PIGGAREP and a way through some of the logical inctersiges in its stated design.

Finally, in the PIGGAREP design, the stated purpose of stipgdRE had become to foster
productive uses of renewable energy (PURE). This maglated to PURE being an applicable
GEF funding category. However, this focus on PURE agidios was not the focus of the
PIREP preparatory phase analysis, hence the focBURE appears to be a late addition to the
project design to align with the available donor (GiiRding category.

The ongoing reliance over many years on donor fundingriergy projects in PICs has led to an
ongoing lack of knowledge amongst RE advocates, politicdamsion makers, donors and their
advisors, and the public in PICs, of the true cost ofggnsupply (whether fossil fuel based

and/or RE) in urban, rural and remote island PIC settifigis is a key barrier to the commercial

provision of RE in PICs that is a key stated purposBIGGGAREP. Although there have been

previous donor funded previous tariff studies, the resudtgyanerally not public and it does not

appear that a consistent full-cost inclusive methodolagybeen applied either in PICs. This can
be contrasted with other areas such as the eastebbé&an island nations where in many of the
countries electricity tariffs are at the full commiat cost of supply. This is an area where it is
recommended that PIGGAREP provides a strong future focus.

The demonstration projects to be supported by PIGGARERIsacchanged from (in its PIREP
design phase) being specifically designed to showcasédcyart strategically chosen RE
applications, to (in the PIGGAREP design) using existind aew demonstrations funded by
other donors with the other donor contributions clairae PIGGAREP co-funding. This is not
completely surprising, as the generally limited PIC pavagector involvement in electricity
provision (especially in remote outer islands) meanstti@necessary GEF co-funding has to
logically primarily come from donor and government fungeajects. Particular issues with this
approach is that the “commercial” side of such demotistiawould not have been an integral
part of their designs, and the most that such progeaikl realistically aim for is that their O&M
and capital replacement cost would be covered by user paymwith their initial capital costs
generally being provided at no cost by grants from donoresdhPIGGAREP RE
“demonstration” projects therefore are fundamentallyedr by donor processes, the true cost of
energy supply is still not being consistently reportedeeen widely known, and the real
commercial and post-project sustainability lessons aillenst being learned from the many
previous (often unsuccessful) RE demonstrations and psajedertaken to date in PICs.



The key issues identified for PIGGAREP in this reviewt®tlesign and its operations to date, in
particular are:

» its ongoing low level of expenditure (only around 25% ebitidget has so far been spent
in 50% of its planned 5-year life ) and

» its lack of a real and/or consistent strategic bameenoval focus on its stated PURE
applications, and/or on the stated enhanced real “cocmigorovision of energy.

These are fundamental project design and project implaen issues. These fundamental
issues cannot be solved by the PIGGAREP project manageafiiee (PMO) working harder
and/or continuing to add resources at the PMO and in Ph@scantinuing to implement
PIGGAREP better using exactly the same approach thabdes used in the last two and half
years.

It is therefore recommended that PIGGAREP operatiotise remainder of its operations:

A. Implement a Strategic Barrier Removal Approadio date the PIGGAREP PMO has had
a particular focus on project expenditure, project outpus co-funding achieved -
which are all highly relevant operational issues thatracessary but not sufficient for
PIGGAREP’s ultimate success. However a complemgnbait completely different
focus is now required to implement the pro-active stratleairier removal approach that
was the original rationale for PIGGAREP - as detailedthe PIREP analysis that
constituted the design phase of PIGGAREP and as dktail¢the wider PIGGAREP
design itself. It is therefore recommended that PIGER recruits suitable new and
additional human resources for this new pro-active éraremoval focus. This would
most effectively be achieved by recruitment of a sugtaplalified, experienced and
strategic barrier removal oriented international C{Thief Technical Advisor) to lead
the remaining implementation of PIGGAREP and to nedfectively utilise the specific
project management skill set that exists in the cuPEGGAREP PMO.

B. Start Documenting and Building on *“Warts and All” Lessolearned From
Demonstrations- this comprehensive “warts and all” documentation of R&jepts
would maximise learning and avoid the repetition of pastdgrojects.

C. Move Towards Budgets That Reflect Alignment with PIGGARBBjectives— this
would entail a continuing and more explicit move awaynfra “fair” budget allocation
window basis per PIC to a competitive funding basis ehbe funding of individual
projects would need a strong justification of how theppised project will contribute
towards removing barriers to sustainable and “commerBEIRE applications - both in
the individual PIC and across all PICs.




D. Strengthen PIC National Humdesources - PIGGAREP has already funded additional
human resources in individual PIC energy offices, &l ghould be urgently extended,
and should include power utilities as appropriate - to addhestimited PIC capacity
which is currently clearly limiting PIGGAREP’s progress

E. Focus on Barrier Removal and Replications as PrirRé@GAREP Success Indicater
to redress the current selection of projects for PIRER soft funding support which
seems to be heavily influenced by the co-funding that suofeqts will bring to
PIGGAREP over the strategic barrier removal for “caareral” PURE attributes. Co-
funding achieved is an important factor, but the ultimat®nale for a GEF grant funded
SP-4 project such as PIGGAREP will be its successhreaing the sustainable removal
of barriers to the uptake of PURE in the PICs. The arebing quantification of
PIGGAREP’s ultimate impact will be a combination tbeir GHG impact, the post-
project sustainability of their PURE activities, thetemt to which the private sector
becomes involved on a commercial basis, and the réphsathat occur as a result of
PIGGAREP activities.

2. INTRODUCTION

The Pacific Island Countries (PICs) are interestetheneasing their use of renewable energy
including for the following reasons: mitigation and adaptmiclimate change; the high, variable
and unpredictable cost of imported oil products and LPG anthgiact and energy security risks
to their economies; and the potential for supplying aalthti social and productive energy use
applications to add to their human and economic developrmatuding improving access to
electricity for the 70% of the PIC population who cuthefack such access..

The PICs are generally very vulnerable to the cosvsdil fuel imports, in particular for those
PICs reliant on limited and uncertain value exportg. (eopra), with electricity generation that
relies largely or totally on fossil fuel (diesel) powggneration, and with transport needs totally
reliant on imported diesel and petrol and to some ex¢erfuel as well. Paying for imported
fossil fuels is a major drain on local economies Hrat generally already under strain trying to
meet urgent social, development and environmental needsil Fuels are a major cost that PICs
have no control over, and the uncontrollability viitgt of oil based fossil fuel prices is a real
threat to PIC social and economic development. UNBN® developed an Asia-Pacific Oil Price
Vulnerability (OPVIY, which quantify such vulnerability. Of the 13 countriesttlare most
vulnerable to soaring oil prices, four are PICs. The DR¥iks Fiji, Samoa, Solomon Islands
and Vanuatu as most vulnerable countries (in ascending ofrdainerability). Out of 24 Asia-
Pacific countries included in the OPVI, Vanuatu is rankedhassecond most vulnerable

country.

2 Seehttp://regionalcentrebangkok.undp.or.th/documents/reporiSRReportonVulnerabilitytoRisingQOilPrices. pdf
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In terms of climate change, some PICs comprising mglatolls are at risk of many of their
islands becoming uninhabitable, and in the case of Tuvatibak, Tokelau and Marshall
Islands that the countries themselves disappear fromated change driven sea level rise. There
is also an expectation of stronger and more frequenbrmgs and extreme rain events into the
future. Hence the PICs are amongst the most activatges supporting effective deep global
GHG emission reductions. One means for PICs to shew tidngible support for global GHG
mitigation is to manage their own GHG emissions. In scages, donor and/or carbon market
support is available for projects that reduce GHG emmssio

Some of the PICs have very promising RE resourcex#mabe utilised with a mix (depending
on the PIC and available local RE resources) of egistiature technologies, including hydro
power, PV for house and small grid applications, sokamtial for hot water heating, coconut oil
to replace diesel for transport and power generationicapiphs, and geothermal and wind
power (if usable local resources exist) for power germerathll these technologies have been
successfully deployed in PICs to date, primarily throaglange of donor projects over the last
nearly 30 years. There is some (variable) provision oEREpment and services by the private
sector in the larger PICs, and a general desire for aeayrerivate sector role in RE, but this
requires a greater commercial provision of energy sesvime existing public sector energy
services providers so that the private sector can then mealistically compete on a more level-
playing-field basis.

There is also a great potential to foster increased ptiwduases using renewable energy
(PURE) for income generation and employment, includmngarrticular in rural areas. However,
this will generally not happen spontaneously from incréa$ectricity supplies, or electrification
of rural areas that do not currently have grid electrisitgplies. To get viable and sustainable
PURE applications underway generally takes a major aritd-imceted development initiatives
in providing business development, entrepreneurship, financeumting, marketing, and so
forth training and ongoing support alongside the provisiontaf R

So there is a great interest in increasing the usergfwable energy (RE), with most PICs now
having RE policies and targets in place, although the pedatnpact of such policies and targets
is often modest in practice as the policies and target®ither ignored, there is not the local
capacity to follow up to the policies and targets, or dewlo not fund the necessary actions, and
the policies and targets don't get translated to actogirpms or installations on the ground. . In
practice, the primary tangible support and implementatmans for the various PICs RE
policies and targets is the wide range of donor fundimhcapacity building support available.
However, the RE donor support available generally focusespecific project based planning,
analysis and the supply of RE equipment — and not oti’ ‘somponents of training, awareness,
resource studies, tariff studies to a consistent andrfeencial” basis, and so forth.

The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement throughewRéte Energy Project
(PIGGAREP) is a Global Environmental Facility (GEF) USBbmillion grant funded five year
project funded under GEF Strategic Priority 4 (SP-4) tooree the barriers in the 11 applicable
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PICS to reducing GHG emissions through the commercial provisfoRE for productive uses
(please see section 3.1 for the exact definition ot WhGAGREP includes.

The preparatory phase for PIGGAREP was the US$760,000 SPREP/GEF medium scale
project (MSP) called Pacific Islands Renewable Energy ProjetREPY that was undertaken
from May 2003 to mid-2006. Under PIREP a very extensive reseegview and consultation
process was undertaken in each of its 15 Pacific Islandhi@ies (PICs) supported by national
and international consultants. PIREP produced very usafignal energy assessment reports for
each of its 15 participating PICs. PIREP also producee #xeellent summary reports covering
the potential role of demonstration projects, renewabégy (RE) financing systems, and RE
technical support programmes. In addition, PIREP also prddacearticularly useful and
insightful regional synthesis of the 15 national assess reports.

A Full Scale Project (FSP) PIGGAREP project briekwhen completed and submitted to GEF
for review in March 2005. PIGGAREP then spent from April 2005 end of 2007 in GEF,
UNDP, and SPREP processes covering various appraisalgw, approval and start up
activities. Some of the specific steps were as folldiwshe project went through a GEF STAP
(Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel) review whereS8AP international consultant
provided many very useful comments and suggestions in reladidhe objectives, proposed
outputs and project logic; (ii) the project brief wasrthupdated in response to the STAP review
comments; (iii) the PIGGAREP project brief was subeditto the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) Council Meeting on 3-8 June 2005 for consideration) (ine project brief was
transformed into a UNDP Project Document (ProDoc) &irby SPREP and UNDP; (v) GEF
and UNDP internal approval and budget processes were thentaken, and the co-financing
contributions from other project partners were confirnaadl (vi) the project was approved by
the GEF CEO oith September 2006

With GEF funding approval obtained, PIGGAREP then forynadlmmenced, a Project Manager
(PM) was recruited, and the PM started work on the graje July 2007. A very modest (in

relation to the budget, number and complexity of propo$€dsRREP activities spread across
11 PICs, and the ambitious barrier removal strategic @aiiPIGGAREP PURE and private
sector sustainable provision of RE activities) regionaidet Management Office (PMO) was
established at SPREP in Apia, Samoa.

The main task of the PMO was to facilitate natione¢lectivities coordinated by country teams
in each of the eleven PICs involved in PIGGAREP. The RM® a core staff comprising a full
time Project Manager (PM), a Project Accountant /akaial Officer who is co-shared with

3 Comprising Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, BapgNew Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga,
Tuvalu and Vanuatu
* Note that having a MSP for a project preparatory prsassually only undertaken for very large budget GEF
projects or for regional project such as PIGAGREP fagimegter complexity and more seated barriers
> Covering Cook Islands, Fiji, Federated States of Micrian&sribati, Marshal Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palaup®a
New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tokelau, Tonga, Tuval
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SPREP’s Finance division and a Project Assistant é&agr who is co-shared with the other
projects in SPREP’s Pacific Futures’ Programme. Theeptsj Regional Inception Workshop
was held in November 2007, where a work plan for specigntry-driven activities to be

undertaken in calendar 2008 with a budget of US$1.12 million wasidssed, and endorsed.
The endorsed work plan contained country-specific activibiesach PIC, with a combined total
of 93 separate planned activities.

National on-the-ground activities in the PIGGAREP Pibégan on 1 January 2008.

As PIGGAREP is a GEF Full Sized Project (FSP) withiva year scheduled duration, it is
therefore subject to a mid term review (this review) winak covered the period of PIGGAREP
operations to 31December 2009 (2 %2 years of nominal operanalri3 years of full operations).

For this Mid Term Evaluation, from 23-27 November 2009 evaluaitiberviews with the
PIGGAREP national team representatives and some othestédeeholders were run in parallel
with the 2009 IUCN and PIGGAREP back-to-back MultipartiteyiBe (MPR) meetings held in
Nadi, Fiji. The evaluation interviews and observing th e AREP MPR meeting in action were
extremely useful to understand the practical pressureshef @riority energy development
projects (such as trying to rectify highly unreliable #letty supplies) and the limited human
resources available to the national offices from tligsResponsible for PIGGAREP operations.
Inclusion in some PIGGAREP email exchanges since théiparilte meetings have usefully
highlighted an issue that was evident at the multipamaeting interviews - of high underlying
national PIGGAREP national energy office counterparsqanel turnover and the multiple calls
on their time from the many projects that they aspoasible for. The Mid Term Evaluation
timescale and scope precluded site visits to the manyfisppjects where PIGGAREP is
providing “soft” project assistance, so it was not gmego check in person the tangible value of
this PIGGAREP support to PIGGAREP'’s objectives and mods]ialthough this was found to
not preclude the necessary evaluation of PIGGARRERitaési to date. A survey approach of
PIGGAREP supported projects was considered, but it washégltthis was not a good use of
limited evaluation time and resources, especially at tily estage of project implementation
when most outputs are still underway and the regitd@ssons learned” consolidation activities
were not yet underway. The Mid Term Evaluation focusedemewing the myriad project
documents available from various sources, and closelgway the project’'s development
history to review the project (as approved) against itkdvacnd context analysis, and to review
the alignment of its activities with the overarchingiestiaproject goal and objectives. The Mid
Term Evaluation then looked closely at the Projectvigt Summaries (PAS) that were made
available and also reviewed available tariff studies tfeir scope, methodology used and
consistency of their approaches to establish the bassiergy costs of the (primarily fossil fuel
based) electricity systems in PICs.

This mid term evaluation report has benefited from thaynteelpful comments received from
the project stakeholders at the evaluation intervidwsthe analysis, conclusions reached and
any remaining errors or omissions remain the respomgibfithe author alone.

8



3. THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

3.1 Promotion of Productive Uses of Renewable Energy

The logical starting point for the analysis of PIGGR and its development purpose is to
review its stated funding purpose by GEF which is “SP-4ditive Uses of Renewable
Energy” and the long form in its signed PIGGAREP ProfRwmject Document) which states
that “The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatememtugir Renewable Energy Project
(PIGGAREP) is a joint initiative by 11 Pacific Island@htries (PICs), the Secretariat of the
Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP), the dniNations Development
Programme (UNDP) and the Global Environment Facility FsH he global environment and
development goal of PIGGAREP is the reduction of the giaate of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emission from fossil fuel use in the PICs through theoweal of the barriers to the widespread
and cost effective use of feasible renewable enexgynblogies. The specific objective of the
project is the promotion of the productive use of rerseanerg to reduce GHG emission by
removing the major barriers to the widespread and costtefé use of commercially viable
renewable energy technologies. PIGGAREP consists obusaractivities whose outputs will
contribute to the removal of the major barriersh® widespread utilization of renewable energy
technologies. The project is expected to bring abouthen PICs: i) increased number of
successful commercial renewable energy applicatigrsxpanded market for renewable energy
applications; iii) enhanced institutional capacity to designplement and monitor renewable
energy projects; iv) availability and accessibility fofancing to existing and new renewable
energy projects; v) strengthened legal and regulataugtsties in the energy and environmental
sectors; and, vi) increased awareness and knowledge avatdaesnergy and renewable energy
technologies among key stakeholdérs”

6 There seems to be no formal, clearly articulatecbacise single paragraph definition of what does and

does no constitute PURE. However, an official workstmpasted by GEF gives as close as one can find to an
official GEF definition of what PURE includes, and whataes not include. The workshop discussion makes it
very clear that PURE applications cannot be assumads® spontaneously from electrification, see
http://www.martinot.info/ GEF-FAO_productive_uses workshop sammpdf There are counter arguments,
although not of an official GEF nature, for an expanded digimof PURE, e.g. that lighting provision for rural
homes indirectly leads to productive uses via enhanced emuaad health effects - see Cabraal, Barnes and
Agarwal at
http://www.itpi.co.in/Resources/Renewable Energy/Prode&iR0use%200f%20renewable%20energy%201005.p
df . However, this Cabraal et al argument is not supporteddant UNDP analysis in PICs that did not find such
productive uses spontaneously arising in practice fromegbectrification efforts in PICs, see
http://www.google.co.nz/search?q=%E2%80%A2%09Energy+and+Poirertiie+PICs+-
+Challenges+and+Way+Forward+%E2%80%93+REM+Meeting+SessioroEP%80%93+Tonga+%E2%80%9
3+Thomas+Lynge+Jensen+-+April+2009+&rls=com.microsoftie®ie=UTF-8&0e=UTF-
8&startindex=&startPage=1&rlz=&redir_esc=&ei=Pt80TKDzD46CNubg7M&iénce for this evaluation the
2002 FAO-GEF workshop definition of PURE will be used, hat PURE applications cannot be assumed to
spontaneously arise from electrification and that PUREt imarily applications should have a predominantly
income generation focus.

Quoted as per the 31 July 2006 PIGGAREP Project Documenttteiwed GEF CEO endorsement and
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The first key project and development context issue d@hiaes from this definition is that the
term “productive use of renewable energy” (PURE) wasnédated in 2002 in a GEF co-
sponsored workshop. Yet fostering PURE as distinct frostefing wider RE did not figure
strongly in the summary outputs of PIREP produced in 2005,imdhe statement of the
objectives of PIGGAREP in its April 2005 Project Brief,rndid it figure strongly in the
rationale for PIGGAREP in the discussion of the puegosf the proposed GEF funding for
PIGGAREP in the body of its ProDoc. Fostering PUREth® key purpose of PIGGAREP, was
first mentioned in the summary front end of the ProOduus it is highly likely that the rationale
for PIGGAREP being to promote PURE was a late additiothe wider original RE barrier
removal stated rationale of PIGGAREP as reflectethe body of the ProDoc. Such a late
addition of PURE would then explain why there is no appiaexplicit linkage between the
PIGGAREP activities detail in the brief and PURE.

In terms of what the promotion of PURE through barremoval activities does and does not
cover, reviewing the applicable literature the PURE cphagplied in GEF SP-4 projects (such
as PIGGAREP) has no official definition. However,practice the GEF SP-4 PURE concept
primarily applies to income generating uses of RE, amlmycommunity public services (health,
communications, education, water supply etc). Theref®IGGAREP should be primarily
focusing on productive uses of renewable energy (PURE)icapphs in its activities in
applicable PICs, and noting that PURE can be just ascapl@ to thermal uses such as crop
drying (say) as it can be to electrification. It alseetls to be stressed that useful PURE
applications are widely recognised to not necessaribe apontaneously from improved energy
supply (including, but not limited to, electrificatioh).

Thus, one would logically expect that PIGGAREP would amméxplicit elements or focus in its
supported activities to foster the productive uses of RE fieancing, micro and small business
training and supporting micro and SME credit for rural enteep).

3.2 Links to PIREP Analyses/Conclusions

The PIREP individual country project synthesis reporty egtensively and usefully canvassed
the existing RE energy situations in PICs. PIREP producee synthesis reports of ways that
RE could be assisted in PICs. The country reports arilessia reports clearly demonstrated that
an integrated range of RE support activities (specificstitategically chosen demonstrations,
technical support and financing mechanisms) would most efeati promoting the greater

uptake of RE in PICs. However, in the PIGGAREP designdiwhias one of the key outputs of
PIREP) the key means to support the greater uptake of REbbdwme the demonstration of
sustainable RE systems through existing and new (primdalyor driven) demonstration

was duly signed by the various project partners

8 Energy and Poverty in the Pacific Island Countries — €hgé#s and the Way Forward, REP-PoR, UNDP
Regional Centre in Bangkok , 2007
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projects, and the purpose of supporting RE became to fd3RE Rpplications. Yet the majority
of the PIREP country and synthesis reports (and evga fzarts of the PIGGAREP ProDoc) did
not explicitly support nor explicitly deny the use of dersivation projects as the primary means
of RE barrier removal or the promotion of PURE aspgheary rationale for supporting RE in
PICs. Thus the choice of supporting demonstration progstihe primary means to showcase
PURE applications in PICs seems to be a late andutigtiritegrated addition to the underlying
PIGGAREP design. The demonstration projects to be sumpdoye PIGGAREP had also
changed from PIREP as those specifically designed tavcgls® particular RE applications, to
providing “soft” support to existing and new RE projectsdfesh by other donors (noting that this
change would then enable PIGGAREP to claim the egistiemonstration projects’ donor
funding as PIGGAREP co-funding and their GHG emisseatuctions as being the result of
PIGGAREP support).

In addition, the promotion of productive uses of renewadiergy (PURE) did not figure
prominently as the primary reason to support the gregiake of RE in PICs in these PIREP
reports. Given that GEF Strategic Priority 4 was for EU&pplications, PIGGAREP being
focused towards PURE is understandable. The point shbeing made here is that this was
clearly a late addition to the PIGGAREP design andttieabody of the PIGGAREP design does
not reflect such a PURE focus. Thus, even the suctasgilementation of the PIGGAREP
defined interventions will not directly lead to PURE agpgiions in PICs, as they were not
designed to do this.

3.3 Design Adjustments to STAP Reviewer Comments

As well as the unclear links from the PIREP situatinalgses to the then proposed PIGGAREP
design, the STAP reviewer of the PIGGAREP ProjecefBilrew attention to the facthat the
PIGGAREP design had (and it still has) very ambitiousieraremoval and greenhouse gas
reduction objectives (370,000 tons of CO2 emissions from Pé@gced by the end of the
project and about 2 million tons by the end of 2015 or a B8%¥action in projected emissions).
The PIGGAREP mid term evaluation reviewer has canefatldied the STAP reviewer’'s
comments and agrees with the STAP reviewer that tli&GRREP design had extremely
ambitious (arguably unrealistic) objectives. These exthemmbitious (unrealistic) objectives
may have been deemed necessary by the project propahémestime to obtain GEF funding or
may have been agreed to by parts of GEF so that thdy baue a Pacific project in their GEF
project portfolio — the key point here is that PIGGARER waver realistically going to directly
reduce GHG emissions by 370,000 tons of CO2 emissions fr@s 834 the end of the project,
or 2 million tons by 5 years after the project endad0% reduction in projected overall PIC
emissions.

® And also observed by the mid-term reviewer
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In addition, reviewing the post-STAP PIGGAREP projectigiesit is clear that the project
design was not fully adjusted to a more realistic lleé@mbition given the key STAP reviewer
issues raised, in particular for: -

» The limited scale of incremental funding (US$5.225 millithgt was being provided by
GEF compared to the GHG emission reductions being envisaged,

* The scale and depth of the barriers that were idetiiePIREP (the GEF funded
PIGGAREP preparatory phase project covering all fiflelDs) that were expected to be
found for the effective promotion of renewable enexgployment in the eleven highly
variable PIGGAREP PICs ranging from very small and higlh&persed countries (e.g.
Kiribati) to highly concentrated (e.g. Nauru), often comipg primarily subsistence
rural communities with low income levels (e.g. the dMwedsian group of PNG, Solomon
Islands and Vanuatu), and generally comprising many congtinaigidual islands and
separate communities in each PIC;

* A project that has a focus on only funding barrier remhdgoft” components (an
explicit GEF requirement) in relation to the muchglx scale of funding that is being
provided as grants and soft loans by a wide range of dohstsuld be noted that these
donors have very distinct (rom PIGGAREP) project folaion processes and
objectives (e.g. commonly their objective is to use RIprtwvide rural electrification to
primarily meet social uses) rather than to meet PIRER's late addition of a PURE
objective.

3.4 Purposes of Proposed Demonstrations

The primary proposed means for PIGGAREP to achievebjectives was stated to be the use
of existing or pipeline RE demonstration projects (withirtthardware costs covered by other
donors).

A fundamental issue then arises that these demoosisatiould already have been developed
(or would be in the process of being developed) for veryemdifft objectives to those of
PIGGAREP.

In particular, most of these demonstrations would bynd&hn not be designed to be fully
“‘commercial” or to address PURE objectives, as many avhale had their hardware provided
at no cost by grants from donors and would be aimed dingesocial electrification needs. The
most that such projects would aim for is that their MD&osts would be covered by user
payments, but not their initial or replacement capitats. So it is unclear how a demonstration
project that was only designed to cover its ongoing O&igt of social electricity provision at
best would somehow demonstrate the “commercial” viglnlitPURE applications in PICs.
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A further key issue is that, as detailed in the PIREP rtgpaonost of the existing RE
demonstrations in PICs would have been known to theGRREP project designers to be
unsuccessful commercially, with: unsustainably low tari#quiring ongoing subsidies from
PIC governments or leading to unreliable and/or interntipg@wer supply; high non-technical
losses (theft and non-payment of electricity billsgklaof sustainable O&M funds retention
and/or accountability (funds being diverted for other pevat public uses; and so forth. In
addition, many of the existing RE demonstration projectsfhadamental engineering design
deficiencies, a lack of sufficient community mobilisati (especially important for PURE
applications in remote communities), limited renewablergy resource availability (e.g. wind
projects in PICs), excessive project complexity for rem®IC communities (e.g. RE-hybrid
projects), and so forth. Due to GEF funding restrictithi6GAREP necessarily lacks the
necessary hardware cost funding means to fix the defidhardware components of the
demonstrations and would have to rely on donors and goeetsnto provide these hardware
components - which then would undercut the fundamentaltprasector commercial provision
of RE rationale of PIGGAREP. Yet the PIGGAREP dessfill aimed to use these
demonstrations to prove the success of the private rsémonmercial” supply of RE for
productive uses, even although the demonstrations werendddigr different non-commercial
objectives including to meet social energy uses. Turninghecammercial and social electricity
supply project into a commercial model project deliveringqREUapplications would require a
total project redesign and is not something that canbestealistically achieved with some
PIGGAREP support of soft training components or a tauid st

3.5 Level of Leverage/Co-Funding Sought

The PIGGAREP project had a very high level of anticipdéserage/co-funding (US$27.983
million) of other (primarily donor funded) activities ah were planned to be counted as
PIGGAREP barrier removal activities. However, PIGGARs focus was on private sector
“‘commercial” PURE objectives, and the activities in qioeswere generally designed by their
donors for other non-commercial social objectives.h@ligh adequate co-funding is a
requirement of GEF projects such as PIGGAREP, a odiignlevel of 1:1 is the minimum
benchmark and PIGGAREP’s 4:1 GEF/other co-funding ratio fact the average level sought
across all GEF projecfs in particular for developing countries with large privatergy sector
players that can provide high levels of co-funding. e@ithe highly disparate nature of the
PICs, their limited private sector involvement in timemgy sector, and the lack of past focus or
experience in successfully promoting PURE in PICs, ardtid of co-funding in PIGGAREP

would have to be considered to be very hijimot fundamentally unrealistit

10 hitp://www.gefcountrysupport.org/docs/503.ppt#269,2, What is GEfin@neing?
1 The average GEF co-funding achieved under GEF-4 to 31 Dec ®@04" ¢eplenishment of GEF ending in mid
2010 was actually only 1.65:1 - see http://www.gefcountrysugpgftiocs/503.ppt#269,2,What is GEF Co-
financing?
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Further, in the case of PIGGAREP there is a high rigkoable-counting - with allied projects
funded by other donors being claimed as co-financing regardlethe true co-funding linkages
- if unrealistically high co-funding levels are beiraught in PICs.

3.6 GHG Reduction Target of PIGGAREP

The PIGGAREP design had a very ambitious 2 million @h€0,e GHG reductions by 2015
target, which is equivalent to a 30% reduction of baselin® B#IG emissions across all the
eleven PICs included in PIGGAREP. The 2 million ton€6e GHG reductions by 2015 target
is a total figure from three effects, direct £®@eductions of 371,100 tons, direct post-project
CO,e of 1,060,300 tons and the remainder being indirecte@uctions. The direct reductions
are to come from the addition of 50MW of new RE capatistalled by the demonstration
activities supported under PIGGAREP and in place by the etnkdeoPIGGAREP project, the
direct post-project reductions are to come from 100MWe RE capacity installed directly
influenced by PIGGAREP activities by 5 years after thd ef PIGGAREP, and the indirect
COye reductions are to come from the wider influence of PIGERRemoving some of the
multiple barriers to RE in PICs. There is a risk ofildle counting across donors from the 50MW
of direct RE demonstration project emission reductiongst as the demonstrations would have
gone ahead anyway in the absence of PIGGAREP, giveththdemonstration project hardware
components are funded by other donors, so more realligt PIGGAREP should only be
claiming the impact of greater project effectiveness greater likelihood that the demonstration
project would be sustainable post other donor involvement.

However, it is generally more useful in overall evatwaterms to link and record the links from
specific PIGGAREP demonstration support activities and mbderier removal interventions to
their anticipated impacts (including but not limited to iegtions achieved or influenced and
their impact on barrier removal results) rather ttaspend excessive effort on trying prove the
precise causality between specific PIGGAREP activdies hard (measurable) GHG reductions.
GEF itself explicitly recognizes that its (GEF) GHGler is less directly related to achieving
specific and measurable GHG reductions than is the casettier GHG reduction funding
approaches such as CBM

3.7 Project Design and Addressing Known Key Barriers

The barriers to the commercial and sustainable privat®s (“commercial”) investment in RE

and how RE provision does not automatically lead to PW@RMlications in the PICs is well

known, and was canvassed in PIREP as part of their \aidi&ysis of RE developed for its

multiplicity of purposes, as well as in other projectshsas PREFACE. The barriers to the
commercial provision of RE and its successful fosteoinBURE applications include: -

2 hitp://www.gefweb.org/Operational_Policies/Operationakt8ty/documents/CC_DRAFT-GEFCO2Manual.doc
14



» Pervasive donor grant or soft funding provision in PICbaih conventional fossil fuel
and RE energy supply equipment costs - and the fatimhany electricity tariffs barely
cover O&M costs, let alone include a realistic tagiffment to cover major overhauls or
eventual equipment replacement (so continued donor depsndisn in effect
guaranteed);

* An understandable reluctance for PICs to turn away doofiesing to provide new
equipment (although this has occurred) or to offend pakfudaare donors by being too
explicit about the predictable underlying engineering defiegsnaf many of the existing
RE project designs in PICs - and the critical need tadasuch basic errors in future RE
installations;

* A lack of knowledge amongst RE advocates, politiciansisaen makers, donors and
their advisors, and the public in PICs, of the true cbsnergy supply (whether fossil
fuel based and/or RE) in urban, rural and remote islandsBttihgs. Hence there is a
pervasive and widely stated belief that RE application$IiCs will enable already
unrealistically low electricity tariffs to be even foer reduced - when in fact
“‘commercial” and/or private sector provided RE will gefigr@ost more than the
current unrealistically low tariff and unsustainable (with continuing free new and
replacement capital equipment provision by donors) imesébssil fuel supply. But if
tariffs can only be reduced if the RE equipment is provialedo cost by donors, then
how will “commercial” RE provision be demonstrated by suxhicost to end users
donor equipment provided RE demonstrations/applicationsatkabeing utilised as the
primary means by PIGAGREP to remove barriers to tinencercial provision of RE?;

* An often poor track record of RE installations’ post proend sustainability, due to
unproven technology often being used, systems integrassues often being not
properly addressed, post project human resources for sldtilongoing O&M
generally not being adequately addressed, and lessonsmedeanot being
comprehensively and openly documented and widely disseminatéehts such often
basic engineering or project ownership mistakes candidexyin the future;

* That the provision of electricity in un-electrifiedmete areas generally does no lead to
productive (that is, income generating) uses without alevhbomplementary range of
business development and marketing skills and the prowdisuitable financing. In the
PIGAGREP design the productive sues of RE is implicgtdsumed to just happen
spontaneously.

So a key issue for this PIGGAREP mid term evaluatiowhsther PIGGAREP is on track to

both: effectively deal in a systematic barrier remofeashion with the known barriers to the
commercial provision of PURE in PICs and learn; and twudent and disseminate the lessons
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in the context of “commercial” provision of PURE frahe many past RE projects in PICs and
the RE projects where PIGGAREP is supporting their *saéments.

4. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Sources of Evidence

These findings and conclusions are based on a revieW@EAREP’s existing and proposed
activities, from close observation of the issuesudised and from the interviews conducted with
PIGGAREP patrticipants and stakeholders at the 23 — 27 Novezfibérannual PIGGARREP
multipartite review (MPR) meeting in Nadi in Fiji, andom a review of the extensive
PIGGAREP and pre-PIGGAREP documentation both madeadlaito the review and also
available from public sources (see Annex C and this repogteyences). In particular, the
PIREP summary documents provided very useful and releREnsituation analyses for the
applicable PICs, and made many very pertinent analysg¢sc@nclusions of the deep seated
nature of the barriers facing RE project ongoing sustdityatihe limited baseline role of the
private sector in RE provision in PICs, the known domimalet of donors and subsidies leading
electricity tariffs generally not reflecting full camercial supply costs, the generally serious
design, technical, operational and local capacity canfskslure of most past RE demonstration
projects®, and so forth. Similar analyses are found in PREFARIEPSAP, UNDP, ADB and
other existing documentation of the baseline energy suaiiPICs.

In addition, the PIGGAREP STAP review had provided many wesful comments to the
PIGGAREP design before it was finalised. From the ptajesigners’ rejection of many of the
STAP review comments, the limited degree to which thal fPIGGAREP project brief was
updated and the short period during which it was updated, andiemteng PIGGAREP national
teams, the mid term evaluation reviewer has concludéariday of the STAP review comments
both had considerable merit, and yet were not fullyeoddld in the subsequent updated Project
Brief and approved Project Document. This lack of realscteration of the STAP reviewers
comments is also detailed in the extensive, wide rangmty specific comments of the GEF
Council Comments (by France and the USA) as detailechimeRA 2 of the PIGGAREP approved
ProDoc (as publicly available on the GEF website). lal® notable that the GEF Council
Comments also did not appear to have led to any sigrtifatenges in the final project design,
or to have noticeably influenced the implementatioRIGGAREP to date.

13 see paragraph 4, pl, Renewable Energy Support Programthe facific Islands, PIREP, by Herb Wade,
ISBN: 982-04-0305-7, published by SPREP, 2005
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4.2 Deployment of Inputs (Expenditure) To Date

In PIGGAREP’s start up phase covering from the beginnindgutf to the end of December
2007, only US$116,495 was spent.

In PIGGAREP’s first full year of operation (calendar 2QG8)ery ambitious list of 93 separate
national projects was proposed with a GEF funded cowttiyity budget of US$893,254. If
PMO budgets are included, the overall PIGGAREP 2008 budget tdi&&d,119,700. In the
event, only US$533,121 was actually expended in the 2008 calesaarincluding PMO and
PIC project costs — for an overall expenditure rate of 48%e budget in calendar 2008. At this
level of expenditure, PMO costs accounted for around 40e&&ménditure. This relatively high
level PMO costs rather than project expenditure séerhe more a reflection of the low activity
based expenditure in this start up phase than excessiveb@b#d costs.

In PIGGAREP’s second full year of operation (caleriz09), $680,974 had been actually spent
by PIGGAREP according to the PIGGAREP four quarterly rspéor calendar 2009. This
represents a calendar 2009 expenditure rate of 52% compated2009 budget of $1,313,500.
To the end of the 3rd Quarter of 2009 the shortfall in ptag@penditure had been concentrated
in a few PICs, notably Fiji, Niue, and PNG, along wigduced expenditure levels compared to
those proposed for Kiribati and Tonga.

So PIGGAREP actual expenditure in its 2007 start up phaseitafidst two full years of
operation to 31 December 2009, has only been $1,330,590. This esmgdr a PIGGAREP 5
year budget of $5,225,000. Therefore, even although expenditaedeindar 2009 was up 28%
on 2008 expenditure levels, it seems highly unlikely thatGAREP would fully expend its
budget in five years of project operations by continuingoterate the way it has been to date.

This ongoing shortfall in expenditure compared to budgetd@ABREP’s start up and early
operations phase is clearly a result of ongoing uisteawork plans for the individual PICs
compared with local and PMO capacities, as well asafiieadequate PIC human resources and
crowding out by other PIC commitments. Some useful $irsps have been undertaken to correct
these issues, primarily PIGGAREP providing some fundinBlGf human resources to work on
PIGGAREP activities, and the recruitment of a sharnteiind engineer at the PMO. However,
more needs to be done in this human capacity additgaradef PIGGAREP activity levels are to
realistically rise to the necessary levels to refide large PIGGAREP under-spend and the
general lack of progress on overarching barrier removaitses to date.

4.3 Early Outputs and Achievements

PIGGAREP is clearly implementing a suite of relevéamgible “soft” (feasibility studies,
resource assessments, training, etc) RE support actiiieste useful contributions to donor
provided “hard” RE equipment and hardware provision in PI®gs& PIGGAREP supported
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activities are highly likely to lead to more successhd gustainable applicable otherwise donor
equipment focused RE projects in the PIGGAREP PICsoagpared with a realistic BAU
baseline scenario.

PIGGAREP funded “soft” activities to date appear to fiecéively co-coordinated with other
funding sources’ planning and the other funding sources’ poovd “hard” RE project oriented
funding. PIGGAREP activities to date appear to have a kgvelopment impact for the
incremental GEF funds deployed.

PIGGAREP funded activities to date appear to be a Véifemt complement to the donor and
PIC government RE funding focus that is primarily oe trovision of “hard” RE project
activities and especially mitigating somewhat the tomroon donor funded “commission, hand
over, and then forget” specific RE project approach in Rias leads to so many donor RE
projects not being sustainable post-project end. In codati PIGGAREP training “soft”
activities are clearly making a valuable contribution he post-project sustainability of the
specific RE projects that PIGGAREP is supporting. PIGGAREPport of soft components
(alongside the focus of other donors on equipment supplglearly an efficient use of GEF
funds.

Specific PIGGAREP activities appear to be generallycieffitly implemented, although direct
evidence of this was not able to be reviewed given tlge laumber of individual PIGGAREP
activities being undertaken and the limited documentation maeElable on specific
implemented activities undertaken to date.

PIGGAREP specific activity planning are subject to open pagew, and particularly to PMO
critical review and suggested changes. However, it is cedr that the Project Steering
Committee plays a particularly decisive managemerg nolthis activity planning function
compared with the PMO leadership provided.

4.4 PIGGAREP Demonstration Projects

As discussed in Chapter 3 (The Project and Its Devedop@ontext) there is an underlying lack
of clarity and realism in the PIGGAREP design as tatwéxactly, and how, the use of other
donor hardware funded and led existing or pipeline demonstsativat are at the core of
PIGGAREP’s operations are supposed to remove the Ilsatoi¢he productive uses of RE) in the
applicable PICs. Each demonstration project is in efiedmall and tangible engineering
experiment, and as such each demonstration needs @lgjeetive, a hypothesis that it seeks to
prove, a design that is likely to work technically, @athle plan for its implementation, sufficient
funding, suitable human resources (particularly for orgjoisustainable post-project
implementation), proper implementation, a transparesuation of results and then replications
to occur. Only when all of these elements are in el& it realistic to expect that the
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demonstration(s) will lead to the desired 2 milliongd&@02 reductions that were the basis for
GEF funding.

For PIGGAREP, the overarching project operational hyggshis set by its GEF SP-4 grant
funding basis that the objective is to support the enlthpoeductive use of renewable energy
(PURE). The underlying PIGAGREP design is that the primagans for PIGGAREP to
remove the barriers to PURE will be through supportingcic demonstration projects. The
PIGGAREP design also focuses on the private sector @rhercial’” delivery of PURE. It
also goes almost without saying that a RE demonstratioject that primarily delivers energy
for social uses or ignores project donor funding inirsgtits energy tariff will generally be of
only modest use in fostering the wider private sectomfoercial’” delivery of PURE in PICs
that is the stated objective of PIGGAREP.

Therefore, before a particular demonstration projectPIGGAREP can serve as a useful
demonstration project, it needs certain basic attribirtelsiding that: -

* The demonstration is explicitly aiming to foster prodiectuses of enhanced renewable
energy supply - noting that UNDP reports have highlightedv the delivery of
electrification does not in itself intrinsically le&o that energy being used for productive
uses;

 The demonstration project has a wide replication potentiatherwise how will it
contribute to the 2 million ton CO2 reduction GEF fundafgective?;

* The demonstration project must use fully proven/reliabiriologies - as a RE project
that does not work at end of the project life or dogéskrep on working sustainable post-
project will not be replicated or if it is replicatdeen that replication will generally not in
turn be successful;

* That all costs are accounted for (included those providedolmprs) in the setting of
sustainable energy tariffs. In fact, unless donor firdreontributions are explicitly and
publicly identified on energy bills, it is hard to see hite private sector will be able to
replicate the demonstration project without accessingilasi unsustainable donor
funding;

Unfortunately, little evidence could be seen in the PIGER demonstration projects
undertaken to date or underway of their using such explitérvantion logic, or that
PIGGAREP is focusing explicitly on choosing to support afdynonstration projects with such
PURE or private sector commercial and so forth suctasers, or focusing explicitly on
ongoing specific project sustainability and links to futureicapbns.

Therefore, in the future demonstration projects suppdayedel GGAREP there needs to be: -
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4.5

a clear and explicit focus on demonstrations which faceised on proving that a
technology works in real, representative and widellicaple PIC applications;

sustainable replication focused demonstrations where equatpoosts (including donor
equipment costs), sustainable management structuresustadshable tariff setting and
credit control mechanisms are established;

ongoing training of project operators is properly dealt Withost projects train up
system operators and ignore the fact that many traiyséra operators then use their
new skills to get new higher paying jobs elsewhere gmiog training and decent pay
rates are required to have ongoing suitably RE traindidisfaractice into the future);

evaluating the demonstrations and actively marketing thesults to foster further
replications;

tracking the replications that occur so that at ptoged the impact of PIGGAREP can
be evaluated.

Funds Deployment and Input-Output-Outcome-Impact links

Even if one counts PIGGAREP as effectively startingvacoperations from 1 January 2008,

clearly, at the current rate of expenditure (of $1,214,09%anfull years of operations), or even

with increasing expenditure levels, with current appreadPiGGAREP seems highly unlikely to

be able to expend all its funds in its remaining threary of operation (as on current plans
PIGGAREP is scheduled to finish at the end of June 2012).

However, the rate of funds expenditure only shows PIRER's use of inputs (money) and
even the tracking of individual activity outputs (while essary) is not sufficient to
comprehensively evaluate PIGGAREP’s real impact on leeeased commercial and post-
project sustainable PURE uptake that is the core ratiooBIGEF funding of PIGGAREP.
Therefore, the tracking of inputs and activities undertdketputs) needs to be complemented
by clear links to PIGGAREP’s long term barrier removapacts to usefully gain a proper
balanced view of PIGGAREP’s results.

There is currently comprehensive quarterly reporting availédyl PIGGAREP activities which
is extremely useful in detailing what PIGGAREP funds laeeg spent on and what specific
activities are involved in each PIC and across PIGGARE@ whole. However, reporting on
PIGGAREP needs to be extended from the list of inputsyitées funded and output indicators
if PIGAGREP is to ultimately be able to detail its impaCritically, the project needs to start
tracking how inputs (GEF funding) leads to outputs (studegsrts, and so forth produced) and
then the outputs that are produced need to be shownitallpdead to the desired impacts, in
particular the removal of the barriers to the inseghprivate sector provision of productive uses
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of renewable energy (“‘commercial” PURE). With PIGGARnow having been in operation for
around two years, it is of concern in an evaluationssethat there seems to be little
documentation to date that links PIGGAREP activities anput indicators to the systematic
and strategic removal of the key RE barriers in Pl@sntified in PIGGAREP’s PIREP

preparatory phase. For example, a major barrier tougtaisable private sector provision of RE
in PICs is the near universal under-recovery of trieetatity supply costs in actual PIC
electricity tariffs - and yet there seems to bdelitvork in a systematic way in this area by
PIGGAREP. Without this true cost of energy supply knoly&e it is hard to see how
PIGGAREP can effectively operate at its necessaayesjic barrier removal level.

Although a key end-of-project performance indicator for GKREP will be its replications
achieved (which are not yet apparently being actively fedter tracked in a systematic way), in
isolation the co-funding associated with PIGGAREP wiit be particularly informative of
PIGGAREP’s impact or lack of impact in removing the lmgito “commercial” PURE
applications in PICs. The high 4:1 co-funding leverage bsinght means that there will almost
certainly be challenges to usefully attribute PIGGARE#iancial leverage in a meaningful real
causality way compared with the impact of the donodifug that generally covers the major
part of individual PIC RE project costs.

4.6 Tariff Studies for Ongoing Sustainable Commercial Ogrations

A major logical inconsistency intrinsic in PIGGAREP’ssim is that PIGGAREP’s stated
objective of removing the barriers to the uptake of PURPICs private sector “commercial”
energy developments relies on “free” donor hardwarelihg for the demonstrations to prove
the “commercial” viability of such applications. Wittardware provided “free” by donors, it is
not clear if PIGGAREP’s demonstrations are supposesbtoehow lead to private sector led
“‘commercial” replications (that will not be supportedRIsGAREP). A more likely scenario is
that the PIGGAREP demonstrations are implicitly assdino lead to replications that will also
be the recipient of similar further “free” hardwarerfr donors. If ongoing donor provision of RE
equipment is assumed in ongoing replications (as seemsnplicitly be the case for
PIGGAREP) then it is not clear how RE in PICs is sigggoto transition to the private sector
providing sustainable “commercial” solutions which is PKSREP’s stated purpose. In other
words, it is hard to see how the donor equipment provisiependence in PIGGAREP
demonstrations will not just continue post the PIGGARIESect end point.

The most obvious way out of this “Catch-22” dichotomyoiditst determine and then to widely
publicize the true cost (especially including donor, governma@dt any private sector capital
costs) of energy supply (in particular for electrigtypply as this is where this contradiction is
greatest) in PICs so that private sector developedfdoraroperators of RE can have the
information and can obtain the necessary popular suppatbtain similar levels of support to
their donor provided alternatives and so that decision reakewrisors and end users of energy
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are aware of the true cost of supply and treat REnaltikes on a level playing field to their
fossil fuel baseline alternatives.

The PIEPSAP project funded tariff studies for the Salorslands and Tuvalu in 2007, and no
doubt there are other existing relevant tariff studiesléd by donors such as ADB and World
Bank that would be available to PIGGAREP on confidentiadisbaf so requested (no
PIGGAREP supported tariff study results yet seem toobepteted).

Such a PIGGAREP review of existing tariff studies (inalgdconfidential studies) should
include all applicable costs - including in particular theeéf donor hardware capital cost
contributions as well as a lack of accounting for theessary depreciation to fund the eventual
replacement of capital assets. In particular, thelementation of PIGGAREP itself to date is
also encouraging the further provision of “free” RE eqept (from donors) to lower running
costs and hence further lower the generally alreadgalistically low tariffs, notwithstanding
that the RE equipment has a finite useful life anch thél have to be replaced, and then where
will the funds for the replacement RE equipment cdroen? (it seems that the replacement
equipment is generally implicitly assumed to be providetubyre donors).

Such tariff studies need to find tariff levels that woefthble the applicable electricity supply
system to keep on financially operating sustainably, butalty need to fully and explicitly
consider whether donors are expected to ultimately profadehe necessary major system
replacements at the end of major RE systems’ liVasre are also issues in tariff studies that
should be included around government subsidies and the hiddenofaunreliable electricity
supply and high technical and non-technical losses from undestment in system
maintenance, poor credit control and inadequate systemsngoee arrangements. None of
these issues are unique to PICs, and methodologiesasutdpreciated historical cost rate base,
suitable rates of return on allowable (“prudent”) assatd, applicable optimized and applicable
capital and operating costs for electricity utilitie® available and widely used in different
jurisdictions worldwide. While both Australia and New Eeal use ODV (Optimised Deprival
Value)* means of valuing electricity sector assets, in pradtis ODV approach seems to have
been (mis)used to justify large asset and price incsdasm electricity consumers to provide a
windfall wealth transfer to benefit monopoly asseters and as such ODV and its variants are
suggested to be used with great care as a useful basistdoe fariff studies in PICs under
PIGGAREP.

A useful role for PIGGAREP could therefore be to depeh major pro-active effort to
consolidate and build on existing tariff studies to dgvé¥C wide urban / rural / remote island
easy-to-access and credible information on the trueafoslectricity supply - including donor
hardware “free” or soft loan provision and support, govemmgel and other subsidies, under-

' For an overview of why such ODV approaches have a Viesikdtical rationale and a large propensity for misuse
in practice to inflate asset values and justify queati higher consumer electricity prices, see Bertiam
http://ro.uow.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1216&contéwdsesand for an Australia review along similar
lines seehttp://ro.uow.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1216&contirdses
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funded maintenance and hence increased electricity suplalyed breakdowns, and less that
24/7 electricity supply. This publicly available and widelgs#iminated true cost of energy
supply information would then assist in leveling theyplg field for private sector delivery of
RE to either be paid or be sold for a price competititd true existing (fossil fuel and donor
provided RE) supply costs, or receive similar budgetasiroilar support to existing fossil fuel
based publicly provided electricity supply.

4.7 Learning from Past PIC RE Project Experiences

Although PIREP (the $700,000 budget preparatory phase of PIGGAR&EE)sively assessed
the renewable energy experiences in PICs and drew okiger@riessons learned, this information
is now around 5 to 6 years old. Some of the high proftepRojects in PIC’s are known semi-
privately to not be particularly successful, but the eawmnd lessons learned are not generally
publicly known in a comprehensive and forward learning cantedeed, some of the projects
that PIGGAREP is proposing to support involves the reneeging of less than completely
successful past projects, please see earlier commegdsding demo projects and what is
required for demo projects to give useful results ard l® replications. In the absence of
updated public information on the true experience of past ssfoteand unsuccessful RE
projects in PICs, it is hard to be fully confident ttia¢ proper lessons learned have been gleaned
from these projects and that such known design and mepitation failure modes will not be
repeated again in the future.

So a suggested highly relevant catalytic role for PIGGARERIfill its GEF objectives moving
forward would be to update (the PIREP lessons learned) miativpublicize suitable condensed
and professionally edited lessons learned in RE applirsain PICs (including but not limited to
the role of the private sector and/or in fostering PRRlications). Such work would be ideally
undertaken with other leading development agencies in tageiector in PICs, for example
ADB, the World Bank, the EU and applicable bilateral dorfordluding in particular, Australia,
France, New Zealand, Japan and the US with their patiguimportant ongoing donor roles in
PICs). Such a collaborative forward looking approach @aubximise the “full-and-frank”
access to RE project results and experiences frosoaflces and also maximise the ownership
of the resulting publication to influence the design andemgintation of as many as possible of
the future RE projects in PICs and elsewhere.

Such a collaborative and up-to-date “PIC RE Lessons Léaméblication could also usefully

include the true cost of energy supply work from reviewing) @mnsolidating “true all-inclusive
cost” long term sustainable focused tariff reviews as sigden Section 4.6.
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4.8 Performance Measurement Indicators and Targets

The PIGGAREP performance measurement indicators agetsaused in the project monitoring
system and reported in the Quarterly reports are oanbal suitably SMART (Specific,
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic/Reasonable, and Timedpdandefine the specific outputs
sought. The activities involving PIGGAREP support are categdrunder the six PIGGAREP
project components in the 2010 work plan and in the quanteplgrts, but in many cases the
links to achieving the objective of the stated componenhar&ery clear. In addition, in many
cases the outputs being delivered have only weak linksetachievement of the stated project
outcomes as specified in the final agreed project brief.

Component 1: Technical Capacity Building and Technology Sappor
This component comprises 30% of proposed PIGGAREP expendit@010.

A. Regional RE Resource Assessment

Under this activity, a range of activities are well umggy to support wind and other
resource assessment studies in a range of possible PiCshese activities seem to be
suitably SMART in their design. Suitable work seemsdouhderway for this stage of the
PIGGAREP project to support most of the specified aatiwitinder this component. Suitable
adaptive changes have been made for changing circumsteiticaspecific activities.

B. Technical Support

Under activity #2 “Conduct of Training Course on the Desifeasibility Evaluation,
Operation and Maintenance of RE Systems (electrauiky non-electricity)”, the support of
RE related training courses has been an early focusGGRREP, and the courses chosen
seem to be appropriate and valued for PIC needs. Howeigenot clear if the value of such
courses to the course participants is yet being evalsgstematically.

There is less evidence of significant PIGGAREP actividydate under the other five
activities specified under this component.

C. RE Demonstration Projects

PIGGAREP is clearly supporting appropriate “soft” composent a wide range of RE

projects where the hard components are being supported bygea oaiother donors. The

PIGGAREP supported soft components of the demonstrad@e® to be suitably SMART.

The specific PIGGAREP supported RE demonstration profestg) supported are generally
rather different from those envisaged in the project deNigte that this is not a criticism of
PIGGAREP, as changes in envisaged demo projects is a cofacior in GEF projects

given the generally long timeframes involved betweea #&mvisaged activities being
identified, and the project becoming operational and bmirgy position to support specific
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activities®. However, the overarching purposes of undertaking the &pelifnonstration
being undertaken by PIGGAREP seems to be less cleaxmmsded elsewhere in this
evaluation report. In particular, it is not clear thtae specific demonstrations being
supported by PIGGAREP to date meet this component’s spedifectives (as stated in the
approved ProDoc) “to showcase the business angle opRlEaions, the demonstration of
the design, development, engineering, financing, implertientaand commercial operation
and maintenance of RE-based energy system projects.'isTeisommon area of weakness
in demonstration projects and is an area where it would #en?IGGAREP could usefully
develop a guide on the results and lessons learned themPIGGAREP involved
demonstrations and the criteria need when selecting fudeaneos to showcase PURE
projects in PICs

Component 2: RE Market Development
This component comprises 15% of proposed PIGGAREP expendit@010.

The ProDoc definition of the activities to be undertalieder this component states “It gives a
special emphasis to the creation of an enabling environimetiite private sector, as a key driver
of RE in the PICs” and “It will be ensured that the pipe of “bankable” RE projects will
consists only of socially-accepted, and environmentallyndo RET applications, with
considerable number of those with emphasis on enhantiedtiagn of RE for productive uses
and income generation.” In this context it should beeaidhat the PIGGAREP definition of
“bankable” includes those to be financed by internatidoalbrs, which is somewhat of a wider
definition than the stated objective of fostering prevsdctor RE projects, as above.

In 2010 six activities are proposed under this componemn, thheir description they appear to be
capable of having suitable SMART objectives but it was ngsible to see enough detail of the
specific projects to explicitly evaluate this.

Component 3: RE Institutional Strengthening
This component comprises 15% of proposed PIGGAREP expendit@010.

Reviewing the calendar year 2010 proposed activities underotimisanent, it is not clear if all
the activities classified under this activity are pridyanstitution strengthening in nature, or are
in fact more oriented towards other components.

Component 4: RE Financial Support

Although this component comprises 10% of proposed PIGGAREénexure in 2010, it is hard
to see much detail or specificity in the specific proposetivities in the 2010 work plan. It
would seem that this component is less well developed ¢banponent 1. There is too little

15 Refer to evaluation findings of GEF Country Portfdiealuation: Samoa (1992—2007), March 2008, GEF; GEF
Climate Change Program Study 2004; and GEF Evaluation &dleeand Contribution of UNDP in Environment
and Energy, UNDP, August 2008
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detail available to meaningfully assess how SMART dnentise the activities in this
component are.

Component 5: RE Policy and Reqgulatory Support

Although this component comprises 20% of proposed PIGGARRB®nexure in 2010, there are
few specific activities listed in the 2010 work plan reigtto this component at the individual
PIC level. The two regional activities proposed for 2010 sutidsercomponent seem to have
suitable SMART obijectives.

Component 6: RE Information and Awareness Enhancement

Although this component comprises 10% of proposed PIGGARRB®&nexure in 2010, there are
few specific activities listed in the 2010 work plan rieigtto this component at either the
individual PIC or regional levels.

Overall, for individual activities proposed in the 2010 wplkn a review of the scope, budget,
and links to overarching PIGGAREP objectives as well as BMART they are shows that the
relative budgets by component understate the focus on ConipdneTechnical Capacity
Building and Technology Support in 2010 PIGGAREP operationaddiition, the component 1
activities seem to be easier to evaluate in ternteoof SMART they are. This suggests that the
PIGGAREP project is more oriented to undertaking technacdivities such as resources
monitoring before it moves onto a focus on the othenpmments. This is an excellent strategy,
provided that there is indeed a growing emphasis on the athetties as PIGGAREP continues
to be implemented in its remaining project life.

4.9 Need for a Fundamental Review of PIGGAREP Operations

The issues identified for PIGGAREP in this review afdesign and its operations to date, in
particular its ongoing low level of expenditure and itklaf a real and/or consistent strategic
barrier removal focus on PURE, and/or “commercial” psmvi of energy seem to be of a
fundamental PIGGAREP design and implementation nafirese fundamental issues will not
be solved by the PMO just working harder and/or adding resoancesontinuing to implement
PIGGAREP better using the same approach that has béemdd in the last two and half years.
This then suggests that a fundamental review of the opgratodalities of PIGGAREP is
required, including: -

49.1 More Than Just Working Harder Is Required

PIGGAREP activities to date are particularly focusedl (@anderstandably so to initially get
tangible RE activities underway in the two years sindBGAREP’s effective start) on
working alongside the existing and pipeline predominantly ddrieen RE projects in PICs.
The PIGGAREP PMO is clearly working hard to tease patiic relevant project activities
from individual PIGGAREP participating countries, and ospecific and relevant activities
are identified then the PMO is clearly working hardget them underway as soon as
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possible. So the issue is not so much improving theieitiy or effectiveness of the current
PIGGAREP approach, rather it is a need for additionalré PIGGAREP resources and a
new approach that complements the approach currently fmdiogyed.

4.9.2 Continue Adding Specific Expertise to the PMO

The PIGGAREP PMO has recently added specific wind engsggssment and engineering
expertise with an initial 6 month appointment of anrimional wind energy expert. This is
a useful model for the appointment of further expertbdef up the PIGGAREP PMO
capacity in specific RE technology and barrier removeds The appointment of suitable
international experts could also usefully be consiiénethe promotion of PURE as well as
in the area of determining and publicizing (in a collabeeatvay with other RE funding
agencies and donors active in PICs) the true cost ofilasziergy supply and the true cost
(including donor equipment provision) and necessary supp&Edlternatives.

4.9.3 Moving Beyond Ad-Hoc Opportunism to Systematic Strategic drier
Removal Focus

The addition of suitable international experts wouldde PIGGAREP (through its PMO) to
build on its current (understandable) ad-hoc opportunism agpfsadding soft support to
all relevant existing and pipeline RE project driven byeotthonor priorities and processes -
to a more pro-active and strategic focus on fosteridRP applications as well as to
pursuing a more commercial approach to RE delivery in.PT8e PIGGAREP design was
based on PIGGAREP being able to positively change pariicgp®IC energy investments
towards renewable energy applications delivered by thetgrisector for productive uses
through strategically chosen *“soft” barrier removaitiaties, in particular through
demonstration projects. However, this specific pro-acsirategic barrier removal approach
is not yet the consistent focus of PIGGAREP project sugpodate. Rather PIGGAREP is
providing soft support on an ad-hoc opportunistic basisntmstl any available RE project.
PIGGAREP now urgently need to strengthen its early masesrds providing this soft
support in an explicit barrier removal in individual orecall PICs context, including
engaging local PIGGAREP project coordinators.

4.9.4 Continue Adding Targeted Resources to PIC Energy offices

In practice the PIC energy offices that are PIGGAREReyY counterparts are clearly
generally overstretched in staff terms. The PIC en@ffjges operate in an environment
where RE (or not) energy investments are driven mainiphéygenda of the donors who are
providing the grant or soft loan “hard” investment fundimg fmost of the PIC energy
projects. PIC energy offices have to deal with mudtghd overlapping donors and programs
underway at any one time in PICs, and many poorly conceivegiREdemonstration
projects — including of course many of those that are eysisto be used by PIGGAREP.
Lessons from past failures are not generally knownetw donors and to their consultants;
and there is not enough emphasis on the replicatieristing RE projects that build on what
is known to work, and avoid what is known not to wamnkihe Pacific already. All this puts a
huge burden on PIC energy office staff.
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A major constraint on PIGGAREP’s effectiveness widespread lack of PIC energy office,
power utility, and other relevant agencies’ human capacity experience. There is a major
burden on the limited PIC energy office staff resoutoeprovide the coordination, supply
necessary reports and attend meetings with travel batwgghly dispersed PICs with

infrequent flight connections and time consuming longetréimes and connections between
the various donor projects underway at any one timgyhadh PIGGAREP is only one of

many.

PIGGAREP therefore needs to continue it current apprtsattind energy agency additional
human resources at the PIC level to overcome thishBiftan capacity constraint that is now
clearly holding back PIGGAREP progress.

4.9.5 Moving to Success Indicators Beyond Primarily Co-fundig Achieved

There is a strong current emphasis in PIGGAREP on dodiungeand achieving the
ambitious co-funding targets set in the project design.éithis is a laudable element of
tracking PIGGAREP’s progress, PIGGAREP’s co-funding addevclaimed is unlikely to
be the predominant issue in the overall success or otleefina evaluation rating of the
completed PIGGAREP project. In addition, this focus asising some concern amongst
some PIC participants and project partners that thisucdkig emphasis is diverting
attention from the real PIGGAREP added value of itsiglaremoval activities in promoting
PURE in the PICs that should be PIGGAREP’s key focus.

4.9.6 Reviewing Funding Arrangements to PICs

The funding reimbursement model being used in PIGGAREP asmetd by PIC
representatives to be causing delays and it was claina¢dhis reimbursement model may
need to be reexamined for its ease of access by BI@EAREP PICs. However, it is
explicitly stated on p. 20 of the Inception Phase répdrat a direct payment option is also
available. It is not clear if the PICs do not fullypderstand this option, or if there are
constraints in practice to the use of this direct paynaogption for individual PICs. This
clearly needs to be looked at and suitable action takesgaged.

4.9.7 Recognizing That PIGGAREP Is Only One RE Funder Amorgj Many

There was a lack clarity in large parts of the PIGGARIERIgn documentation that in

practice PIGGAREP would be only one of many donor fundirgepts that would support

the energy sector (including but not limited to RE apgpians) that individual PICs have

available at any one time. In addition, in most c&€¥GAREP would not be a large source
of funding either when compared to other donor funding cgsur Therefore, excessive
complexity or restrictions or constraints on PIGGAREids access would mean that
PIGGAREP just does not get to the top of overworked REZgy staff to-do lists. This is an

important issue in practice for some PICs.

16 http://www.sprep.org/climate_change/documents/FinallnceRgport. pdf
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4.9.8 Funding Projects on PIC-Wide PURE Demonstration Valuenistead of Equal
Share per PIC Basis

Increased flexibility in funding allocations between BIGREP PICs is needed to increase
the funds disbursement rateThere is little point in sticking to a “fair” fundinallocation
between PIGGAREP participating countries if some coemtdo not fully utilise their
funding allocations and other more responsive countries@réhen able to increase their
access to available PIGGAREP funds (noting that she&s common issue with donor funded
multiple country projects). This is an issue that need® addressed - to channel more funds
to those PICs who are pro-active and responsive to PRERAobjectives and who are in the
best position to utilise greater PIGGAREP funding (televant equivalent basic military
tenet is “reinforce success and abandon failure”).

5. LESSONS LEARNED

5.1 Need for Realistic View of Prior and Baseline Siation

PIREP, the preparatory phase GEF funded project to RREP, undertook an extensive
exercise to understand the development context, cusiterattion, and what needed to be done
for sustainable RE interventions and developments sa@ach of the 15 PICs and across all its
15 PICs as a group. These summaries are very soundly basen objective view of the RE
situation and barrier removal actions required in th®IBEP PICs individually and as a group
to 2004. However, when PIGGAREP was being formulated,fabes then shifted to using
demonstrations as the primary tool to remove the manyirgedwined barriers facing the
uptake of RE in the 11 PIGGAREP PICs. This primary roled&monstrations to reduce barriers
to RE in PICs does not seem to be a key finding in th#ighy available PIREP summary
reports. However, the project design then understategréda®minant role of donors in driving
the RE agenda, the persistent under pricing of electribiéyweak capacity and influence of PIC
energy offices, and the gulf between RE policies anditwieally happens in RE and
conventional energy developments — perhaps because dhdsether issues did not fit the
demonstration project led model that was chosen for PIGEGARIGGAREP will struggle to
meet its wider objectives unless it deals with the objecealities of RE and particularly PURE
in PICs - as extensively detailed in the PIREP summapprts and in the UNDP reports
covering the earlier experience of PURE uptake in PRZsjects that are not based on the
objective baseline reality are unlikely to meet theglanlying intervention objectives.

7 In the Inception Report p. 18 there is a provisiarstech funding flexibility “It is to be noted that th&@ has the
authority to reallocate the indicative allocatioa®ther PICs and activities giving due consideratiomeégptroject’s
set timeline, goal and objectives.”
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5.2 Clarify What Demonstrations Are Supposed to Prove

PIGGAREP’s main stated barrier removal mechanismasstitcessful demonstration of RE in
PICs. However, all demonstrations are not created ewuado all demonstrations have similar
objectives. It is common to find developing countries destrations that are really proof-of-
concept rather than sustainable post-project opegatiooused, most demonstrations have
equipment provided by donors at no cost to the host govetroneommunity (with equipment
specifications and specific project designs not particulaflyenced by the host government or
community either), most demonstrations have inadequat&irgisle post-project training and
O&M elements, and many demonstrations are not based orledsons learned from earlier
similar (often unsuccessful) demonstration projects.

To really be useful, PIGGAREP’s demonstration prgecave to be explicitly designed to
demonstrate the core hypothesis of PIGGAREP — which a$ pnoperly designed and
implemented commercially focused and private sector agr@E projects can successfully
meet PIC productive use of RE needs when competingtaredevel playing field with fossil
fuel energy supply baseline options. The only other way tlemonstrations can help meet
PIGGAREP’s objectives is if badly designed and/or pooderating RE projects are objectively
analysed to provide publicly available and widely disseminaédaable lessons of how not to
design and implement future RE projects in PICs. At rtiament PIGGAREP seems to be
supporting the soft components of all applicable RE projegiardless of their designs meeting
the overarching objectives of PIGGAREP or not. It isdhéo see how such unfocussed
PIGGAREP supported RE demonstrations will prove much thabdtisalready known from an
objective review of existing and often unsuccessful detmatiens. Thus projects such as
PIGGAREP need to be clear as to what their supported dém@ioss are supposed to achieve
and only support demonstrations that will provide significeaw knowledge or directly support
the particular project’s intervention logic.

5.3 Clarify What “Commercial” and “Productive Use” Mean

PIGGAREP’s design talks of proving the commeréialperation of RE in meeting productive
uses of renewable enerfgyeeds in PICs. From a review of the PIGGAREP desighfiom a
review of the RE projects where PIGGAREP is providingt"garoject support to date, it is not
very clear what PIGGAREP’s operational definitions af “commercial’ operation of RE, nor
what meeting “productive use” energy needs in PICsasght to really mean. The objective
reality of PIGGAREP individual RE projects’ support tadele that PIGGAREP is supporting
the soft components of nearly all available RE projaatsled by donors in the applicable PICs
where PIGGAREP can claim the co-funding provided by theodoto be PIGGAREP co-
funding. Now there is nothing intrinsically wrong in ak Rupport project such as PIGGAREP

18 See item 1, plin summary of PIGGAREP in ProDoc as paostéde GEF website

19 see “Strategic Priorities: SP-4: Productive uses ofwahke energy” in title page of PIGGAREP in ProDoc as
posted on the GEF website
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supporting the missing soft components of nearly all abksl RE projects, but it is not clear
how such support will meet the overarching objective d@tagically removing the barriers to
PURE in PICs so that such projects can be sustaimpasePIGGAREP without PIGGAREP
support.

Projects such as PIGGAREP therefore need to bewlssther they are ad-hoc opportunistically
supporting nearly all available donor funded RE projectswloether they are attempting to
strategically pick and chose or which projects to suppooeter still significantly influence the
objectives of new RE projects so that these new pmjebjectives align with the specific
barrier removal objectives of project’s such as PIGGRRE

5.4 Productive Uses Will Not Just Spontaneously Appear

It is well understood that the key to developing productises in small predominantly local
market communities such as typically found in PICshes fostering of local business skills,
improving access to markets, and the local availabilitypafductive uses micro cretfit
Preliminary work by UNDP regarding the experience of bngginfocussed RE to PICs clearly
shows that PURE applications do not generally spontanedasilog® and this was known to
UNDP as an issue for GEF SP-4 project designs in 208&hough the PIGGAREP design
states that its development objective is the enhancedugtive use of renewable energy
(PURE), there is little specific planned activity appar® foster such PURE application either
in the PIGGAREP project design, and there is alse latdtivity planned or underway yet in
PIGGAREP’s implementation to date to pro-actively depePURE applications. So it is
unrealistic for projects such as PIGGAREP to statethear purpose is to meet GEF SP-4 PURE
objectives without their being specific elements inhbibie design and in the implementation of
the project to foster productive uses of renewable energy.

5.5 Focus on Addressing Overarching Project Objectives

PIGGAREP is currently being implemented with a strongu$oon maximizing plausible co-
funding that can be claimed by PIGGAREP, as well aseatiy the large number of specific
outputs that apparently arose out of its Logical Fraonk Analysis (Logframe) exercise.
However, these emphases seem to be crowding out a @tuschieving its underlying
intervention logic — which is demonstrating that propedgsigned and implemented
commercially focused and private sector operated RE psojean successfully meet PIC
productive use of RE needs when competing on a true l&asghg field with fossil fuel energy
supply baseline options.

20 http://www.martinot.info/ GEF-FAO_productive_uses_workshop_raany.pdf
%L Energy and Poverty in the PICs - Challenges and Waydfdr— UNDP Regional Center Bangkok, Regional
Energy Programme —Poverty Reduction (REP-PoR), 2007

22 http://www.undp.org/gef/documents/Programming_Kit Generic.doc
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If it continues on its current course, PIGGAREP is ingda of achieving many of its specific
outputs but not significantly contributing to its wideE Rarrier removal objectives. Achieving
specific outputs in projects like PIGGAREP will be no siibbe for delivering on its wider
barrier removal objectives when the final PIGGAREHgubevaluation is undertaken.

6. RECOMMENDATIONS

The PIGGAREP project is two and a half years into lasped five year operational phase (i.e.
has used 50% of its planned time duration) and yet its expes is only around 20% of its total
budget. PIGGAREP is supporting a great many individually hyoRE activities, but there is
little evidence apparent so far of the systematic aradegfic barrier removal approach or focus
on the commercial delivery of PURE applications thas wee stated basis of its GEF funding
support. The delivery of RE projects in PICs still seeémbe fundamentally driven by donor
processes, the true cost of energy supply is stillapp@arently being consistently reported or
becoming widely known, and the real lessons still dbseem to have been learned from the
many previous (often unsuccessful) RE demonstrations afjgetfgandertaken to date in PICs.
If PIGGAREP operations continue as they have bedarsthen the overarching GEF objectives
of PIGGAREP seem unlikely to be achieved. A numbeeobmmendations are therefore made
as follows: -

6.1 Initiate Strategic Barrier Removal Approach

The PIGGAREP project is clearly doing an excellent ijplsupporting the high value “soft”
components of all available RE projects where the bamdponent funding is largely being met
by other donors. The current PIGGAREP PMO seems to baitably lean and effective
operation, and the current PIGGAREP project manager sseéenbbe doing an excellent job
managing the large number of tangible PIGGAREP activattsss the 11 PIGGAREP PICs.

However, what does not seem to be underway yet ustabte focus on initiating the pro-active
strategic and sustainable barrier removal projects tan@rcial PURE uptake in PICs that was
the overarching stated rationale for the GEF fundinglGiGAREP.

It is therefore recommended that PIGGAREP without deéyuit a suitably qualified and
experienced international CTA (Chief Technical Advisor}ake the lead in implementing the
necessary strategic barrier removal approach needsahiplement the excellent existing PMO
efforts in managing the large number of specific pro@ements across the 11 PIGGAREP
PICs. The recommendation that a suitable CTA be redddr the remainder of PIGGAREP’s
implementation is a reflection that strategic banm@moval is a complementary skill and focus to
that required for the detailed project management of speleiGGAREP activities that is
already well underway. It is also recommended thatn#we CTA take a lead in developing a
new objectively based PIGGAREP Logframe that properdgrasses the many logical
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inconsistencies in the PIGGAREP design as detailed sneWaluation, as well as the many
highly relevant STAP and GEF Council review comment$iénapproved PIGGAREP ProDoc
that were ignored.

6.2 Start Documenting “Warts and All” Lessons Learned From Denos

The PIREP project made an excellent start in docungeinina suitably sensitive way) many of
the “warts and all” lessons of the then (to aroundetie of 2004) existing RE projects in PICs.
An up-to-date, consolidated, comprehensive, and properburesd, honest, but yet suitably
forward looking appraisal of PIC RE project experience dete, lessons learned, and
recommendations for future PIC RE projects would bextreely valuable baseline document
for donors looking to implement future RE projects in $1{® private sector operators wanting
to successfully implement commercial RE projects, tangolicy makers, advisors, tariff setting
agencies and the interested PIC public on what works anddekatnot, and how to maximise
the likelihood of ongoing sustainable operation of REqumtsjin PICs. As long as everyone stays
polite and keeps pretending that failed RE projects canlsmunbe updated without effectively
starting over almost completely from scratch, themynof the same mistakes will continue to be
made in future RE projects (as detailed in the PIREP suynreports as was then occurring up
to 2004). This honest “warts and all” documentation of jR&ects requires a different set of
skills and focus to PIGGAREP project management, amtehdies in with the previous
recommendation that this come under the responsilitif the proposed new PIGGAREP
international CTA.

6.3 Align Budget with PIGGAREP Objectives

One of the reasons apparent at the November 2009 PIGGARIEpavtite review meeting for
the low PIGGAREP funding expenditure rate was thadifusp was being done on a “fair”
budget allocation window basis per PIC rather than by cerisgl the individual proposed
project’s alignment with overall PIGGAREP barrier reqabobjectives. This appeared to be
leading to a situation where there was little realutscy of how individual activities are
supposed to lead to sustainable barrier removal activaiiesywhere real critical peer review was
modest by PIC participants as everyone wanted to bee paidbut everyone else’s proposed
activities so that their individual favorite projectswa be funded as long as the activity added
to the numerical output targets. Hence the links to aseemg PIGGAREP barrier removal
objectives did not appear to be uppermost in individual prgepport selection terms. It is
therefore recommended that PIGGAREP project funding nmmwaecompetitive basis where the
funding of individual project needs a strong justificatioh how the proposed project will
contribute towards commercial, sustainable and produBtiveises - both in the individual PIC
and across all PICs.
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6.4 Funding Additional PIC National Human Resources

The low rate of project funding expenditure, the high bemof projects being implemented

across multiple donors, the frequently high energy effstaff turnover, and the apparent
tendency to use PIGGAREP to fund the “soft” componentseafly all applicable RE projects

regardless of whether they really contribute towardSGAREP overarching barrier removal

PURE objectives or not — this all points towards limité@ Bnergy office capacity as being a
significant constraint on PIGGAREP’s ultimate succ&sme useful steps have been initiated
by the PIGGAREP PMO to strengthen PIC human resoueseb,it is recommended that this

PIC strengthening be continued as a high priority and uegian.

6.5 Focus on Barrier Removal and Replications Rather Than Gdunding as
Primary PIGGAREP Success Indicator

At present, the selection of projects for PIGGARER &mding support seems to be heavily
influenced by the co-funding that such projects wilhgrto PIGGAREP. However, actual co-
funding “achieved” (however this is defined) will be onlyeoof many indicators of the ultimate
success of GEF funded projects such as PIGGAREP. iheate rationale for a GEF grant
funded SP-4 project such as PIGGAREP should be the raiskairemoval of barriers to the
uptake of PURE in PICs, and the best way to measureisthise number and post-project
sustainability of PURE replications that occur assalteof PIGGAREP activities. It is therefore
recommended that PIGGAREP focus more on its “commér&alRE replication impact
alongside the current focus on inputs (GEF expenditamd) output indicators such as studies
completed/training undertaken etc, as well as the co-furatingved.

6.6 Obtain a Project Extension without Delay

The PIGGAREP project is clearly running well behind realigxpenditure levels with only

around 20% of its budget expended in the first half of i{®& planned duration. It will take

time to recruit, get on-board, and get a suitable intiermal CTA fully up to speed to give the

project its absolutely critical missing strategic barremoval focus on commercial and PURE
development and deployment in PICs — or to negotiate aeé agth GEF a different focus if its

is found that the stated commercial and PURE focusti@ppropriate as the primary objective
of PIGGAREP. Therefore a project extension of 12 — 24thsors indicated to be initiated

alongside the new international CTA recruitment, Isat tthe new CTA can take charge of
developing a new strategic direction with a clear aatistéc timeframe to get PIGGAREP back
on track.
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Annex A: List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

ADB
AusAID
BAU
CDM
EESLI
EU
FAO
FSM
FSP
GEF
GHG
IUCN
MPR
MSP
NZAID
O&M
PAS
PIEPSAP
PICs

PIGGAREP

PIREP
PNG
PMO
PREFACE
PSC
PURE
PV
RESCO
RE

RFQ
RMI
SHS
SOPAC
SPREP
STAP
UNFCCC
UNDP

Asian Development Bank
Australian Agency for International Developnte

Business As Usual

Clean Development Mechanism

Energy Ecosystems for Sustainable Livelihoods Initiagofd UCN)

European Union

Food and Agriculture Organisation (of the UN)

Federated States of Micronesia

Full Scale Project (of GEF)

Global Environmental Facility

Greenhouse Gases (£4nd other emissions such as methane)

International Union for the Conservation of Na&tgan international organisation)
Multipartite Review

Medium Scale Project (of GEF)
New Zealand Aid (previously NZODA)
Operation and Maintenance

Project Activity Summary (of PIGGAREP)

Pacific Islands Energy Policy and Strategitof Planning (project)

Pacific Island Countries

Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatemenigh Renewable Energy Project
Pacific Islands Renewable Energy Project (GEBP/SPREP)

Papua New Guinea

Project Management Office

Pacific Rural/Renewable Energy France-Aust@dimmon Endeavour (project)
Project Steering Committee (of PIGGAREP)

Productive Uses of Renewable Energy (the objeatiGEF SP-4 projects)
Photovoltaic

Renewable Energy Service Company

Renewable Energy

Request for Quotation
Republic of the Marshall Islands

Solar Home Systems

South Pacific Applied Geoscience CommissioretbasFiji)

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environaléhbgramme (Based in Samoa)
Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (of GEF)

United Nations Framework Convention om@le Change

United Nations Development Programme
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Annex B — People Interviewed

Easter Galuvao Assistant Regional Representative, Energy and Environmen
easter.galuvao@undp.org Unit, UNDP Samoa MCO

Solomone Fifita

solomonef@sprep.org Project Manager - PIGGAREP, SPREP, Samoa

Wairarapa Young Renewable Energy Officer, Electric Power Corporation
Wairarapa.young@epc.vesxd Samoa and Energy Coordinator, Ministry of Finance, Samoa
Silia Kilepoa-Ualesi

silia.kilepoa@maof.gov.ws

Benjamin Jesse Energy Officer, Energy Division, Ministry of Geolognd
benjaminjes@gmail.com Mineral Resources, Port Vila, Vanuatu

Anare Matakiviti

anare.matakiviti@iucn.org IUCN-Oceania Energy Coordinator, Fiji

Ofa Sefana
ofasefana@yahoo.com Acting Chief Energy Planner, Energy Planning Unit,
ofasefana@lands.gov.to Ministry of Lands, Survey and Natural Resources, Tonga

Apisake Soakai

apisake.soakai@gmail.com

apisake.soakai@naurugov.nr CEO, Nauri Utilities Authority, Nauru
Tangi Tereapii

tangi@energy.gov.ck

tyler@oyster.net.ck Energy Planner, Department of Energy, Cook Islands
Talepita Talepita

tale_npc@mail.gov.nu Power Utility, Niue

Yves Renard Director, Greenpark Consultants, MTE Evaluator for NJC
yr@greenparkconsultants.org Oceania Energy Project

Mafalu Lotolua General Manager, Tuvalu Electricity Corporation

mafaluloto@gmail.com
Paula Katirewa
pkatirewa@fdoe.gov.fj Senior Scientific Officer, Department of Energyjj Fi

Thomas Lynge Jensen UNDP/GEF, Regional Technical Advisor for Climate
Thomas.jensen@undp.org  Change Mitigation in the Pacific, UNDP Pacific CentPC)
Miriam Tikana

mimi_iakobwa@yahoo.com.auAssistant Energy Planner, Energy Unit, Tarawa, Kiribat
Paul Fairbairn and Rupeni

Mario paul@sopac.org Manager, Community Lifelines Programme, and Senior
rupeni@sopac.org Advisor, SOPAC, Fiji

Kosimiki Latu

kosil@sprep.org Deputy Director, SPREP, Samoa
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Annex C: Documents Reviewed

PIGGAREP
* 2007 - Combined Delivery Financial Report
2007 — Q3 Progress Report
2007 — Q4 Progress Report
e 2008 - Audit of Accounts
* 2008 - Combined Delivery Financial Report
* 2008 - MPR Summary Record - Final
* 2008 — Q1 Progress Report
* 2008 — Q2 Progress Report
* 2008 — Q3 Progress Report
e 2008 — Q4 Progress Report
e 2008 — Work Plan and Budget
* 2009 — Annual Performance Review (APR) — Project Implement&ecord (PIR)
* 2009 - MPR Summary Record - Final
e 2009 — Q1 Financial Report
e 2009 — Q1 Progress Report
* 2009 — Q2 Financial Report
» 2009 - Q2 Progress Indicators
e 2009 — Q2 Progress Report
» 2009 - Q3 Financial Analysis
» 2009 - Q3 Financial Report
e 2009 — Q3 Progress Report
* 2009 — Q4 Financial Report
e 2009 — Q4 Progress Report
e 2009 - Joint EESLI - PIGGAREP MPR Meeting Agenda
* 2009 - Joint EESLI - PIGGAREP MPR Meeting Participants Li
* 2009 - Project Planning Matrix (Logframe) — Retrofitted
* 2009 - Project Planning Matrix Indicators - Draft
» 2009 — Work Plan and Budget
* 2010 - Draft Work Plan
* 2010 - Project Planning Matrix — Revised
e 2010 - Work Plan and Budget
e LFA - Original
* Project Brief final draft — October 2004
* Request for Pipeline Entry Approval — 09 March 2005
» STAP Technical Review of Project Brief — 08 April 2005
* Project Brief Final — 22 April 2005
» Executive Summary — 26 April 2005
* RFQ for ProDoc Development — July 2005
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» GEF CEO ProDoc Approval — 31 July 2006

* ProDoc with Signatures — 18 January 2007

* Project Brief Final - GEF Website - 08 February 2007
* Inception Phase Workplan and Budget — 31 July 2007
* Inception Workshop Report - Final — 31 January 2008
« PSC-2 PAS Summary

* PMO Self Review Final Draft

* PSC-4 Minutes

* PSC-6 Minutes

Wind in Pacific
* Cook Islands - Energy & Mangaia Wind - SOPAC 20031216
* Cook Islands - Mangaia Power System Data Analysis Feb 2005
* Cook Islands - Mangaia Power System Upgrade 2007 by SOPAC rev 07
» Cook Islands - Rarotonga 2MW Grid Connected Wind FS - underSABR Mar 2006
» Cook Islands - Rarotonga One Year Wind Resource Asses&epatt 20080831
» Market Review for Small & Medium Wind Turbines - PIEPSAB®ct 2007 final
» Pacific-Danish Environment Paper
» Samoa- Upolu Wind Resource Assessment Final - GHD IkDRJ- Mar 2009

* Cook Islands National Report Volume 2

* Demonstration projects to Showcase the Business ANGE &Gervice Delivery in the
PICs

* Fiji National Report Volume 4

* Financing Mechanisms for RE in the Pacific Islands

* FSM National Report Volume 3

» Kiribati National Report Volume 5

* Marshall Islands National Report Volume 6

* Nauru National Report Volume 7

* Niue National Report Volume 8

» Palau National Report Volume 9

* PNG National Report Volume 10

* Regional Overview Report Volume 1

* RE Technology Support Programme for the Pacific Islands

* Samoa National Report Volume 11

* Solomon Islands National Report Volume 12

* Tokelau National Report Volume 13

* Tonga National Report Volume 14

* Tuvalu National Report Volume 15
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Vanuatu National Report Volume 16

Output Evaluation of PIREP (Brief) for GEF STAP by TexxClimate and Energy
Service

Final Evaluation Report of PIREP by ASCENDIS

TOC Diagram and Rating for PIREP

Background Documents

GEF-FAO Workshop on Productive Uses of RE: Experientaiegjies, and Project
Development - Summary Report - FAO, Rome, June 2002

Energy and Poverty in the PICs - Challenges and Waydfrd — UNDP Regional Center
Bangkok, REP-PoR, 2007

Energy and Poverty in the PICs - Challenges and Waydtd — REM Meeting Session
5.0 — Tonga — Thomas Lynge Jensen - April 2009

Evaluation of the Role and Contribution of UNDP in Eyyeand Environment — UNDP
Evaluation Office - August 2008

PIEPSAP End of Project Report: Concept, Results, Ledsmarsit, and Outlook, August
2008

Review of Namdrik Atoll Solar Project, RMI — Final ReperEmpower Consultants Ltd,
October 2005

Review of the PREFACE Project — Executive Summary -d&Vaambert and Ferguson
— September 2009

UNDP MDG Carbon Facility — Towards CDM in the Pac#iMeeting Paper Session 4.0
— REM (Regional Energy Officials Meeting) - Tonga - ARO09
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Annex D: Terms of Reference for PIGGAREP Mid-term BEvaluation

1. 1. Introduction

1.1 The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement throlndgRenewable Energy Project

The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement through Reneivadrigy Project (PIGGAREP) is a
joint initiative by 11 Pacific Island Countries (PICH)e Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment
Programme (SPREP), the United Nations Development progeatdNDP) and the Global Environment
Facility (GEF). The global environment and development god?IGGGAREP is the reduction of the
growth rate of greenhouse gas (GHG) emission from fassilUse in the PICs through the removal of
the barriers to the widespread and cost effective use sibfearenewable energy technologies. The
specific objective of the project is the promotion of the prodeaise of renewable energy to reduce
GHG emission by removing the major barriers to the widedpaea cost-effective use of commercially
viable renewable energy technologies. PIGGAREP consistamdug activities whose outputs will
contribute to the removal of the major barriers to the widesprutilization of renewable energy
technologies. The project is expected to bring about in the:R)dncreased number of successful
commercial renewable energy applications; ii) expanded markeemh@wable energy applications; iii)
enhanced institutional capacity to design, implement amahitor renewable energy projects; iv)
availability and accessibility of financing to existing anevirenewable energy projects; v) strengthened
legal and regulatory structures in the energy and environhssuors; and, vi) increased awareness and
knowledge on renewable energy and renewable energy technologies amstakkbolders.

1.2 UNDP/GEF The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policy

The UNDP/GEF Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policy at thejped level in UNDP/GEF has four
objectives: i) to monitor and evaluate results and otgydi) to provide a basis for decision making on
necessary amendments and improvements; iii) to promote aabdimtfor resource use; and iv) to
document, provide feedback on, and disseminate lessonsdedanmix of tools is used to ensure
effective project M&E. These might be applied continuouslyughout the lifetime of the project — e.g.
periodic monitoring of indicators; or specific time-boundreises such as mid-term evaluations, audit
reports and independent evaluations.

In accordance with UNDP/GEF M&E policies and proceduadisprojects with long implementation
periods should conduct mid-term evaluations. In addition to girayian independent in-depth review of
implementation progress, this type of evaluation is resiperio GEF Council decisions on transparency
and better access of information during implementatidid-term evaluations are intended to identify
potential project design problems, assess progress towsrdschievement of objectives, identify and
document lessons learned (including lessons that might immgtesign and implementation of other
UNDP/GEF projects), and to make recommendations regasgiegfic actions that might be taken to
improve the project. It is expected to serve as a meanalioi&ating or filling the gaps in the initial
assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficnteyned from monitoring. The mid-term evaluation
provides the opportunity to assess early signs of prgectess or failure and prompt necessary
adjustments. PIGGAREP is a five year project, which bég@fementation in July 2007 and is planned
to be operationally closed by July 2012. As the project rowapproaching two and a half years of
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implementation as per standard UNDP/GEF requirememtsdeterm evaluation of this GEF Full Size
Project (FSP) has to be undertaken.

2. Objective
The objective of the assignment is to undertake the mid-trauation of the PIGGAREP as per
UNDP/GEF requirements and procedures.

3. Outputs

a) Inception Note;
b) De-briefing Note; and,

c) Mid-term Evaluation Report.

4. Activities

The scope of work for the consultancy will include, but netessarily be limited to, the following
activities:

REGARDING INCEPTION NOTE:

a) Study and review relevant background materials; and,

b) Write-up an inception note including: a) the successful @otdr's understanding of the
consultancy and associated tasks; b) the proposed detgleuidal approach; c) the proposed
detailed work plan/timeline; d) identification of issumsicial to the viability of the consultancy;
and e) detailed comments on this TOR including anticipatiekls rand problem areas.
Subsequently, if required and approved by UNDP Samoa kuutty Office (MCO) and
UNDP/GEF, the TOR can be adjusted in response to tepfion Note.

REGARDING DE-BRIEFING NOTE:

a) Prepare debriefing notes, based on preliminary findings, coankisind recommendations from
the mission to Fiji and Samoa; and,

b) Discuss preliminary draft debriefing notes with appropripgesonnel from SPREP, UNDP

Samoa MCO and UNDP/GEF. Prepare minutes of the meegingssubmit for comment and
approval of the participating parties.

REGARDING MID-TERM EVALUATION REPORT:
In general:

a) Undertake a systematic and impartial assessment of AREB;
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b)

c)

d)

9)

Determine the relevance, impact, effectiveness, effigi@md sustainability of the interventions
and contributions of the involved partners;

Assess the entire UNDP/GEF-funded project and its compomentsell as the co-financed
components of the project;

Assess the project implementation taking into account tueisstof the project activities and
outputs and the resource disbursements made up to end of C&06Ber

Assess capacity at the country level including options te@tntke capacity needs and
requirements of the countries to deliver on their PIGGRRE&Sults;

Undertake the mid-term evaluation at two levels: i) compoleswet; and ii) project level;

Consult findings and recommendations available in releggaluation reports (which will be
made available to the Successful Contractor) includindolfeving: i) STAP Technical Review
— PIGGAREP Project Brief, 7 April 2005, prepared by Trexlem@te + Energy Services; ii)
Output Evaluation for the Pacific Island Renewable EnergyeBtr (PIREP), 7 April 2005,
prepared by Trexler Climate + Energy Services; iii) FEBahluation of the UNDP/GEF/SPREP
Project RAS/02/G35, Prepared by Advisory Services on ClimaMNergy and Development
ISsues (ASCENDIS), Final Version, October 2006;EBvgaluation of the Role and Contribution
of UNDP in Environment and Energy, UNDP, August 2008; and v) GE#&luation Office
Summary on the Final Evaluation of the UNDP/GEF/SPRERRErRAS/02/G35, August 2009;

With regard to component level:

h)

)
K)

Assess whether there is effective relationship and commiamdagtween/among components so
that data, information, lessons learned, best pracitg®utputs are shared efficiently, including
cross-cutting issues;

Assess whether the performance measurement indicatorsaageist used in the project
monitoring system are specific, measurable, achievalaspnable and time-bounded to achieve
desired project outcomes;

Assess whether the use of consultants has been successfiéving component outputs;

Assess appropriateness and relevance of: i) work planged¢piife, yearly and quarterly); ii)
compliance with work and financial plans vis-a-vis actuadget allocations; iii) timeliness of
disbursements, procurement, coordination among project tearbereand committees; and iv)
UNDP country office support;

Highlight any issue or factor that has impeded or acatdd the implementation of the project or
any of its components, including actions taken and resotuti@ade;

With regard to project level:
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m) Assess project performance in terms of progress towashigvement of results (internal and

n)

within project’s control) including to what extent: i) thejact is making satisfactory progress in
achieving project outputs vis-a-vis the targets and reldgédery of inputs and activities; ii) the
direct partners and project consultants are able to providesaganputs or achieve results; iii)
given the level of achievement of outputs and related inputsaetivities to date the project is
likely to achieve its Immediate Purpose and Development @gsc and iv) there are critical
issues relating to achievement of project results that baea pending and need immediate
attention in the remaining period of implementation;

Assess factors affecting successful implementation astdevement of results (beyond the
Project's immediate control or project-design factors timluence outcomes and results)
including to what extent: i) project implementation anbdieeement of results is proceeding well
and according to plan and if not what are the outstanding jssiossicles, bottlenecks, etc. that
are affecting the successful implementation and achievergrbject results; i) the broader
policy environment remain conducive to achieving expected project segudtuding existing
and planned legislations, rules, regulations, policy guidsland government priorities; iii) the
project logical framework and design still are relevanthia light of the project experience to
date; iv) critical assumptions/risks in project designtill relevant under present circumstances
and based hereon validate these assumptions as presen#y Wguhe project management and
in addition determine whether there are new assumptionsthsksshould be raised; v) the
project is well-placed and integrated within the natigewernment development strategies, such
as National Energy Policy Frameworks, community developimmnterty reduction, etc., and
related national, regional and global development programéitdh the project implementation
should align; vi) the PIGGAREP’s purpose and objectives memwalid and relevant and if not
what items or components in the project design needs teviaved and updated; and vii) the
institutional and implementation arrangements stillratevant and helpful in the achievement of
the Project’s objectives and if not what are the instihai concerns that hinder the Project’s
implementation and progress;

Assess project management (adaptive management framewmotidling: i) if the project
management arrangements are adequate and appropriate; ii)flectivedy the project is
managed at all levels including if such it results-based mnovative; iii) if the project
management systems, including progress reporting, adratiistrand financial systems and
monitoring and evaluation system, operate as effective geament tools, aid in effective
implementation and provide sufficient basis for evaluatingoperdnce and decision making; iv)
if technical assistance and support from project partneds stakeholders are appropriate,
adequate and timely; v) whether the risks originally idietiin the project document and,
currently in the APR/PIRs, are the most critical andded¢ if the assessments and risk ratings
placed are reasonable; vi) describe additional risks fae=htiuring the evaluation, if any, and
suggest risk ratings and possible risk management stiategie adopted; vii) assess the use of
the project logical framework and work plans as manageroetg &nd in meeting with UNDP-
GEF requirements in planning and reporting; viii) asskesuse of electronic information and
communication technologies in the implementation and managerhémé @roject; ix) on the
financial management side, assess the cost effectivafied® interventions and note any
irregularities; and x) asses how the APR/PIR process helped in monitoring and evaluating
the project implementation and achievement of results;
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p) Assess strategic partnerships (project positioning and nghaincluding: i) if project partners
are strategically and optimally positioned and effecyiveveraged to achieve maximum effect of
the renewable energy program objectives for the participati@g; Ri) how project partners,
stakeholders and co-financing institutions are involved inGARBEP’s adaptive management
framework; iii) identify opportunities for stronger cdilaration and substantive partnerships to
enhance the project’'s achievement of results and outcomes; amol;what extend the project
information and progress of activities are dissemin&dgaroject partners and stakeholders and
recommend possible ways to improve the collaboration and pehipenechanisms.

5. Methodology

With the aim of having an objective and independent evalyahernSuccessful Contractor is expected to
conduct the project evaluation according to internationalrierisend professional norms and standards as
adopted by the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG). T&andards for Evaluation in the UN System is
available here:
http://portal.unesco.org/ci/en/files/22383/11502729611UNEG_ Standardsvétuakon Annex_lll.pdf/
UNEG%2BStandards%2Bfor%2BEvaluation_Annex%2BIIl.pdf

Furthermore it is expected that in general the methodologysthatie applied will include the following
tools as required:

a) Documentation review/desk study;

b) Mission;

c) Interviews; and

d) Questionnaires.
The proposed overall technical approach including specificofnirethodological tools to be applied as
part of the evaluation is to be included as part of tha&ioo and the detailed technical approach will be
prepared by the successful Contractor and included aefggh#g draft Inception Note. Subsequently these
will be discussed and agreed to between the successitriaCtor and UNDP.
Ad a) Documentation review/desk study
Review of relevant project documents and reports wilhdsed on the following sources of information:
review of documents related to the Project and struciatedriews with knowledgeable parties. Through
such the Successful Contactor is expected to becomevevetd as to the project objectives, historical
developments, institutional and management mechanismatiastand status of accomplishments.
Prior to the mission to the Pacific, the Successful @otr will receive relevant documentation
including: i) PIGGAREP Project Document and ProjecteBrii) Inception Report; iii) Annual work

plans including budgets; iv) Annual Project Report (APRj#et Implementation Review (API/PIR) for
2007/2008 and 2008/2009; v) Quarterly Progress Reports (QPRs) ateflguzinancial Reports (FRS)
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for the period July 2007 to September 2009; vi) audit for 2007 and 20@8y) TORs for consultants
assignments and copy of key deliverables:

Ad b) Mission

The consultancy will include one mission to the Pacific,cwhs to coincide with the 2009 PIGGAREP
Multipartite Review (MPR) Meeting that is planed to takacpl 23-27 November 2009 in Nadi, Fiji. The
MPR meeting will provide the Successful Contractor an oppdytutc meet and have bilateral
discussions with representatives from all the 11 particip&iQg.

Thus preliminary the mission to the Pacific will includsitg to Fiji as well as Samoa - where SPREP
and UNDP Samoa MCO are based - as part of the samd-top. Face-to-face feed-back from relevant
national level project stakeholders such as government dep&stmpewer utilities, etc from these two
countries are to be organised.

6. Reporting Requirements

6.1. Deliverables

Deliverable Deadline

1. Draft Inception Report To be proposed by thdglbr and reflected in thereliminary work plan that is
to be submitted as part of the Quotation. Finaédat this deliverable will be
determined through negotiation between the suadedsfider and UNDP
MCO Samoa and reflected in the final working plan

2. Final Inception Report See above
3. Draft Debriefing Note See above
4. Final Debriefing Note See above
5. Draft Mid-term Evaluation Report See above
6. Final Mid-tern Evaluation Report See above

Concerning reporting requirements it should be noted that:

a) All draft documents should be in Microsoft Word 2003 aldinal documents in Adobe Acrobat
format;

b) All documents must have no restriction in access; and,

c) The consultancy is planned to be undertaken in the period NovemBecember 2009 and as
such the consultancy including all deliverables is to be fiedlizy end of December 2009 the
very latest.

6.2 Structure of Mid-term Evaluation Report

The outline of the Mid-term Evaluation report could bedtured along the following lines:
a) Executive summary;
b) Introduction;
c) The project and its development context;
d) Findings and conclusions including project implementation actments challenges, and
difficulties to date
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€)

)

Lessons learned;
Recommendations for modifications and the future coursetioina

g) Annexes including: i) TOR; ii) mission itinerary; iii)sti of persons interviewed; iv) list of

documents reviewed; V) questionnaire used and summamesoits; vi) Co-financing and
Leveraged Resources (based on table that will be provided gutteessful Contractor) and vi)
comments by stakeholders (only in case of discrepancies wiluation findings and
conclusions. If there are discrepancies between the impressmehfindings of the Successful
Contractor and the key project partners these must be meglai an annex attached to the final
report).

Concerning length of the report normally it should not edcs0 pages in total.

7. Inputs

Entity Input

UNDP Samoa MCO a) Organize the consultancy inolgdieing contractual UNDP/GEF entity; b) liaise hwihe

successful Contractor to set up stakeholder irgersj c) Assist with logistics concerning mission
including meetings; d) Ensure the timely provisimhpayments as per contract with successful
Contractor; e) Provide relevant background infororatand documentation to the successful
Contractor; f) Provide comments on all draft delaldes; and g) As appropriate participate |in
meetings

UNDP/GEF a) Provide guidance on relevant UNDP/GitBcedures, policies and practices; b) Prov|de

SPREP

PICs

relevant background information including copiesrefevant documentary sources; c) Provide
input on draft documents; and d) As appropriatéigipate in meetings

a) Provide relevant background informatiod documentation to the successful Contractor; b)
Assist with logistics concerning mission includimgeetings; c¢) Comment on selected dreft
deliverables; and d) As appropriate participatmeetings

Primary source of key inputs on the progriesses, results, impacts, etc of the PIGGARERat| t
national level
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