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Introduction

The PIGGAREP is a GEF funded project and is being implemented in the region by UNDP with
SPREP as the implementing partner., The global environment and development goal of
PIGGAREF is the reduction of the growth rate of GHG emissians from fossil fuel use in the PICs
through the removal of the barriers to the widaspread and cost effective use of feasible RE
technologies. The specific ohjective of the project is the promotion of the productive use of RE
to reduce GHG emission by removing the major barriers to the widespread and cost-effective
use of commercially viable RE technologies {RETs)

The fifth Multipartite Review Meeting {(MPR) of the PIGGAREP project was held at the

Stevenson’s, Manase, Savaii, 5amoa an the 20t -2 Auglst 2012, The MPR objectives were

10;

s PReview the progress against outcames of the project considering its technical, financial and
operational aspects

e Review results over the last 5 years for the 6 outcomes of the project in all participating
countries in regards to promotion of the productive use of RE to reduce GHG emission by
removing the major barriers to the widespread and cost-effective use of commercially
viable RE technologies {RETs).

s Review progress on the recommendations from the last project board meetings in Nov 2011
and June 2012 and MPR meseting in Nov 2011,

« Share experiences and lessons learnt from countries for Implementation of the 6
compaonents and also with regional partners,

s Discuss the report on the recommended proactive strategic barrier removal approach luly
2012 and follow up on recommendations and Project Activity Summary (PAS) component.

« Discuss the SIDSDOCK PIGGAREP+ projact design status réﬁfﬁ-rt E.I.I;Iﬂ_\;'u'-a‘yf farward for the
project.

»  Share experiences and lessons learnt

e Define actions and strategies to incorporate gender analysis in implementation of climate
change mitigation activities

* Provide training on technical and operational aspects of the project to PIGGAREP project
coordinatars and project staff.

s Provide associated meetings for project coordinators and regional partners technical
discussions for each specific meeting objectives.

The MPR Agenda is attached as Annex 1.



Vieeting Participants

The MPR was attended by representatives frem all eleven participating countries {Cook Islands,
Fiji. Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Scloman islands, Tonga, Tuvaly, and
Vanuatu), The UNDP Multi-Country Office in Samea, the Secretariat of the Pacific Regional
Environment Program (SPREP) and Partners, South Pacific Commission (SPC), Pacific Island
Farum Secretariat — Pacific Energy Community Fund {PIF-PEC Fund), International Unlon for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), University of the South Pacific {USP} and Pacific Power
Association (PPA). The Participants List for the MPR is attached as Annex 2.

Executive Summary of the MPR

The MPR was formally opened with a prayer from Reverend Siueva Gogo followed by
welcoming remarks from Dr. Netatua Pelesikoti, the Director of Climate Change Division at
SPREP. Ms. Nileema Moble, UNDP Resident Representative and UM Resident Coordinator,
delivered the opening remarks to officially open the meeting, stressing the importance of using
the MPR as a key tool in monitoring the PIGGAREP project progress. As PIGGAREP approaches
the final years of its project cycle, it was important to ¢ritically review the overall project status
{technical/operational & financial) and work toward an approach that was strategic and one
that ensured that PIGGAREP was part of larger CC programmes of the governments. PIGGAREP
is not only about buying down CO2, but also about enhancing erergy security for the Pacific,

While it is important for the project to be country-driven, this needs to be a balanced against
demonstrating strategic barrier removal ocutcomes. As recommended in the 2000 Mid Term
Evaluation, a consultant was recruited and produced a report on whaose recommendations

—would-bereviewed gs o sy for Foving Torward.

There were discussions on the need for a strategic way forward that built on the past worl; that
ensured that PIGGAREP was part of a larger CC effort in the countries, That the PIGAREP was
leveraging regional and bilateral funds to go beyond undertaking soft work towards linking in
with larger investment activities. Such an approach would also ensure sustainability etc. There
was need to also be mindful and provide for mitigation against negative environment impact
efc.

This MPR serves as an opportunity to build on the projects past efforts; progress must be
shown ih terms of action taken to implement decisions and recommendations emanating from
such meetings, This MPR is also an opportunity to review how the results of the project could
be maximized, leverage parthers, and seize opportunities to upscale and replicate project
achievements while addressing important reporting gaps, such as the links to gender and
impacts on peoples’ lives {e.g. contribution to poverty reduction). Appreciation is given o
partnerships with CROP Agencies (SPC, IUCN, USP, PP, PIFS, PECF, SEDREA/ADMIRE), and
importance is stressed about seeking collaboration and opportunities that could potentially also
operationally link our programmes (some of it was already happening} SIDSDOCK PIGGAREPR4,
with additional $Zmillion, will support PIGGAREP in the Solomon islands, Tenga, Tuvalu and the
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North Pacific region, bringing the project total to $7.25million, allowing for the up scaling of
imteryventions under PIGGAREP.

The issue of longer term sustainability environmental impact and benefits to the community
was emphasized including through measures such as feed in tariffs, net metering ete.

The lack of gender disaggregated information was of sericus cancern and there was need to go
heyond training on gender issues to ensure and reflect the need for a systematic inclusion of
gender issues in the design, implementation, and monitoring & evaluation process.

Against Session 2, The SPREP presented on the overall project results over the last 5 years
across the 7 outcomes of the project. It was evident that a iot of good work had been done and
that there was now a need to go beyond reporting on outputs to cull aut the results and
impacts. It would alse be Impaortant to highlight the resources mohilized for larger investments
and the benefits to the communities including in particular women. The low cumulative
deiivery [i.e. approx. 50%) relative to the advanced stage of the project was noted as an issue of
concern. Subsequent discussions provided for additional ways to address this important issue,
including through simplification of the PAS process, through emphasis on a coordinated Climate
Change [CC) response at the country levels, the possibility of hiring as appropriate additional
staff to assist the government national coordinators ete. 1t would be important at this stage of
the project life to ensure that the results were captured at country and regional levels including
the issue of GEF CC drawdown. Further, the important links of the project were stressed in the
context of enhancing energy security for the countries, informing a green path to development
in the region, and the contribution of the project to the Secretary General's Initiative of
“Sustainable Enargy for AllY, 2012

In the context of improving the delivery of funds, PAS. development and appraval process was
identified as a barrier and also the issue of co-financing. It was agreed that the new PAS
template should build on work done and seek linkages with larger hard investment projects,
including through addressing the soft/capacity building issues. That instead of small sized one
off PASes, it would be important to take a longer term view of them, and PAS Templates must
provide for this strategic direction of the project - increased rescurce maohilisation and
partherships, multi-sectoral approaches to RE programming, and increased focus on
sustainability.

The large regional to country expenditures were also noted, and it was reemphasized that there
was need for the PMO to indicate programme vs. administration costs to show the true
programme picture.

Reporting on results and Monitoring and Evaluation (M&) was ahsoiutely central to
demonstrating results; there was a need to distinguish between the standard country
monitering visits and M&E work and between ME&E and advocacy/communication,

The presentation on the SIDS DOCK progress indicated the need for submissions from countries
as a way of demonstrating demand from the region. To date the funding for Pacific was only
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9% of the pipefine and this needead to be increased. There was nesd far UNDP to Inform the
countries concerned of the timeframe within which the approved profects under 51DS DOCK
{PIGGAREP+} for the four countries {Tonga, Tuvalu, Soloman Islands and the North Pacifle)

walld be finalized for implementation.

The MPR also recognized the importance of partnerships and the need to go beyond
nformation sharing to actually make operational linkages such that impacts at country and
reglonal levels would be secured. The discussions indicated that this was already happening

but needed to be considerably upscaled.

Summary of Key Recommendations

The context of main issues, discussions and recommendations are summarized in the Table 1

helow;

Table 1:

Session 2; Overall Implementation Results

Context of Issues/Discussions

Recommendations

Reporting on Results

1. A report on the outputs and indicators
was presented from the start of the project
2007- June 2012 including flnancial delivery,

~Although—there—are—clear—updates— on

indicators, facking is the record of change and
results.  Discussions include the need to
capture completeness, results and impacts,
TESOUMCES maobilized, and gender
disaggregated results, SPREP has engaged in
several missions, speaking to stakeholders and
those heneficiaries, collecting data, confirming
activities and progress on Indicators. The fink
to outcome level reporting however had not
yvet been made. The PMO discussed the
current M&E for the project and the
development of project fact sheets - reporting
on project activities and collecting and
validating data from the countries.
Importance is stressed about the distinction
hetween M&E and Communications products
such as the fact sheets. Discussions included

1. SPREP will recruit a consultant to |
undertake systematic M & E. Terms of |
Reference {ToR] will be shared with countries

—and—HNBP-by 315t October—2012-ant-a—full T———~

report presented to the next MPR in July 2013. :

2. In the meantime however SPREP
should continue to produce the products as
per country visits that the PO carried out for
the 3 countries.

3. The PMGC to review and complete the
Achievernents Table by adding additlonal
columns to demonstrate results impacts,
resources maobilization, genter
impact/henefits to the larger community etc.
Also, an analysis of results from each country
with links from the national level to a regional
level, and linking with larger efforts in the
country/region. The table should be provided
to countries for input, {Refer No. 4 below for
context)




the need look towards outcomes and impacts,
In this context a suggestion was put forward
by the Chair to hire a consultant to carry out
MSEE activities in all 11 PIGGAREP countries
over 6 months and provide report on
gutcomes and impacts on the ground. The
MPR agreed that SPREP will take further
action on this issue and share Terms of
Reference {ToR) with the countries and UNDP
ac a first step to systematic monitoring and
evaluation.

2. The complete report from the
consultant on barrier removal was reviewed
by the MPR and the  additional
recommendations were made; that the
recommendations already endorsed by the
hoard needed to be qualified as follows: A)
countries should be given the opportunity to
continue to do PURE if the countries demand
necessitated it. B) There was need for some
preparatary work to be undertaken before net
metering could be implemented.

3. In so far as PAS reviews were concerned.
SPREP and UNDP had to de the analysis
collective and that the assessments and
reeded recommendations and changes were
clearly indicated against each of criteria. In
this context, the PAS document will be
reviewed and updated te ensure that all
criteria’s were clearly articulated.

4, The changes and results nesded to he
measured against the baseline, In this context
the PIREP process which preceded the
PIGGAREP had a volume of data that should
be used to measure change and results.

5. The quarterly reporting on results
formats needed to be revisited in light of the
ahove considerations by the 30" September
2012,

G. The board to review additional
recommendations of the consultant’s report
hased on the ‘complete’ repart now provided,

Gender

1. There is a need for inclusion of gender
analysis on the impacts of the project,
and gender indicators and progress in
the output and indicators report.
Increased participation of women to
ensure that women and girls bhenefit
from RE was also ernphasized as well
as  building capacity of project

1. The inclusion of gender analysis on the
impacts of the project, and gender indicators
in the output and indicators report {(Refer to 3 |
and 4 above).

2. UNDF to make availahle immediately,
to SPC, SPREP and the countries development
tool kits on incorporating gender into
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coordinators In gender  analysis,
Beyond participation, gender Is about
acknowledging the different ways men
and women are impacted by €C and
use of RE technology and capturing
those differences in the project design
and in reporting. The lack of focus an
women continued to remain a
significant lacuna in the project that
needed to be addressed immediately,
going beyond training to ensure that
the disaggregated responses were put
into the design, implementation and
ME&E processes.

environment/CC mitigation from the design to
itnpact phase, This needed to be used as a
hasls, among others to move forward on this
issue immediately.

3 The SPREP/countries to look at ways to
promote and leverage training women on the
use of renewable energy technologies relative
to national policies {e.g. Barefoot College's
mode! in Tonga and Samea},

4 Gender specific activities should be
incorporated as  priovity  oriteria for PAS
review,

Bra iEﬂ Progress

1. Tha presentations included the low
delivery of project activities and the need to
address the underlying causes of fow delivery
as it has hecome a significant issue, more so as
the project is mewing towards the last years of
implementation. The issues leading to low

“deltvery were - Tenttfied By coumtries and”

pariners as follows;

2. National priorities not alighed with
FIGGAREP chjectives [PNG)

3. MNational Coordinators who are
gavernment servants were pulled in to do
other work, Country capacity — there are anly
1 or 2 experts in the country to manage
several activities/projects

4, Delays also caused by dependency on
activities related to other projects {i.e. co-
financing elements}. Therefore the need to
worlk with other programmes and project to
gither leverage them or to provide gap filling
soft activities.

1. PMO to review in consultation with the
country their needs for additional
support 1o the national Coordinators.
Cpportunities for collaboration
between SPREP and SPC on national
coordinators  suppart  should  be

maxkimised.

2. The extension of the project to
Decamber 2014 was recommended.

3. SFREP and UNDP to explicitly separate
regional programme  from  PMO
expenditure to reflect the true costs. |

4, Performance-based criteria related to
allocations to  be discussed and
recommended for Board review and
endorsement as appropriate.

5. {Look below Mo, 21 for
recommendations on PAS )




5. The PAS was identified as a barrier and
the need for simplification. Discussed to see
how these might be put together in a fashion
that looked at longer term changes instead of
funding smaller activities etc.

6. It was suggested that the project needs
to,

a) Work with regional partners SPC, IUCK, and
PIFS-PEC FUND & PPA for opporfunity to
increase  coordination/operational finkages
with larger regional and bilateral funded
activities.

Bl To conduct discussions with national
planning agencies to develop new PASs which
build on existing project activities and to
provide a long tertn link to national
investments in  energy plans and to
demonstrate linkages to other climate change
activities undertaken at a national level,

7. SPREP, SPC, PIFS-PEC FUMD, UNDP
(including the UNDP RTA) needing to work
together programmatically and assess the

regional funds strategically to determine the |

way forward.

6. SPREP, UNDP and CROP agencigs and
donors to have discussions  using
PIGGAREP funds to access larger scale
regional projects.

7. Take up the offer of SPC to prepare
investment  proposals  based  on
PGAREP work.

Project Budget and Expendlture

1. As per the recommendation of the
previous Project Board meeting, the
PMO costs are now separated to
provide a representation of funds
utilized by PMO and regional activities
vs. the country expenditure. This will
ke reflected in the 2Qtr reporting.

1. SPREP will continue to report with
complete FACE forms to UNDP on g monthly
hasis and CDR submitted by UNDP on @
quarterly basis in order to keep Outstanding
Financial Advances [OFA) low and allow for
guick disbursements and for closer tracking of
the project’s financial progress.

2. The financial report presented | 2. In light of the declsions for the
indicated the low financial delivery. | PIGGAREP to be more strategic, it was:
8
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Financial reporting from Countries has
been late and low in expenditure
compared to  the budgetfadvance
requested. Implications for over
budgeting and late reporting to UNDP
include a restriction on future
advances (B0% rule} as well as
restrictions for advances to other
SPREP-implemented projects (one year
ruie).

recommended that Projects that have already %
heen approved and are under implementation

{approx. 51.03m) will continue to he
implemented.
3, The PO and countries are to continue

implementation of approved activities {with
eommitted funds $700,000.00) up to the end
of 2012.

)
LA

The financial status of PASs based on
project financial analysls are as follows:

$1.034 million Funds have been
committed {approved PASs) in which
32% have already been spent.

PASs approved in principle to continue
fmplementation include IRENA for
Update of the PIREP lbaseline
infarmation and IUCN — Market survey
for Palau model up scaling.

51.425 million Funds remalning for |

new PAS which included approved hut
not yet implemented programmes.

It was agreed that countries seelk
opportunitles to collaborate with other
programmes such as the PEC fund
{FIFS) and SPC to strengthen
partnerships through co-financing and
co-funding opportunities to provide
soft  support to larger funded
hardware-oriented projects.
Opportunities available for PEC funding
for Vanuatu, Tonga, PNG and Nive,

Additicnally there was possibility of
more PEC funds available for the
countries that had demonstrated
effective use of PEC funds.

[input into the Terms of Reference {ToR) and

1. The countries to submit draft PASes by
30" September and final PASes by 3lst
October 2012 for approval in project board
meeting in Nov 2012 for January 2013 start.

2. In terms of approved but not vyet
implemented  programmes, there  was
agreement that only the IUCN market survey
on determining how to increase energy loans
by financial institutions {$20,000) and the
PIRER/IRENA programme for updating the
PIREP baseling/data ($27,000) would go
ahead. On the latter SPC asked to have an

this was agreed.

3. To note there was therefore a total of
$1.425m  available for new  projects
commencing in 2013,

4, The 4 countrias {Vanuatu, Tonga, Niue
and PNG) that had not yet used the PIFs-PEC
funds of S4m per country were encouraged to
ensure o use the PIGGAREP PASes to access
these funds.

5. SPREP & UNDP with PO will review
PAS template once maore to Incorporate
additional aspects and sign off on approved
PAS formats by the 317 August 2012 in order
for countries to begin using new template for
thelr new PASs due by the end of September

L}j\_\}.
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8. Mew PAS template should be short (5-6
pages}, simple, and reflect the strategic
focus of PIGGAREP, The focus of PASs
submission by Countries should be
tonger term in view, and be part of the
countries resporse 1o CC.

In this a significant shift was the
understanding that PIGAREP was not a
standalone project but nart af the larger CC
effort and therefore close coordination was
needed with the central CC units in each of the
countries. Therefore all of the PASes nerded
to demaonstrate their strategic inputs into
larger programmes of the countries and build
on the previous PAS output.

2012. The PASes will assessed hy PMO and TA
using PAS assessment criteria and recommend
for approvat of the Project Board.

&, Project coordinators must work with
pational government and stakeholders in
development of longer term PASs linked to
national strategies, policies and sector plans.
To work with regional partners in using work

from PIGGAREP to leverage larger scale
project funds,
7. Standalene PASs will nat be approved.

Approvals will consider a} prior PASs and the
added value of new proposal b} sustainability
c) the inclusion of gender, and d);
perfarmance-based criteria {to be agreed at
this workshonp).

Session 3: Country Implementation Results

1, The 10 PIGGAREF Coordinators
presentad on country implemeantation
results and progress in regards to the 7
project outcames along with plans and
actions for the remaining project
period. Coordinators highlighted key
issues and challenges as follows:

Tuvaly: Lack of coerdination among
government departments, delay in
implementation due to co-financing project

Kiribati:  Slow feedback from energy
stakeholders on requested information for
PAS/TOR development/finalization, delay in
implementation due to co-financing project,
staff shortages

Papua WMew Guinea: wuncertain paolitical
situation, national priorities are not aligned
with PIGGAREP poals, lack of in-house
capacity, lack of political will by members of
parliament, lack of communication between

1. Countries should continue sharing
experiences to overcome issues thai may hiave

1-heen overcome elsewhere -

2. Countries should continue o leverage
extra FEsOUIces through co-funding
cpportunities

3. Countries are recommended to work
closely with their national meteorological
agencies (nvolved in disaster risk reduction,
such as SPREP & SPC, when develoging PASs
s0 as to assess these risks at the design stage

4. Countries, PMO in partnership with
other agencles are to consider how to manage
and dispose of equipment s¢ as to avoid
Inadvertently creating waste and other related
Flaks.

10
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project stakeholders

Miue: project tirmelines,
rearrangements, in-house capacity

budget

Cook Islands; [ogistics due to the large spread
of autlying Islands raise costs of projects

Fifi. Delay in agreement on joint country
propesal for RESCO Manager software due to
conflicting scopes of work, restrictive
gavernment procurement regulations,
demanding landowners, lack of interest from
power utility, the need to align policy
formulation with existing legislation, fack of
standards for design and installation of grig-
connected REGS

Mauru: lack of capacity of staff, lack of
resources, limited hardware projects, limited
funding availability, lack of training and
developrent, lack of communlcation within
departments, political and internal issues

Solomon Islands: inahility of participants of
tour graup to Fiji to share thelr experiences
with  their  communities, delays in

5 Mew  PASes  are  to consider
environmental impacts in erder to address the
issues from the design phase

b. The countries to collaborate with
regional partners to  improve national
coordination especially in terms of financial
planning to ensure continuation of PIGGAREP
or other energy related projects activities

7. MNational Coordinators need  to
coordinate at a natlonal level with Ministries
and Departments of Women for consultations
on gender group impacts to be included in
new FASs

3. FMO  and partners to  seek
opportunities for co-financing soft
components to provide training for end users
of RETs

g, PASes to itake account of the
environmental and DRR/sustainability issues

procurement by contractor

Samoa: Bridging the gap between resource
assessment/feasibility studies and full project
implementation

Vanuatu: Delay In hardware delivery
Tonga: Co-financing projects

2. Important discussions raised the issue
of the following:

a) Environmentally impacts of development,
including with regards to disaster risk
management and the build-up of obsolete
electrical waste,

b} Sustainabifity

11




¢} Poverty reduction approach of feed-in tariff
and net metering

d) The need to incdude gender aspects through
all areas of the project from the development
of PASs

&) Benefits of the project to the communities.

3. Of importance was the fact that during
the course of the exchange, that the
governments were [ndeed working
closely with the larger CC programmes
and therefore it was in consonance
with the proposed more strategic
approach forward.

Session 4: Consuliants repart an the Recommended Proactive Strategic Barrier Remaoval Approach

1. There were discussions on  the
recommendations already approved by
the board before consulting the
countries due 1o the urgency to move
forward and noiing that 4 country

represeitatives are members -of -the |-

Froject board.
2. Keyissues were;

{b} Net metering - Countries need
to be aware that there is
significant amount of
preparatory  work  hefore
considering net metering.

{c}) FIREP undate, SPC is already
conducting a similar  activity
ard should use the existing
data with SPC for the PIRE
update.

{d) Also there were discussions on
the de-emphasis of PURE, it
was agreed that countries can

1. For the FIREP update, 5PC to provide

already existing data on the similar
exercise,

2. PURE has been de-amphasized in the
_PAS s - _the |
Consultants Repart. Countries can still

recommended in  the

include PURE but it won't be
emphasized as the critical component
to PAS approval.

12




still submit PASes with PURE
based on national priorities,

Sessiun 5: Statement from Partners

1. Statements and preseniations from
partners regarding RE work being undertaken
by their agencies in the region in relation to
the PIGGAREP project and the way forward;
Fartners Include SPC, LUSP, PPA, PIFS {PEC
Fund}, and JUCN. A summary of the
statements are given below:

USE - There are a number of RE related
projects operative at USP; USP- KOICA
Renewable Energy Project, RE Assessment
USP, 12 Integrated Renewable Energy
Resource Assessment System {IRERAS) in USP
rember countries. USP has joined hands with
the Sustainable Energy Industry Association of
Pacific isiands (SEAIPI} to develop competency
standards and  accreditation for RE
profassionals (designers and installers), The
scheme was officially launched on 18th May
2012 during the Pacific rollout of the
international Year of Sustainable Energy held

1. PIGGAREP Coordinators are to increase

thair involvement and participation in
project development within national
policy frameworks to ensure RE
initiatives are incorporated and te
leverage additional resources as well as
avenues to consider for larger co-|
funding opportunities

at TI5F,

PPA — PPA's work focuses on improving
perfarmance of the power utilities in PICs
through human resource development and
physical improvements in the generation,
transmission and distribution network. PPA
with assistance from partners has conducted
solar PV training for utility personnel from
northern and scuthern pacific utilities,

PIFS - In relation to the linkages between
FISGAREF and PEC Fund, it includes co-
financing or various activities under a single
PEC Fund detailed project proposal. This has
afready been done in Cook Islands and Samoa
where PIGGAREP is funding activities as part of
these countrles PEC Fund proposal, Other
opportunities include PIGGAREP funding soft

7
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activities, given that the PEC Fund is primarily
funding hardware, Even though there are soft
componenis in PEC Fund proposals such as
self financing activities, capacity building,
there are several other opportunities that can
explored before, during and after the
implementation of PEC Funded projects. PEC
wishes encourage member countries to
consider these gossihilities not only for PEC
Funded projecis but others that are ongoing.
There is also avenue for a Government Japan
fund of 500 hillien support for the Pacific over
the next 3 years once allocations finalized will
he able to provide information on whether or
nat there will be replenishment of the PEC
Fund and of course whether the scope will be
expanded.

IJCN —currently implementing RE projects in
pacific island countries.  TUCN  warks in
partnership with [UCN through the EESLI
project. IUCW funded the hardware
component and PIGGAREP the software
component. IUCHN and is currently working
with PIGGAREP on Mai ket Survay for Banks to

-1 upscale the- Palau-Model. --A-rale- moedel -of

coordination between largze regional initiatives
and RE.

SPC - SPC coordinated the launch on the IY
SE4ALL in Suva {May 2012}, a regional
initiative with USP, PPA, SPREP, IUCH and
athers. The Framework for Action on Energy
Security in the Pacific [FAESP) ties in very well
with the SE4ALL initiative. The FAESP
cutcomes and PIGGAREP-specific  activities
include the following;

Estimated saving of USD 25,000 from
combining the PIGGAREP Grid-connected FY
follow up workshop with the meeting of the
Mitigatlon Working Group of the PCCR

Estimated saving of USD 25,000 fram the joint




PECF-PIGGAREP joint project proposal wrlting
workshop compared to the costs of two
separate events.

5PC coordinates the implementation of the
FAESP and the implementation of the IPESP.

5PC assessed the feasibility of putting in RE in
the tourism sector of 515 — 515 Tour North and
SI5 Tour South project in Cook is, Kiribati,
Miue, Palau, RMI and Tuwalu. SPC will
continue to work with PIGGAREP to capture
the impacts of PIGGAREP activities and how
GEF impacts of their resources and assistance

Statement by partners is attached to the
report (Attachment 3).

Session §: SIDSDOCK PIGGAREP +

1. The ultimate goal of SIDS DOCK is to
increase energy efficlency by 25
percent (2005 baseline] and +to
generate a minimum of 50 percent of
glectric power from renswable sources
and a 20-20 percent decrease in
conventional transportation fuel use by

1. UNDP to advise couniries regularly on

the status of their projects and how
the approved projects will be funded
for full implementation and how the
countries on the reserved list could be
moved up for funding.

2033, SIDSDOCK members being 30
SIDS of which 47% are Pacific SIDS
Cook Islands, Fifi, Kiribati, Marshall
slands, FSM, Mauru, Palau, Samoa,
Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and
Vanuatu neting that MNiue & PNG are
not yet members.

2. The allocation far the pacific which
includes World Bank - USD 2M
{Vanuatu Geothermal Praject UNDP —
USD 2M {PIGGAREP Plus]. 9 countries
submitted proposals in which anly 4
were approved for funding which
include Tonga, Tuvalu, Solomeon s and
the North Pacific. Woaorld Bank — USD
2M  {Vanuatu Geothermal Project
UNDP —USD 2M (PIGGAREP +).

¥ %-;-%
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3. Misslon trips to the 4 countries have
heen conducted by UNDP Pacific
Centre and Head Quarters (Thomas
Jensen & Manuel Soriano) Asaresulta
report on  SIDSCOCK  PIGGAREP +
project  status  report has been
submitted and awaiting approval for
implementation with UNDP New York.

The ahove has bean reviewed by members of the MPR and is endorsed by

SPREP UNDP
Metatua Pelesikoti, Director of the Climate Mileema Noble, Hesidentﬁgp;esentative of UNDF in
Change Division Coolk kslands, Mive, Samoa and Takslau

16
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The meeting is structured in three parts: the MPR meeting focusing on _m.,_‘m“cm:”:m results oriented progress at the overall projeci and a
strategic and barrier removal approach for future activities at the regional m:.a_na.._ﬂ:.._, levels: training, learning and capacity building

sessions to enhance technical and operational capacities at naticnal and :mm._o:m_ levels and associated meetings.
_

The objectives of the MPR meeting, training, learning and capacity building s2ssions and associated meetings are as follows;
s Review the progress against outcomes of the project considering its ﬁmn:_:_nm_ﬁ financial and operational aspects
» Review results over the last 5 years for the & outcomes of the project in all participating countries in regards to promation of the
productive use of RE to recuce GHG emission by removing the majar barriers to the widespread and cost-effective use of
commercially viable RE tecnologies (RETs). |
s Review progress on the recommendations from the |ast project koard Ewmﬂ:mm in Nov 2011 and June 2012 and MPR meeting in
Nov 2011, _
Share experiences and lessons learnt from countries for m_.sﬁ_mz,_m:ﬁmac:_gq the 6 components and also with regional partners.
Discuss the report an the recommended proactive strategic barrier removal approach July 2012 and follow up on

recommendations and Project Activity Summary (PAS) component. _

e Discuss the SIDSDOCK PIGGAREP+ project design status report ard way forward for the project.
» Share experiences and lessons learnt |
s Define actions and strategies to incorporate gender analysis in wau_mﬂm%wzc: of climate change mitigation activities
s Provide training on technical and operational aspects of the project ta PIGGAREP praoject coordinators and project staff.
s Provide associated meetings for praject coordinators and regional _n.m_.n:n_wa technica! discussions for each specific meeting
ohjectives, m
|
TIME | AGENDA , | DISCUSSION POINTS w | PRESENTER/RAPPORTEUR | SUPPORT MATERIAL
DAY 1- Eﬁzubﬁ 20™ AUGUST 2012 m .
0800-0900 | Registration | Al Participants to register ” | SPREP _ ]
SESSION 1 MULTIPARTITE REVIEW MEETING OFFICIAL OPENLNG _
0500-0920 - Formal Opening : Ms. Silia Kilepoa
-Prayer : Rev Siveva Gogo
- Welcoming Address : Mr. David Sheppard,
: | Director General, SPREP
-Opening remarks/keynote Address | ._ Ms Nileama Noble { UNDP
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|
]

_ ] | | 2011,
I

1145-1230 DISCUSSION/SUMMATION X
12451330 | LUNCH _
SESSION 2: COUNTRY IMPLEMENTAITON RESLILTS ! CHAIRPERSON: Ms NETATUA PELESEKOTI
1330-1500 | Country _ ] ] | * - All PIGGAREFR Project -Country PowerPoint
Presentations | COUNETY implementation results per project Outcomes Coordinators from Cock | presentatians
| Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, -Technical reports by
-Challenges issues {technical and operational/financial} Nauru, Nive, Papua New countries.
further capacity and technical assistance needs; _u_,_m_:m and Guinea, Samoa, Solaman
actions for the remaining project period. Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and
| YVanuatu

_
Emﬁ.pln Improved knowledge about RE resources potential and increase the number of succaesstul commercial
RE applicaticns on the ground _
-Completed resource monitaring studies; Feasibility assessments of RE projects; Completed TA for RE system
demonstrations; Operational performance and ._iﬁmﬁm including income genaration from each demonstration
project; Adepted quality and technical standa-ds Wﬂc_, RE systerns compenents and their installations

|
CQutcome 2: Expansion of the market for RET m_n_u_“nﬂ._o:m
- portfolio of new feasible RE projects; completed training courses on local manufacturing and repair of RET systems
components; completed technical assistance on the local manufacturing of RET systern components; new
manufacturers and supplier of RET systera nDEﬁJ:m:Q in the PICs; RE Experis/Units established in power utilities of
the PICs; New RESCOs established in the PICS; nu_“._._ﬁ_ﬂma training of rural residents on basic O & M of RET system
installations and components _
_

Outcome 3: Enhancement of institutional capacity to design and implement RE

- - Adopted national energy/climaie change Eﬁ_mmrmz plan that includes RE projects; Established national energy

coordinating systems and mechanisms that include the private sector; Completed institutional capacity

development program; Plan for Energy Offices .”D_m_“_mn..:m:ﬁh__,::._n.__ with clear mandates and sufficient resources;

Updated database and an energy resource data mﬂjml ng system; National Energy Balance; Updated regional

synthesis of the energy sactar GHG emission iNvERIOry
1

Outcome 4: Improvement of the availability of E?“_:._m for existing and new RE projects
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DAY 2 — TUESDAY, 217" AUGUST 2012

| SESSION A: STRATEGIC APPROACH AND BARRIER REMOWVAL

0a00-0945 Report an the Recommended | 1) Presentation of the full repori - ! Mz Sili'a Kilepoa Lialesi, -Report on the
proactive strategic barrier Recommended Proactive Strategic Barrier RFMU, 5PREF Recommended
removal approach luly 2012 Removal Approach proactive strategic
barrier remaoval
2) Presentation of the Project Activity approach July 2012
Summary [PAS) component _ -1.qu_H board meeting
3)Presentation of agreements by the board minutes of lune 2012,
June 2012
4) Additional issues for discussions following
receipt of the full report and PAS component.
0945-1015 DISCUSSION/SUMMATION
101.5-1045 WMIORNING TEA

SESSION 5: REPORT ON SIDSDOCK PIGGAREP +

1045-1115 SIDSDOCK PIGGAREFR + SIDSDOCK PIGGARER + Froject Diasign Status Sclomone Fifita SIDSDOCK PIGGARER +
| Report | SPC Project Design Status
| Report
_ Sili'a Kilepoa Ualesi
1115-1200 DISCUSSIONS/SUMMATION |
1200-1300 LUNCH

SESSION 6: STATEMENT FROM PARTMERS

1300-1430 | SPC Solomone Fifita
: ISP Atul Ratui
FPA Gordon Change
FIFS/FECF lohnathan #Mitche!l
IUCH Anare hlataldviti
SEOREAADMIRE UNDGP/SPC
1430-1500 Afternoon Tea "

Meeting 1 PROJECT BOARD MEETING

1500-1600

Project Board Me zting
_

Follow up on Project board recommendations
June 20132,

Project Board Members

Agenda of Meeting
hWinutes of last Project

g
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| presentation

1000-1030 iorning Tea
1030-1230 Economic, Social and Aaron Buncle Economic, Social and
Emvironmental Impact SPREP Environmental Impact
Analysis Training PowerPoint
presentation
1230-1330 funch
1330-1500 - Resulis Based Management Reparting at the output/outcome leve! s Sili'a Kilepoa Uales), REM PowerPoint
Training RPLIU, SPREP presentation
s Mariana Simones
! UMDP/SFREF operational
- _ specialist
1500-1530 Afternoon Tea
1530-1700 Results Based Management Reporting at the output/outcame level s Sili'a Kilepoa Uales), REBM PowerPoint
Training RPMU, SPREF presantation
1
| M3 Mariana Simones
UMDP/SPREF operational
Specialist
1700-1715 Wrap up on Trainings

SESSION 9: ASSOCIATED MEETINGS:

Meeting 3: Pacific

STEERING COMMITTEE

1715-1745 iesting 2: Pacific Energy Meeting 3: Pacific Energy Oversight Group Meeting 3: Pacific Energy
Quersight Group Owearsight Group Energy Owversight
“ Group
1745-1845 Meeting 3: Climate Change Meeting 4: Climate Change Mitigation Work mMeeting 4: Climate Meeting 4: Climate
. Witigation Work Group Group Change Mitigation Weork Change Mitigation
Group - Work Group
15A5-2000 Meeting 4: PALS PROJECT .

DAY 5 - FRIDAY, 24™ AUGUST 2012

0200-1200

| Field visit to RE sites
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5'" Multipartite Review Meeting for the
Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement through Energy Project {PIGGAREP)

Final List of Participants
{24 August 2012)

Cook Islands

1 Mr. Tangi Tereapii
Director, Renewahble Energy Developmeant Division
Office of the Prime Minister

PO Box T: +5682 25494 ext BOR

Rargtonga F:+GB2 20850

Coock Islands E: tangi® pmoffice.pov.ck
FIl

2. Mr. Paula Katirewa
Principal Enargy Analyst
Fiji Deparitment of Energy
PO Box-2493 Government Buildinge———— T +679 338667 7+F—

Suva F: +679 338 6301
Fiji E: pkatirewa@fdae.pow.fi
Kiribati

3. Ms. Mirfam larcbwa Tikana
Assistant Energy Planner
Energy Planning Unit
Ministry of Public Works and Wkilities

Betic T: + 686 26192 / 26493
Tarawa F: +0Bb 26172
Kiribati E: mitikana@gmail.com
Nauru
4. Mr. Wawani Dowiyogo
Energy Officer
Mauru Utilities Corporation T:+674 557 4041
Alwo District F: +674
Mauru E: wawani.dowivogo@naurugov.nr




MNiue

5.

Mr. Speedo Hetutu
General Manager

Miue Power Cooperation
FO Box 29

Alofi

Mine

Papua New Guinea

6.

Mr. [dau Kopi

AfAD — Energy Division

Department of Petroleum and Energy
PO Box 454

Waigani, NCD

Papua New Guinea

Samoa

7.

Sala Sagate Tuiafoiso

-

-

:+583 4383 /4119

1 +683 4385
s speedohetutu @ mail.gov.nu

14575325 3233

1 +675 325 1678

:idau kopi@datec.net.pe

Assistant Chief Executive Officer — Renewable Energy

Ministry of Matural Resources and Environment

Private Mail Bag
Apia
Samoa

M, Wairarapa | Young
Solar Project Team Leader
Electric Power Corporation
PO Box 2011
Apia

_Samoa

Ms. Heremoni Suapaia-Ah Hoy

Fnergy Coordinater / PIGGAREP Coordinator
ministry of Finance

Private Wail Bag

Apia

Samoa

Salomon Islands
10. Mr. Gabriel Aimaea

Deputy Director - Energy
Ministry of Mines & Energy
PO Box G37

Haniara

Soloman islands

-

-

1 +685 21383

: +a85

: sagato.tulafiso@mnre.gov.ws

1 +685 65408
:HEE85 23748
: Wairarapa.younedepc. ws

-

m =

: +685 34341
: 1685 21312
: Heremoni.suapaia@mof.gov. ws

:+577 21522 21525
1 +677 25811
1 g _aimacsa@mines.gov.sh




Tenga
11. tAr. Ofa Sefana
Acting Energy Planning Specialist
Energy Division
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change

PO Box 5 T +676 775 3150

Tongatapu F:+676 23216

Solomon Islands F: ofasefana@yahoo.com
Tuwvalu

12. Mr. Mafalu Lotolua
General Manager
Tuvalu Electric Cooperation

Private Mail Bag T: +688 20352

Funafut F: +638 20357

Tuvalu E: miotolua@tectuvalu.ty
Vanuatu

13, Mr, Kennedy Kaltavara
Project Coordinator
Yanuatu Energy Unit

Private Mail Bag S0&7 T +6738 25201
Port Vila F:+678
Wanuatu E: kkaltavara@gmail.com

REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

International Unlon for Conservation of Nature {IUCN}
PQ Box, Suva, Fiji

T:+679 331 9084

Fr+6793100128

W

14. Mr. Anare hWataldvit|
Energy Programme Coordinatar
Anare.matakivit@ivuen.or

Pacific Power Association (PPA)
FO Box, Suva, Fiji
T:+679 3306022
F.+679 330 2038

15. Mr. Gordon Chang
Deputy Executive Director

E: gordonc@ppa.org.fi



Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat [PIFS)
Private Mail Bag

Suva, Fij

T: +679 231 2500

Fr+679 3220221

Wr www. forumsec.org

16. Mr. Jlonathan Mitchell
Project Manager
E: jonathanm@forumsec.org.f

17, Mr. Leanaitasi Taukafa
Tachnical Officer

E: leonaitasit@forumsec.org.f

Secretariat of the Pacific Community {SPC)
Private Mail Bag, Suva, Fiji

T: 4679

F:+679

W

18. Mr. Solomone Fifita
Deputy Director — Energy
E: solomanef@spr.int

13. Ms. Koin Etuati
E: koine@spe.int

20. Ms, Malerata Sauturaga

E: makeretas@spc.int

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programime (SPREP)
PO Box 240, Apia, Samoa

T: +685 21929

F:+685 20231

W WwWWw . Sprep.org

21. Dr. Netatua Pelasikoti
Director, Climate Change Division
E: netatuap@@spren.org

22. Ms. Silia Ualesi
Project Manager - PIGGAREP

siliau@sprep.org

23 Mr. Nixon Kua
Climate Change Mitigation Officer
nixonk@sprep.org




24. M=, Seema Deo
Cammunications & Qutreach Adviser
E: seemad @sprep.org

25, Mr Aarch Buncle
Environmental Resource Economist

E: aaronh@sprep.ore

26. MWs. Kathleen Leewai
Publications and Communications Intern
kathleenl{@sprep.org

27. Ms. Joyce Tulua
Secretary CC Director & Programme Assistant to CC Division
E: joycet@sprep.arg

United Nations Development Programme {UNDP)
PO Bow, Apia, Samoa

T: +635 23670

F: +685 23555

W

28, Ms. Nileema Noble
UMDP Resident Representative
E: Nileema.noble@undp.arg

29. Ms. Georgina Bonin
Assistant Resident Rep
F: georgina bontn @undp.org

30. Ms. Yvetie Kerslake
Programme Cificer

E: Yvette.kerslake@undp.org

31. Ms, Mariana Simfres
Operations Specialist
T: 6385 775-14598
F: marigna.simoes@undp.org

University of the South Pacific (U5SP)
Laucala Campus, PO Box, Suva, Fiji
T:+679 323 2430

F: +679

W

32. Dr. Atul Raturi
Head of Physics and Engineering Department

E: raturi_ a@usp.ac.fj






{; PACIFIC ISLANDS FORUM SECRETARIAT

PIGGAREP 5 Multi-Partitie Review Meeting and 16" Project Board
Mceting

20 — 24 August, Savaii, Samoa

REMARKS

by
Jonathan Mitchell
Project Manager
Pacific Environment Community(PEC) Fund

Madam Chair, Ms Necleema Nobie, Resident Representative UNDP Samoa,
Mg Netatua Pelesikoti, Director Climate Change, SPREP
Ms Silia Ualesi, Project Manager for PIGGAREP

1 Shobernents

——FoerumIsland- Country- memberrepresentatives;
Fellow members of CROP and Development Partners,

[adics and Gentlemen,

Good afternoon to vou all.

2. Thank you for the opportunity o provide a few remarks on the Pacific
Environment Community IFund or PEC Fund at this PIGGAREP 3™ Multi

partite Review meeting and 16™ Project board meeting.

3. I wish to focus my remarks on the PEC Fund as it relates to the
PIGGAREP. In doing so and for the benefit of those not familiar with the
PEC Fund, please allow me to provide briefly some background to the PEC
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Fund, some context to the projects to be funded under it and a short summary

o the status of PEC Fund proposals received.

4. At the 5" Summit of the Meeting of Pacific Leaders and the Prime
Minister of Japan, a process known in short as the PALM process, held in
May, 2009 in Hokkaido, Japan, Leaders issued the Islanders’ Hokkaido
Declaration which reaffirmed the Loaders’ commitment to work together and

collaborate and cooperate on a wide range of issues,

5. The Hokkaido Declaration alse launched the Pacific Environment
Community initiative. An initiative designed to promote the developmeni and
implementation of practical pacific-tailored approaches te combaiing the
impacts of climate change. A contribution of ¥6.8billion (or approximately
US$66 million dollars) was provided by the government of Japan as the PEC
Fund to help FICs to tackle climate change issues with a focus on the
provision of solar power generation systems and sea water desaiination plants

or a combination of hoth.

6. The Pacific Tslands Forum_Sacmlarjat_Wﬂs_tasked-ta-manage—the—ﬁmd—in——

close collaboration with the government of J apan. Hach FIC is provided with
an indicative allocation of USD$4 million, Apreed Guide]inés and Project
Procedures for the PEC Fund were adopted in 2010. They provided for the
establishment of a governance structure for the PEC Fund including a Joint
Committee (JC), Project Management Unit (PMU) ané.i'f Technical Advisory
Group (I'AG), -

7. A Jomnt Coramittee or JC comprising senior representatives of the
Government of Japan and the Pacific Islands Forum Secrelariat is the decision
making body for the PEC Fund and provides oversight and approves projects
to be funded under the PEC Fund. The JC ig chaired by the Secretary General
of PIFS.



8. To support the Joint Commitiee, a PEC Fund Project Management Unit
or PMU has also been established at the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat
tasked with administering and managing the PEC Fund. The PMU is staffed
by three personnel and I am accompanied here with the PEC Fund Technical

officer, Mr Leonaitasi Taukafs.

0. In addition to this, an independent Technical Advisory Group (TAG)
was established, comprising of four technical experts recommended by the
Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC}, Pacific Power Association (PPA)
and the Government of Jupan. The experts are specialised in the fields of
climatc change, renewable energy, waler and sanitation and undertake
technical assessments of project concept notes and detailed project proposals
and makes recommendations to the JC for decision making. One of our TAG
members is also present here today in his capacity as Deputy Director for the
Energy Division of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC). I take the
opportunity to acknowledge Mr [ifita’s presence and the valuable technical
advice he has provided to the PEC Fund thus far. The other TAG member and

you are all familiar with is Mr Herbert Wade,

10, With the PEC Fund governance structure explained, I would now like
to highlight the process involved in accessing the PEC Fund, The PEC Fund
Project Procedures was developed to guide FICs in the development of their
proposals, The Project Procedures provides for a two phasc process.

11.  Phase 1 involves Forum Island Countries submitting a concept note,
which 1s assessed by the PMU and TAG. If a concept note is approved,

countries are invited to proceed to phase 2 which invelves the development of

their detailed project proposal based on the approved concept note.

12.  Once a detailed project proposal is submitted, the PMU and TAG make
their assessments and recommendations are then provided to the Joint

Committee whe make a final decision for funding. Tf a detailed project
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proposal is approved by the Joint Committee, the Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat then enters into a Financing Agreement with the recipient country

and the project begins implementation.

13.  Drawing up detailed project proposals requires special technical skills
that are unfortunately not readily available within FICs. In recognising this,
the PEC Fund Project Procedures has made provisions to support the use of
Technical Assistance for that purpose. ln addition to this, our unit has
provided technical support on the development of proposals when requested

by our member countries.

14.  Tn July 2010, a call for proposals was sent to FICs through the formal
PIFS communications chamnel, Since then, FICs have made significant
progress in the development and submission of their concept netes and

detailed project proposals.

15. Please allow me to make some observations on how FICs have
progressed in accessing and implementing their allocations under the PEC

Fund, Detailed project proposals have been approved and Financing

Agreements have been signed betweon PIFs and eight out of the 14 Forum
Tsland Countries participating in the PEC Fund and this is significant progress
and I commend those countries for their efforts. The remaining Forum Island

Countries arc now developing or finaliging their detailed project proposals.

16. As you will note, some FICs have decided to utilise their
USD$4million allocation for a single project, while others through two or
threc projects. In addition, some countries have chosen to do both solar power
generation projects and salt water desalination projects, depending on their

needs.

17. A clear observation that can be made is that all FICs have chosen to use

all or part of their allocations for solar power generation. In some countries
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this may be grid connected, in others it is solar home systems, while some

will use hybrid systems and others solar powered desalination plants.

18.  Inrelation to the linkages between PIGGAREP and PEC Fund, these I
have touched on yesterday and they include co-financing or various activities
under a single PEC Fund detailed project proposal, This has alrcady been
done in Cock Islands, where PIGGAREP is funding activities as part of these
couniries PEC Fund proposal,

19, Other opportunities include PIGGAREP funding soft activities, given
that the PEC Fund is primarily funding hardware. Even though there are soft
components in PEC Fund proposals such as self financing activities, capacity
building, there are several other opportunities that can explored before, during
and after the implementation of PEC Funded projects. T wish (o cncourage
member countries to consider these possibilities not only for PEC Funded

projects but others that are ongoing.

20.  In addition to this, PIFS and PIGGARET co-funded a joint workshop

on proposal writing in Cook Tslands i ' enerolls

involvement of UNDP and SPC at this workshop. [ can attribute the timely
submission and approval of PEC Funded to the capacily dcveloped at this
workshop. Future collaboration on other activities, including joint in-couniry

missions i1s another possible avenue that we can explore.

21, Over the coming months, a key task for PTES will be o assist all FICs
in completing the development of their concept notes and detailed project

proposals and expediting the implementation of their PEC Fund projects.

22. I also wish to mention that at the last PALM meeting held in May of

this year, Forum Island Country leaders expressed their gratitude to the Japan

Government for the PEC Fund and requested a replenishment of the Funds, In

addition to this leaders requested that the scope of the PEC Fund be expanded

lo support other areas apart from solar PV and desalination plants. The
5



Government of Japan announced 500billion yen of support for the Pacific
over the next three years and the Government of Japan 18 yet to announce its
package of assistance over the next three years and once this is made known,
then we will know whether or nol there will be a replenishment of the PEC

Fund and of coursc whether the scope will be expanded.

23,  Thank you for the opportunity to provide remarks on the PEC Fund and

progress to date.

24, With these words, T thank you all for your kind atfention.




SPC’s Statement at the 5 Multipariite Review Mucting for the Pacitic Islands Greenhouse
Gas Abatement through Renewable Energy Project (PIGGAREF)

20 —24 Angust 2012, Stevenson’s, Savaii, Samon

Ms Nilecema Noble, Resident Represenlative of the UNDP Country Office in Samoa, Mrs
Netatua Pelesikoti, Divector of SPREP’s CC Division, Gordon Change, the Deputy Executive
Direcior of PPA, fellow CROP colleagues, Mr Anare Matakivit, 1UCN, distinguished
participanis, Ladies and Gentlemen,

In %ﬁiﬁ& the UN General Assembly passed a resolution to desipnate 2012 as the International
Year of Sustainable Lincrgy 1o All. This was in recognition of the growing importance ol energy
for cconomic development and climate change mitigation. Tt also attempted to correct what many
warking on ehergy and development issues had for many years argued was a major crror in not
including action on energy poverty in the Millermivwm Development Goals.

At the RIOQ 420 confercnce the world supported the UN $G’s SE4ALL Initiative with its gouls
of:
i.  Ensure universal access to modern energy services
ii.  Double the rate of improvement in cnergy eificiency
fii. — Double the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix

Rio +20 acknowledged that access to suslainable modern cnergy serviees, like electricity,
contributes to poverty eradication, saves lives, improves health and helps provide For basic
human needs. These services are essenlial to social inclusion and gender eguality, and thal
energy is also a key input to production.

1 think we should all expect that the new Sustainabie Development Goals talked about at Rio will
include specific largets on encepy.

On the SE4ALL, SPC coordinated the launch on the TY SE4ALL in Sava in Muy and this was a
rcgional iniliative with USP, PPA SPRIEP, [UCN and others. The PUGGAREP DV
documenting experiences with RE in {he region were part of the materials at the launch.

Belure the UN General Assembly resolution, (he 41 Pacific Islands Forum al Port Vila, Vannat
in August 2010 cndorsed the Framework for Action on Energy Sceurity in the Pacific (FALSP)
and reallirmed their commiiment to a rencwable energy and enerey cfficient future based on
achicvable, praclical and voluntary largets. The FAESP encompasses the Leader’s vision for mn
Fnergy Sccure Pacific where Pacific people at all times have access 1o sufficient sustainable
sources of clean and alTordable encrpgy and sevvices to enhance their social and economic well-
being.

The FALSP is therefore placing a special emphasis of the 4 clements of energy security — access
to modermn encrgy services, affordability of energy, productivity and efficiency ol energy use and



the environmental quality of the energy sector. These tie in vory well with the SE4ALL
initiative.

SPC Coordinates the implementation of the FAESP and the implemcntation of the IPESFE.
» TPolicy - CCCPTR by GLZ — Kiribati, Nauru, Tonga, Tuvalu & Vanuatu
« RE - North REP - 13 M Euro (FSMW, Palau and RMT — SEDRLA & ADMIRE)
B —3M by Aust - PAT.S — Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu
P4 - end of Oct
LPO
DBO - Asscasment of the progress in Energy Security

As you arc at all Loo aware of, PIGGAREP is one project (hat fits in nicely with the Framework
Far Actions on CC in the Pacific as well as the Framework for Actions on Energy Sceurity in the
Pacific (FAESP). In terms of the implementation plan for the FARSP, T am happy to advise that
we are currently preparing ihe progress repott on the lmplementation Plan for the FAESP and |
am happy to share with you just two of the outcome ol the following PIGGAREP-specific
activities:

+ Estimated saving of USD 25,000 from combining the PIGGAREP Grid-connected PV follow up
workshop with the mesting of the Mitigation Working Group of the PCCR

+ Estimated saving of USD 25,000 from the joint PECF-PIGGARER Joint project propesal writing
workshop compared o the costs of two separate svents.

That’s only the linancial savings, we have not looked at the GIIG savings from the above two
initiatives.

Chair — SPC asscssed the feasibility of putting in RE in the tourism sector of 818 — SIS Tour
North and 815 Tour South project in Cook 1g, Kiribati, Niue, Talau, RMI1 and Tuvalu

At this time last year, we stood arm to arm with PIGGAREP and TUCN at the Clouds in
Auckland providing a display during the Forum Leaders” meeting.

Chair, 1 am petsonally overwheimed by the number of joint activitics and parinerships that we
have heard lvom countries and agencics yesterday and loday and we must work harder to capture
the inpaets of all these activilies and how the GEF the impacts of their vesources and assistance.

It has been mentioned many times that the PLGGAREP is supposed to be a model, a catalyst and
a platform for launching initiatives that will promote sustainability, It is thevefore heartening to
see that (he PIGGAREP TPlus is alrcady on the horizon. Long live the PTGGAREP!

With that, Chair, vinaka vaka levu for the opportunity.
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Renewable Energy Activities
at
The University of South Pacific
5% Multlpartite Review Meeting and
Assotiated Meetings

Savail
20 ;o gust 2012

Preamble

The University of the 5outh Pacifle {USP) |5 the
pramier regignal institution of higher learning In tha
Pacific, It has canstantly strived to offer educational
and kechnical programmes that are conduclvo ta
sustainable develepment of the region and heyand.

There are a number of RE related prolects operative at
UEP.

USP- KOICA Renewable Energy

Froject
* Funded under the East Asia Climate Change
Fartnevship- X na DsSC
" 3 CONMPOTERRS ¢
1, Renewable Energy assessment nall 12 USP
ramber countries and establlshment of 2
Data Bank at LR
2 Fenewahle energy Copaclty Building in the
USF region.
3 Establishment ofa 4% kW grid-connected
solar PY systern at tha USPE Laucala lower
Campus and  develgpment of a renewaoble
enorgy training centre,

Froject Parlod : 20z0. 2003

RE Assessment

= 11 Intepabed Serawable Encrgy Resourcs 0zacssniant Sydar | IRFRAS] i SR

memnber countdcs

= [edicnied wird energy measurement sysbeme daphogud =1 anbatad [eoitons inthe

regon

= Thuacesn ererzy poberklal Inth= reglon will alse bo 2dualai Hsing mppacaingey

Nk Wemapricher, Araustic Dapypilw Weawn prifler sred Civrent lemperture Bopth
(CTE)

= Thedzta recomgcd B bransmltod baw canl el ssagn lonsed al UsF 22pan Pacdk 12T

Cahkne
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Capacity Building

: The pigject funds 7 reglonal students to undertake a

Waster's prograrme at BSP They sre werking on
renewahle energy rasaurces assessment |n thelr
respective countries after spending initial & months
(taking two coursas] at USP , The seven students
registercd are from Fiji, Samoa, Tonga, Kirbati,

Wanuatu and Nauru .

Development of @ Renewable Eneegy Tralnlng

laboratory — GUPV systems

» F-clays GCPY traiming workshop- September 2012

The GCPY system

tully Int=gretnd wil I 1 FIp Ekcctichy Grid

Project DIREKT

« 1% milien Even ACM.EU funded profact [OICKT- swll Dwsaluplng 1sland
Rercwable Eneray Knoaleilps ool Tadincleqy tronster networ) 7 wepgilanlng
aha aclanee and bechnolepy of rapesualdu aioray systems Inthe FICs and alber
sl idwinl vuhinli &,

= Ll 'ty Hamburg Uniiwerdty of Bppleid S2lonces ard 3 otbeer members 3khn

Huyivszizy of Wt Indics, the Unteerity of Ruwllus and Bz Sriverity of the
sowth Radfic

v figeod s major aziuties sfthe project WRFRT Sk reaeral ond
Inbarnailonn] pardarnpus'workshops  dor verlous ikehehl i Lha member
s, & rumber of workalinge o lakuns ks dropmier, GER mpatege il
rélivn 1 dwtdnt Wples hawe been opacizel o Rl 2584 ard Tang.

= The profect comes o up vod T Mosember 2002,

Solar Eleciric Vehicle Charging Station

v Fundad under the Franes Pacille Punds
= Fisst afils ¥Ind prolect
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Banish the Kerosene Lamp RE Research @USP
* Funded undarthe France Paciftc Funds [T T dasign, develapinl il sing of méor
* Mbcroflnancing strategy for solar Hghting Hares/burtings.

* Salir Phabssulluizs; Develapment of Gy Soncllizul Sclug CaPe

+ Lesign and Pastormanca woly=s of Standalane systerns, grid covnmelal and
hyiorid sysbonie,

* Diwinass and Beodudd: Cocanut cll e Biadimsel, comsova based atrard

" Do wewpy Arveasmend of oeean enargy piuntinl |uave, tldd and DTEC}
il desipn ord dewdopmias ol wowpy ssirecilon devices.

= By plweirg

Fiji SE4All Stamps USP/SEIAPI Certification Scheme
[BEESS T L 2T

UZF hag joincd hands with the Sustainable Cnargy
Industry Assoclation of Paciflc Istands { SEATF} to
develop cormpetency standards and acoreditatfon
tor RE professlanals [ designers and Installers), The
schetne was officially launched on 18% pay 2012
during the Pacific rollaut of the Internatlonal Year of
Sustalnable Energy held at USE
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