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OVERALL IMPRESSIONS  
 
Introduction 
 
The PIGGAREP project has an extensive history in the form of the PIREP project that has been 
carried out over the last two years.  The magnitude of the PIREP record is such that it could not be 
fully reviewed in the context of this 2-day STAP review of the PIGGAREP Project Brief.  To the 
extent possible, however, relevant materials from the PIREP review have been integrated into this 
STAP review. 
 
The PIGGAREP project has laudable objectives, namely the removal of barriers to renewable energy 
technologies (RETs), along with numerous associated outcomes.  There is no question that the 
widespread deployment of RETs in the PIC region would have substantial social and economic 
benefits (particularly in the face of rising oil prices), and would also contribute to GHG emissions 
reductions objectives under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol.  
 
The PIGGAREP project, however, faces daunting challenges from geography alone.  It is also a 
relatively small project, with its implementation spread across several years, and across eleven 
Pacific Island countries (PICs).  Without very careful prioritization of its efforts, it is likely that the 
project’s resources will be dissipated over activities that don’t materially contribute to the project’s 
objectives, over technologies that can’t compete, and over too many countries and agencies.  Instead 
of focusing on this kind of prioritization, however, the PIGGAREP project is also being used to fund 
a variety of energy policy and related activities that appear to have little direct relevance to the 
project’s stated objectives (e.g. larger energy sector information gathering and capacity building), 
notwithstanding their potential larger policy value.   

Relevance and Priority  
 
This project is consistent with the GEF’s development objectives by promoting the deployment of 
renewable energy technologies. The Project Brief’s required focus on climate change and GHG 
emissions reductions, however, is ultimately distracting in terms of making the case for, or evaluating 
the likely success of, this project from an RET “barriers removal” perspective.   
 
As asserted in the Project Brief, the project could strengthen PICs’/Alliance of Small Islands States’ 
(AOSIS) negotiating positions in the UNFCCC and Kyoto processes, and could help demonstrate the 
strong commitment of the PICs to the Johannesburg Renewable Energy Coalition (JREC) of which 
the AOSIS is a founding member.  It will also help meet the region’s commitment to the 
International Action Programme on RE that was adopted of the International RE Conference held in 
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Bonn in June 2004, could help achieve Millennium Development Goals, and advance the objectives 
of a range of other initiatives. 
 
Assessing the priority of this project from an impacts perspective is challenging. There is little doubt 
it will contribute to capacity building in the region, and to the state of energy-related knowledge in 
the PICs. As already noted, however, the project’s implementation appears likely to be so diffuse 
across countries, objectives, and activities, that it could be very difficult to ultimately point to any 
clear accomplishments of the project with its current design.  
 

Global Environmental Benefits and Impacts 
 
The project is characterized as expected to result in 2 million tons of CO2 reductions over the next 
ten years. While marginal from a global perspective, this would be significant in the context of PIC 
GHG emissions.  At the same time, it is difficult to realistically assess the project’s performance in 
this regard. First, a substantial chunk of this 2 million tons of reductions is likely to result over the 
next ten years from RE facilities implemented in PICs regardless of this project’s outcome.  Second, 
the Project Brief suggests that this project could reduce PIC GHG emissions by as much as 70% from 
a business as usual baseline by 2020. As discussed elsewhere in this review, the scale and funding of 
this project appears completely inadequate to accomplishing such a lofty outcome.  
 
While RET deployment is not without potential environmental impacts, it is unlikely that the project 
as described here will result in environmental damage.  
 

Project Objectives  
 
The objective of this project is characterized as the promotion of the productive use of RE to reduce 
GHG emissions by removing the major barriers to the widespread and cost-effective use of feasible 
RETs. Associated with this primary objective is a long list associated outcomes, including the 
deployment of 100 MW of new RE capacity during the next five years and the reduction of CO2 
emissions by 2 million tons over the next ten years. To the extent that a significant amount of effort 
may focus on bringing electricity services to communities that are currently not electrified, it is 
unclear whether CO2 emissions reductions will actually result. To the extent that electrification with 
fossil fuels is likely to gradually continue to develop across the region, however, this should not be 
seen as a major conceptual problem for the project. 
 
The primary stated objective of the project, namely RET barriers removal, is certainly desirable. 
However the Project Brief reflects the clear conceptual challenges in focusing on RET barrier 
removal across the entire PIC region. Specifically, and notwithstanding two years of work through 
the PIREP process, the objectives do not reflect: 
 

• A clear sense of what can be achieved in addressing systemic challenges like fossil fuel 
subsidies, and what the implications are for this project 

• A clear sense of whether RETs can be made cost competitive, which is presumably (although 
not clearly stated as such) a significant barrier 
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• A clear sense of which RETs make the most sense to focus on in the regional context 
• A clear sense of which barriers are really the most important, whether they can be overcome, 

and what the implications are likely to be for sustainability and replicability of project 
activities. 

 
Because of the regional nature of the proposed project, it is understandably difficult to address these 
points in a detailed way. Without this information, however, it is not clear whether the very real 
challenges facing the project can be overcome.  
 
It is possible to argue that the goal of the PIGGAREP itself is to understand the needed priorities and 
develop the necessary strategy as part of the implementation phase.  I would question such an 
assertion for two reasons: 
 

• The PIGGAREP project has already had a two-year preparatory phase in the form of the 
PIREP project, yet very little of the strategy development I would have expected seems to 
have occurred. 

• There is no reference in the Project Brief itself to such an approach. The RET pricing 
study, for example, which would seem to be an important part of any such strategic 
planning, is not even scheduled to begin until the 3rd Quarter of the 2nd year of the 
project.  

 

Project Activities  
 
The project is proposed to be implemented across six different component areas, with numerous 
activities built in. The primary issues from the standpoint of this review involve the lack of 
preparatory work apparently done to prioritize and structure the PIGGAREP’s activities 
(notwithstanding the PIREP), and the lack of a “strategy” as reflected in the Project Brief.  The 
discussion of activities tends to reflect more of an encyclopedic approach to the barriers and related 
issues to be addressed, rather than a strategic approach that gives confidence in the outcomes. This is 
discussed in more detail below.  
 

Scientific and Technical Soundness  
 
The international development community has considerable experience in RE deployment.  And 
there has been enough experience with RE technologies in the PIC region that the Project Brief is 
able to characterize the challenges facing its successful implementation.  It is not possible to 
evaluate, however, how technically sound the proposed implementation plan really is. 
 
For example, the Project Brief states:   
 

“changes are not expected unless, first and foremost, politicians, senior government 
officials, investors, financiers, the civil society and the general public hear, touch, see 
and read financially sustainable RE projects on the ground and these projects are not 
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only bringing about reduction in the consumption of fossil fuel but also 
demonstrating the productive uses of renewable energy”  (emphasis in the original) 

 
This statement suggests that an informational campaign needs to be a key element of the project.  
And indeed information dissemination is one of the major components of the PIGGAREP project.  
However, I seriously doubt that the absence of an informational campaign is, “first and foremost,” 
the primary barrier facing this project.  This, along with the generally “scatter shot” approach of the 
objectives and activities, also generates questions regarding the technical soundness of the proposed 
approach.   
 

Funding  
 
The level of funding for this project is not consistent with the sheer geographic and topical scope of 
the project.  The overall funding level is misleading, given that the large majority of the claimed 
funding is actually for RE installations proceeding under other programs, and it is not at all clear in 
the Project Brief how these installations will really contribute to the objective of removing RE 
barriers.  It is also not possible to tell to what extent the funding is appropriately distributed (even if 
insufficient), given that there is no prioritization of the barriers provided.  
 
Table A-1, “Incremental Cost Matrix in the Project Brief,” illustrates the problem associated with 
funding levels under this project. In the case of each project component, the “baseline funding” is 
characterized as accomplishing almost nothing, while the “alternative funding” is characterized as 
accomplishing all of the project’s objectives. Yet the incremental funding actually involved for each 
of the individual components is often very modest, and the claims made in this Table are simply not 
credible.  The bottom line is that this project proposes to incrementally spend an average of 
approximately $70,000 per country per year, or approximately $10,000 per major component per 
country per year, to implement a very large number of activities, under very challenging 
circumstances. Notwithstanding the best efforts of the implementing agencies, it is not possible to see 
how anything close to the stated outcomes of the project will be able to be achieved with this level of 
funding.   
 
Given the GHG emissions reduction objectives of the project, there should be at least some estimated 
costs per tonne of CO2 reductions.  Section 6 on Incremental Financing does not provide estimates of 
the costs of the estimated CO2 reductions. Delineating the proper boundaries as to which costs should 
be included for the estimation of CO2 costs can be problematic; should the total budget or only the 
GEF component be utilized or only the component causally linked to bringing about CO2 reductions?  
No matter what methodology is determined appropriate, the estimated costs of the CO2 benefits 
should be included in the proposal. 
 

Replicability  
 
There is little question that the proposed activities in the project are replicable, but whether there will 
be replicable successes is a very different question (as described above). 
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Sustainability  
 
The Project Brief itself documents the generally unsustainable nature of many of the RET 
deployment efforts that have occurred in the past.  The Project Brief, however, by not providing any 
clear indication of which barriers are really the most important to overcome with respect to success 
of the project, provides little evidence by which to assess the sustainability of the project.  It is not 
clear from the Project Brief, or available supporting materials, what the demand for these 
technologies really is in the project area (since there is no economic analysis provided).  And as 
previously noted, the budget available for implementation of the project does not seem suited to the 
task of promoting real sustainability.  By attempting in some sense to do “everything, everywhere,” 
the project may sacrifice much of the sustainability for which it might have hoped.   
 

Stakeholders  
 
It is clear that there has been a major focus on stakeholder involvement during the preceding PIREP 
process, and in the design of this project.  The quote previously cited illustrates the importance 
accorded in the project to the perceptions of the many potential stakeholders to the project.  In my 
view, however, there may actually have been too much stakeholder involvement, if that contributed 
to the absence of a clear and prioritized strategy for accomplishing the project’s objectives.   
 
 
DETAILED COMMENTS 
 
Par 6.   “Discussions with the proponents/owners of some these projects led to mutually beneficial 
understandings that made these projects integral parts of the proposed comprehensive regional RE 
project.”  As a result, more than 70% of the PIGGAREP’s total budget is now made up of these 
projects. While there is some effort made in the Project Brief to indicate how these projects will be 
integrated into the project, including through monitoring and verification activities, there is not an 
adequate explanation of how these projects will really contribute to the removal of RET barriers.   
 
Par 11.  In introducing the topic of barriers to RET deployment, the Project Brief does not really 
mention the barriers that have been pivotal in other countries, including RET economics and 
competitiveness, lack of transmission access, and contracting issues.  While the latter two of these 
would not be expected to be as significant for rural electrification efforts, the lack of discussion of 
underlying RET vs. fossil fuel economics is very puzzling.  If economics are not the issue, perhaps 
given the very high prices for fossil fuel electricity suggested in the Regional Energy Assessment 
report from PIREP, this should be made much clearer.  If this were the case, it would make much 
clearer why there is so little attention to this and related points later in the Project Brief. 
 
That said, much of the barriers discussion in the Project Brief almost seems to translate into an effort 
to reinvent the role of the private sector in energy development and deployment.  Many of the 
elements of a successful energy infrastructure that seem to be lacking, are precisely those normally 
managed by private sector energy developers.  Yet there is almost no discussion in the Project Brief 
of WHY the private sector is absent.  And the inability of private sector players to make money in the 
renewable energy markets was not listed as a key problem in the Logical Framework Analysis 
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worked carried out under PIREP.   As a result I am left perplexed by what the role of the private 
sector is or should be, and what’s preventing it.   
 
Par 16.  “On the other hand, the existence of national energy policies varies from ‘adopted but not 
enforced’ to varying stages of drafts. At the regional level, the Energy Working Group of the Council 
of Regional Organizations in the Pacific (CROP EWG) is presently reviewing and finalizing a 
Pacific Islands Energy Policy (PIEP) and a Pacific Islands Energy Strategic Action Plan (PIESAP) to 
be adopted by PICs Leaders through the Pacific Islands Forum. The drafts PIEP and PIESAP 
highlights the priority that the region places on utilizing feasible RE and energy efficiency 
technologies for mitigating GHG emission and supporting the region’s sustainable development 
effort.”  Against this backdrop, it is very hard to see how a low-budget approach to RET deployment 
is going to work.  This paragraph does make clear why a significant portion of PIGGAREP resources 
is to be directed to strengthening energy infrastructures and policy and the national level.  But it just 
reinforces the sense that the barriers to successful RET deployment are in fact substantial, and 
requiring a significantly larger and more focused effort than the PIGGAREP project will be able to 
accomplish.   
 
Par 17-26.   With no discussion of the relative economics of these technologies, or their ease of 
implementation, etc., it is difficult to put this information into context.  It would be very useful to 
have a matrix that qualitatively evaluates the characteristics of individual technologies against 
important evaluative criteria, regionally and at the country level.  This would significantly assist in 
prioritizing RET efforts under PIGGAREP.   
 
Par 28 a-x.   The presence of so many parallel activities in the PICs makes it all the more difficult to 
understand how PIGGAREP, with its modest additional funding, will really change the fundamental 
outcomes with respect to RETs in the PIC region.   
 
Par 30-35.    The absence of prioritization (both across and within the discussion of barriers) here 
makes it very difficult to interpret the information.   
 
Par 31.  The discussion of market barriers is much less than what one would expect given the role of 
market barriers in impeding RET deployment in other parts of the world.   
 
Par 33.   “Markets in many PICs are distorted in favor of subsidized electricity and petroleum 
products supply. Thus RE is not allowed to compete on the basis of the real economic cost of using 
conventional electricity supply processes and fossil fuels.”  This, together with the higher upfront 
costs of RETs, tends to be a key barrier to renewables around the world.   Yet if this is important in 
the PICs, why is the electricity pricing study not happening until years 3-4 of the PIGGAREP? 
 
Par 33.   In many countries renewable energy subsidies have been key in getting RETs deployed and 
making them sustainable.  There is no discussion of or budget for this in the PIGGAREP. It’s not 
clear why. 
 
Par 33.   There is no discussion of the implications for RET deployment of oil prices having almost 
doubled.  Will it fundamentally advance PIGGAREP objectives?   Solve key barriers?  Or for some 
reason is it not that significant? 
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Par 39.   Without a much clearer assessment of the barriers, of how PIGGAREP activities will 
overcome these barriers, and the resulting implications for energy sector development, the estimate 
that PIGGAREP will reduce fossil fuel emissions by 33-66% from the baseline case is very difficult 
to accept. 
 
Par 40.  “The underlying reasons for this development scenario are based on the fact that for RE to 
take off in the PICs, it must have the confidence and the approval rating of the decision makers, 
donors, investors and the general public first.”   This paragraph goes on to list a long set of outcomes 
of PIGGAREP.  One outcome that is NOT listed is “an energy system in which the desired number 
of RETs are able to successfully and sustainably compete with fossil-fuel based alternatives.”  Yet 
without this outcome, how can RETs really claim success? 
 
Par 43.  “The proposed regional project is the first attempt in the PICs to comprehensively address 
the inter-related barriers to the widespread utilization of feasible RE technologies.”  It’s not 
intuitively clear, however, why a comprehensive approach is necessarily the right one if the barriers 
and issues tend to differ substantially from country to country.  
 
Par 51.   The project will employ the following strategies: 
 

a. “Promote hands-on project management and participation by national experts at the national 
level and promote closer cooperation and coordination by national stakeholders, with the 
regional stakeholders providing backstopping services if needed;  

b. Promote regional cooperation and intensify multi-donor and agencies cooperation; 
c. Encourage an operational focus of the project on concrete and tangible RET demonstration 

projects through the supply of services and support to the designated projects; 
d. Mobilize and develop regional and national capacities for mainstreaming of RE investments; 
e. Systematically generate ‘bankable’ project pipelines in the participating countries; 
f. Enhance knowledge management and networking nationally, regionally and internationally 

on RE development and utilization; and,  
g. Delivery of a package of training, technical advice and support, public awareness 

improvement, legislations and policies, RE resources monitoring, feasibility studies and RE 
system hardware installations.” 

 
There is no strategy listed, however, to “make the desired magnitude or RET deployment able to 
commercially compete with alternative sources of fossil fuel energy.”  Without this strategy, 
however, can the other strategies accomplish their goals? 
 
Par 54a.   It is surprising that this kind of resource assessment would not have already occurred as 
part of PIREP. And it is likely that some kind of prioritization of information collection needs could 
significantly reduce the amount of work to be done here, without significantly affecting the 
outcomes.   
 
Par 54c-2.  “Based on the findings of PIREP, there are existing RE installations throughout the PICs 
which the project can build on as demonstration projects, each showcasing commercially feasible RE 
delivery mechanisms and the productive uses of RE.”  It is not clear what this means. Building 
demonstration projects out of existing projects?   Demonstrations of what? 
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Par 54 1)  “Based on the national RE assessments findings, the project proponents and stakeholders 
view that the cost-effective means of addressing major technical barriers would be through the 
provision of much-needed capacity building and technical support for PIC energy offices, public 
utilities, private sector entities that are working (or are interested in working) in the energy sector, 
and rural folks in:” It’s simply not clear why the major technical barriers will be addressed through 
capacity building for PIC energy office, public utilities, and private sector entities. To make this case 
requires a barriers analysis that is not provided in PIGGAREP, or in the results of the PIREP. 
 
Par 55d.  “Introduction of a ‘One-Stop-Shop’ Service for RE Market Services.”  It is not clear what 
a One-Stop-Shop for RE Market Services is. 
 
Par 55 g.  “Design and Adoption of Model Fiscal Incentives for RE Investments – This will involve 
the conceptualization, evaluation, development, and enforcement of appropriate fiscal incentives that 
would contribute to a favorable enabling environment for RE investments. Assistance will be 
provided in encouraging the promotion of such incentives to PIC governments for them to accept and 
enforce them.”  Based on experience with RETs in other countries this activity could be one of the 
most critical of the entire PIGGAREP effort.  Yet this activity has no obvious budget, is simply one 
of dozens of listed activities, and is only very lightly developed.  
 
Par 56.   While many of the components listed here are no doubt useful from an energy policy 
standpoint, they will inevitably absorb a significant portion of the budget, while providing limited 
contribution to the removal of RET barriers. Why should PIGGAREP be funding a detailed study on 
Energy Supply and Consumption in the Pacific region?  How can PIGGAREP conceivably promise 
to prepare a national energy plan for each country? 
 
Par 57.   Several of the activities listed here seem to assume that RET investments already make 
investment sense, and that it is just a matter of explaining this to financial institutions and others. Yet 
there is no financial analysis to make this case, either in the PIGGAREP or in PIREP background 
materials.  If this is in fact true, it should be made much clearer earlier in the Project Brief. 
 
Par 58c 2-3.  As previously noted, these electricity-pricing studies seem crucial to the goals of 
PIGGAREP. As such it is surprising that they were done carried out as part of the PIRREP, and that 
they will not be concluded under the PIGGAREP until close to the end of the project.  
 
Par 61.  The risk analysis provided is clearly overly superficial given the rest of the discussion here.   
 
Par 67.   “Sustainability of the Regional RE Market - The financial sustainability of the project’s 
efforts will essentially depend on the competitiveness of RE versus conventional fossil alternatives.” 
This point is absolutely correct, which is why it is so surprising the whole issue of financial 
competitiveness is not discussed anywhere else in the Project Brief, nor in supporting PIREP 
documents that were reviewed for this evaluation. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The PIGGAREP Project Brief and its accompanying objectives reflect an extremely ambitious 
agenda given the history of RETs in the PICs.  Given the ambitiousness of this agenda, and the 
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geographic and other challenges that will be faced during project implementation, this review draws 
two primary conclusions: 
 

• That the budget as currently proposed seems woefully inadequate to the task proposed; 
• That the very careful prioritization of objectives and activities across varying PIC geographic 

and policy contexts, that would be needed to improve the likely performance of PIGGAREP 
is not reflected in the Project Brief, and does not appear to have been an output of the PIREP 
project. 

 
To the extent that these two conclusions are for some reason not valid, or are the result of missing 
information present somewhere in the PIGGAREP record, the Project Brief should be revised to 
more clearly make its case. 
 


