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part i: project information
	Project Title: Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions for Low-carbon Urban Development

	Country:
	Kazakhstan
	GEF Project ID:

	5059

	GEF Agency:
	UNDP      
	GEF Agency Project ID:
	4670

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	Ministry of Regional Development  (Lead Agency),  Ministry of Ministry of Environment Protection
	Submission Date:
	28 October 2014

	GEF Focal Area (s):
	Climate Change
	Project Duration (Months)
	60

	Name of Parent Program (if applicable):

· For SFM/REDD+  FORMCHECKBOX 

· For SGP                 FORMCHECKBOX 

· For PPP                FORMCHECKBOX 

	N/A
	Project Agency Fee ($):
	563,350


A. Focal Area Strategy framework

	Focal Area Objectives
	Expected FA Outcomes
	Expected FA Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	Cofinancing

($)

	CCM-4    
	Outcome 4.1: Sustainable transport and urban policy and regulatory frameworks adopted and implemented


	Output 4.1: Cities adopting in low-carbon programs


	GEF TF
	1,212,000
	5,194,243

	CCM-4    
	Outcome 4.2: Increased investment in less-GHG intensive transport and urban systems
	Output 4.2: Investment mobilized

Output 4.3: Energy savings achieved
	GEF TF
	4,112,000
	59,160,659

	CCM-6
	Outcome 6.2: Human and institutional capacity of recipient countries strengthened
	Output 6.1: Countries receiving GEF support for national communication, etc.

Output 6.1: National communications, etc. completed and submitted to the UNFCCC as appropriate
	GEF TF
	606,000
	1,034,192

	Total project costs
	
	5,930,000
	65,389,094


B. Project Framework

	Project Objective: Support the Government of Kazakhstan in the development and implementation of National Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) in the urban sector to achieve voluntary national GHG emission reduction targets

	Project Component
	Grant Type


	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	 Confirmed Cofinancing

($) 

	Component 1: Integrated municipal planning, targets and prioritization for urban mitigation actions
	TA 
	Outcome 1: 15 municipalities able to articulate their climate-related priorities, and identified and prioritized urban mitigation actions (urban NAMAs)
	Output 1.1 Urban GHG Inventories and baseline developed in fifteen (15) cities

Output 1.2 Abatement potential and cost curves for 15 cities developed (including for pilot district in Astana implemented under Component 4) 

Outputs 1.3 Priority urban NAMAs identified, fact-sheets prepared and discussed with main stakeholders

Output 1.4 Urban GHG reduction targets established and officially adopted by Akimats
	GEF TF
	400,000
	3,032,358

	Component 2: Institutional framework for urban NAMAs
	TA
	Outcome 2: Establishment of public-private partnerships or other appropriate institutional structures (concessions, public and private) for the implementation of urban NAMAs
	Output 2.1 Institutional structures developed to facilitate fifteen (15) investments

Output 2.2 Bankable project documentation for the emission reduction projects prepared based on urban NAMAs 

Output 2.3 Public service contracts signed/tariffs agreed
	GEF TF
	700,000
	2,058,000

	Component 3a: Financing for urban NAMAs
	INV
	Outcome 3: New and additional financing  for urban NAMAs levered
	Output 3.1 Performance based financing mechanism for urban NAMAs (Investment)
	GEF TF
	3,000,000
	45,923,446

	Component 3b: Financing for urban NAMAs
	TA
	Outcome 3: New and additional financing  for urban NAMAs levered
	Output 3.2 Pilot NAMA fund established, managed and evaluated (TA to support 3.1)

Output 3.3 Financing for pilot NAMA project facilitated (TA to support 3.1)

Output 3.4 Funding diversification strategy and mechanisms to leverage additional financing from public, private and international sources of funding developed including a proposal for how the NFUM can be structured efficiently.
	GEF TF
	300,000
	1,274,000

	Component 4: Implementation of pilot urban NAMA
	INV
	Outcome 4: Financing of a pilot urban mitigation project and demonstration of the feasibility of urban emission reduction for future replication
	Output 4.1 Prigorodnoye urban NAMA project implemented, which pilots the concept of urban NAMA in the district of Prigorodnoye in the capital city of Astana
	GEF TF
	700,000
	10,780,000

	Component 5: Monitoring, verification and knowledge management
	INV
	Outcome 5a: GHG emission reductions of implemented urban NAMAs systematically monitored, verified and reported

Outcome 5b: Kazakh cities and towns are aware of, and have access to, information and guidance on urban NAMAs
	Output 5.1 National MRV guidelines and standard methodologies for urban NAMAs developed

Output 5.2 Rules and procedures for certification of emission reduction credits from NAMAs and import into domestic ETS developed 

Output 5.3 Emission reduction purchase agreement signed between domestic entities under ETS and municipality

Output 5.4 National database for urban inventories and registry for NAMAs operational at MEP

Output 5.5 Knowledge resources and lessons learned from the pilot urban NAMAs disseminated
	GEF TF
	550,000
	1,013,508

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subtotal
	
	5,650,000
	64,081,312

	Project management Cost (PMC)

	GEF TF
	    280,000 
	1,307,782

	Total project costs
	
	5,930,000
	65,389,094


C. sources of confirmed Cofinancing for the project by source and by name ($)

Please include letters confirming cofinancing for the project with this form
	Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Type of Cofinancing
	Cofinancing Amount ($) 

	National Government
	MEWR
	Cash
	2,179,243*

	National Government
	MEWR
	Cash
	914,192*

	National Government
	MRD
	Cash
	27,800,000**

	GEF Agency
	UNDP
	In-kind
	1,000,000

	GEF Agency
	UNDP
	Cash
	60,000

	Other Multilaterial Agency (ies)
	Eurasian Development Bank
	Soft Loan
	30,000,000

	Other Multilaterial Agency (ies)
	International Finance Corporation (IFC)
	In-kind
	600,000***

	Private Sector
	EnKom-St
	In-kind
	 1,000,000**** 

	Private Sector
	Ergonomica, Ltd
	In-kind
	 980,659*****

	Private Sector
	Grundfos
	In-kind
	855,000

	Total Co-financing
	65,389,094


Notes: 

Exchange rate used in all conversions is the official UN rate from 1 August 2014: USD 1 = 183.55 KZT
* This includes a portion (KZT 400 million) of the co-financing for solid waste management action plans counted as baseline co-financing (out of a total programme of KZT 725 million stated in the MEWR co-financing letter) and KZT 167. 8 million as stated in the co-financing letter

** This figures represents a portion of the funding allocated to the urban modernization programme as reflected in the co-financing letter

*** IFC advisory services will support work on institution building and structuring. Up to USD 300 million in additional gearing from IFC as a result of these activities may be invested in component 3, as stated in the co-financing letter.
**** The co-financing letter states a range from USD 1 to 1.5 million. We have used the more conservative figure.
***** KZT 180 million as stated in the co-financing letter
D. trust fund Resources Requested by agency, Focal Area  and country1 
	GEF Agency
	Type of Trust Fund
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	Grant Amount (a)
	Agency Fee (b)2
	Total c=a+b

	N/A
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Grant Resources
	
	
	


1  In case of a single focal area, single country, single GEF Agency project, and single trust fund project, no need to provide information for this
    table.  PMC amount from Table B should be included proportionately to the focal area amount in this table. 

2   Indicate fees related to this project.

F. Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Grant Amount
($)
	Cofinancing
 ($)
	Project Total
 ($)

	International Consultants
	                 371,000 
	           2,061,930 
	          2,432,930 

	National/Local Consultants
	                 808,150 
	           4,491,505 
	          5,299,655 


G. Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument?    No                  
     (If non-grant instruments are used, provide in Annex D an indicative calendar of expected reflows to your Agency 
       and to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF Trust Fund).       
	


part ii:  project justification

A. describe any changes in alignment with the project design of the original pif
 

	A.1 National strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions, if applicable, i.e. NAPAS, NAPs, NBSAPs, national communications, TNAs, NCSA, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, Biennial Update Reports, etc.: NA (See section 2.5, pp. 41-43 of the UNDP-GEF Project Document for discussion about project conformity with relevant national strategies and plans)


 A.2. GEF focal area and/or fund(s) strategies, eligibility criteria and priorities:  NA (See section 2.4, pp. 40-41 of the UNDP-GEF Project Document for discussion about project conformity with GEF Focal Area strategy and eligibility criteria)
 A.3 The GEF Agency’s comparative advantage: There are no changes in the UNDPs comparative advantage from when the PIF was approved
A.4. The baseline project and the problem that it seeks to address:  There are no major changes to the baseline project from when the PIF was approved. Additional government activities are described in the UNDP project document, section 1.3.
A. 5. Incremental /Additional cost reasoning:  describe the incremental (GEF Trust Fund/NPIF) or additional (LDCF/SCCF) activities  requested for GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF  financing and the associated global environmental benefits  (GEF Trust Fund) or associated adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF) to be delivered by the project:   
        By building on the updated baseline assessment carried out during PPG work, some complementary activities to and some rewording of the previous activities  presented in the PIF have been added into the project design. These changes are reflected in the Project Results Framework presented in section 3 of the UNDP-GEF project document. The changes from the PIF are as follows:
        Wording of outputs has been changed to emphasize the facilitation role of the project under component 1 (helping Akimats to prioritize investments), component 2 (helping Akimats to work with the private sector, and the private sector to work with the Akimats), and in component 3 (with the Akimats, private sector and banks).

        The PIF focus on the “15 main cities” and the “15 largest cities covering at least 70% of its urban population and GHG emissions” (as stated in the PIF) has been refinded to emphasize selection of cities primarily based on their willingness to work with the project, and their “bankability”. While the largest cities are still part of the project covering a majority of the urban population, other smaller cities will be prioritized if they demonstrate willingness, and initial due diligence shows a potential for bank finance. This approach will maximize the cost effectiveness of GEF money by avoiding detailed work with cities selected merely on the basis of their size, when they may be unenthusiastic and represent unviable investment potential.
       To maximize the demonstration effect of working with some early adopters, the project will be phased with the focus of initial efforts on a small number of Akimats where there is substantial (mayoral) support for the project and to push ambitiously ahead with identification of priority investments. Activities in these selected municipalities would be concentrated in the earlier phases of the project, and experience from these ‘first movers’ would be used to get efficiency gains in subsequent Akimats (which can receive technical assistance in a second phase of component 1, and subsequently components 2 and 3). This approach is described in detail in section 2 of the Project Document
        Component 2 on institutional frameworks no longer emphasizes the creation of new Municipal Management Companies (MMCs) in the sense of the pilot MMC that was created as part of the UNDP-GEF project “Removing Barriers to Energy Efficiency in Municipal Heat and Hot Water Supply”. It was recognized during PPG work that other municipal structures may be needed for other types of investment (such as in waste or transport). The focus now is to support whatever Municipal structures would facilitate the investments needed. This may involve creating new PPPs, but in other cases it may involve building the capacity of existing PPPs. The new focus is also less linked to a housing management company structure.

A.6  Risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and measures that address these risks: 
        Some complementary risks were identified during the project preparation, which are reflected in Annex 8.1 of  the UNDP-GEF project document.
A.7. Coordination with other relevant GEF financed initiatives:

        There are no changes in the proposed coordination from when the PIF was approved
B. additional information not addressed at Pif stage:

	B.1 Describe how the stakeholders will be engaged in project implementation.  
A Project Board will be established at the inception of the project to monitor project progress, to guide project implementation and to support the project in achieving its listed outputs and outcomes. The Project Board will be set up to provide strategic oversight of the Project, and ensure coordination with key baseline initiatives and national investment programs, as well are related activities. The Board will be co-chaired by UNDP and Ministry of Regional Development and will consist of nominees from key partners and stakeholders such as MEWR, Chamber for Housing and Communal Affairs, participating IFIs, Akimats (the list to be confirmed).Other participants can be invited into the Board meetings  at the decision of the Board.  Other stakeholders to be engaged in project implementation are discussed in chapter 5.2 of the UNDP-GEF Project Document. 


B.2 Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the Project at the national and local levels, including consideration of gender dimensions, and how these will support the achievement of global environment benefits (GEF Trust Fund/NPIF) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF):  
Consistent with the UNDP’s mandate to support economic growth and sustainable projects, the Project will help to improve people’s quality of life across Kasakhstan. The Project will offer significant socioeconomic benefits, including those associated with resource savings and efficiency gains. 

There will be significant improvement of living conditions and comfort in cities, via, inter alia, residential buildings and public buildings; improvement in reliability of utility supply, reduced pressure on budgets subsidizing high cost of energy; and improved waste management and transport infrustracture.
The proposed project will generate local benefits in the form of reductions in air and water pollution.
 Concerning gender dimensions, based on the UNDP policy to promote gender equality of opportunities across alll projects, all project Components are fully gender inclusive. Support to municipalities and their utilities to reform tariffs and services while addressing ability to pay may have a positive gender-related effect, as in Kazakhstan a significant majority single-parent households — which are at increased risk for poverty — are headed by women. 
	B.3. Explain how cost-effectiveness is reflected in the project design:   
The project has been designed in such a way as to maximize cost effectiveness. The phased approach, starting with early adopters in enthusiastic municipalities is designed to help the project staff learn by doing while increasing the chance of a demonstration effect in other cities. Initial screening of cities to assess ‘bankability’ will also enhance cost effectiveness in the use of GEF funding.
The direct global benefits of the project have been assessed at 370,000 tonnes of CO2eq. With a GEF funding request of US$5.9 million, this corresponds to an abatement cost, for direct emisions reductions, of less than USD 16 per tonne of CO2 reduced.



C.  describe the budgeted m &e plan:  Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the established standard UNDP and GEF procedures.  For further details, please see Section 6 of the UNDP-GEF project document.  
PART iII: Approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and gef agency(ies)

A. Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point(s) on Behalf of the Government(s): ): (Please attach the Operational Focal Point endorsement letter(s) with this form. For SGP, use this OFP endorsement letter).

	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date (MM/dd/yyyy)

	Nurlan Kapparov
	Minister
GEF Operational Focal Point
	Ministry of Environmental Protection
	12/13/2012


B.  GEF agency(ies) certification

	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF policies and procedures and meets the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF criteria for CEO endorsement/approval of project.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency Name
	Signature
	Date 
(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Adriana Dinu

UNDP-GEF Executive Coordinator 
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	October 28, 2014
	Oliver Waissbein
UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor
	+212-906-3637
	Oliver.waissbein@undp.org 


GEF_CEOENDR_52
ANNEX A:  PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK (either copy and paste here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference to the page in the project document where the framework could be found).

Complete project results framework can be found in section 3, of the UNDP-GEF project document 

ANNEX B:  RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF).

(i) GEF Secretariat – 27 March 2013
	Nr.
	Comment
	Response

	31.
	KC/HT, March 27, 2013: Please address the following items by the CEO Endorsement stage:

	
	a) detailed design of financial

mechanisms to ensure replication after

the GEF project;
	Details of the financing mechanism has been described in detail in the Project Document under Component 3, specifically “Output 3.1 Performance based financing mechanism for urban NAMAs”. Replication is ensured through close alignment with the government funding strategy while ensuring partnership with International Financial Institutions.

	
	b) specific activities under supported and credited NAMAs;
	A detailed description of the proposed NAMA activities has been given in the Project Document. The NAMAs themselves will be developed through a prioritization process in each participating municipality. Suitable MRV systems will be in place to allow for the development of credited NAMAs.

	
	c) MRV systems suited to the types of NAMAs;
	This comment relates to 14.d in which it is requested “activities of component 5 should be described in detail”. We have given details of the approach to be followed in Component 5. Since MRV within NAMAs is not yet internationally agreed, the proposed approach aims to learn from international best practice for each type of NAMA at the time of project implementation.

	
	d) Sound methodologies and

assumptions for GHG emissions

estimation, especially for urban

NAMAs.
	The estimates in the Project Document are based on best available data collected during the PPG. Details of the emission reduction calculations are given in Annex F of the Project Document. As stated above the methodologies for MRV of the NAMA projects will follow international best practice and any international agreements present at the time of project implementation. An overview of best practices for such inventories is given in Annex H of the UNDP Project Document


(ii) Comments submitted by GEF Council Members on the work program approved by the Council in June, 2012

None

(iii) STAP

Based on the PIF screening, STAP’s Advisory Response to the GEF Secretariat and UNDP is: Consent

	Nr.
	Comment
	Response

	-
	Page 9 it talks about "10-15" management companies being established by 2015 which makes good sense. Since there are 15 cities involved, each will need to have a management company and therefore 15 companies should be established.
	We estimate that there will be 15 management companies of some form established as a result of this project, for the purposes of facilitating investments from national and international sources. However, given the diverse nature of urban NAMAs that will be developed, covering such sectors as transport, waste, and buildings, it is not yet possible to specify exactly what sort of companies will be established or strengthened.

	
	STAP wishes to clarify the coordination strategy for this project. The project review sheet states that "Project Board will be set up to ensure the coordination between key partners and beneficiaries". However, the proposal lacks this statement.
	The project board is described in detail under ‘management arrangements’ in the UNDP project document.

	
	STAP suggests more information should be given in the baseline on the current energy demands of the cities and the current GHG emissions.
	Data collected during the PPG has been used for the baseline emissions estimates used in the project. However, as stated in the barrier analysis, one of the gaps in cities in Kazakhstan is the lack of available data. Component 1 aims to address this lack in each of the selected cities, and provide a model for scale-up after the end of the project. Use will be made of best practices for urban inventories – see the overview presented in Annex H of the Project Document.

	
	It is assumed the "municipal heat supply facilities" presently use natural gas as the heating fuel. Biomass is an option to consider but does not appear in the list on page 10 for Prigorodnoye. Samples of the many district heating schemes using bioenergy, or anaerobic digestion plants to produce biogas, or wood pellet boilers, as are all commonly used throughout Europe, should be investigated as low carbon options instead of natural gas.
	Many municipal heating systems use coal or heavy fuel oil, not yet. Biomass will be considered, although resources are not particularly plentiful in Kazakhstan. Biomass heating would not be viable in Prigorodnoye.

	
	Table 6, RE "Power Supply" options only list solar and wind. Under "Heat Demand", why is "on-line energy monitoring and dispatch included"? This is for power supply surely.
	This table has been updated.

	
	STAP suggests considering sustainable biomass production and potential markets in the country. The paper T.Srebotnyak, P. Hardi (2011)."Prospects for sustainable bioenergy production in selected former communist countries". Ecological Indicators 11(5), p. 1009-1019. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1470160X10002232 draws on official statistics and modeling results to conclude that bioenergy potential in Kazakhstan depends on a number of parameters but could be high.
	We acknowledge that biomass may be a potential energy option in Kazakhstan. However within the context of this project the added complexity of trying to introduce biomass energy where, in contrast, there is a very high and low cost energy efficiency potential is not justified. While biomass will be considered as a possible fuel, particularly in urban waste management, our view is that it is unlikely to be a significant part of the project activities. A dedicated biomass energy market creation GEF project could be considered at a future date. 

	
	It is not clear whether energy efficiency improvements will target only "residents and/or public municipal authorities". STAP suggests considering commercial buildings and businesses (or are these already classified under the category of "residents"?)
	Commercial buildings and businesses will be considered within the municipal plans developed under component 1. The main targets will however be residents and public authorities. Energy efficiency in commercial buildings is important but not the focus of this project. 

	
	In Component 5 baseline, $2M is allocated by MEP to the "Establishment of ETS" (page 10). In the baseline project it states the government of Kazakhstan "will establish domestic ETS scheme" â€“ yet it was established in January 2013. The MRV of the ETS for the industry sector is to be linked with the MRV of the ETS for the urban sector which makes good sense. The role for relevant GEF funding is presumably to support the cities link the urban NAMAs with the ETS.

This will need close cooperation with the MEP.
	There is no ETS for the urban sector, although the domestic ETS covers all emitters above a certain size, and thus in some cases includes municipal CHP systems. The role of the GEF funding is to support the link of the urban NAMAs with the domestic ETS, thus facilitating potential flow of funding from the ETS to the NAMAs. Close cooperation with the MEP (now called the MEWR) is essential. They are part of the project executive group and senior beneficiary as described in the Management Arrangements section of the UNDP Project Document.

	
	STAP invites the project manager to use the STAP tool to assess GHG emissions reductions from EE activities in cities. See http://stapgef.org/node/792
	We have made use of this as far as possible.

	
	Component 3 uses USD 20/t CO2 to be the cost-effective threshold for investment and financing. What is the basis for this number?
	At the time of writing this figure was generally seen as a useful threshold. In the full project emissions have been calculated without the use of a cost effectiveness threshold of this type. 

	
	The Risks section addresses climate change impacts, which include raising summer temperatures - though cooling is not specifically mentioned for any of the cities. STAP wishes to suggest addressing this need. Are average summer temperatures not high enough to warrant district cooling schemes or other cooling technologies?
	District cooling is an interesting technology but likely to be outside the scope of the current project. The use of air conditioners is growing. Efforts to improve the thermal performance of buildings within this project will have a positive effect on reducing the need for air conditioning. We think however that addressing this need directly is beyond the scope of this project.

	
	The list of UNDP-GEF projects under the climate change portfolio for Kazakhstan provide a useful baseline - but care is needed to avoid overlap with the aims of this proposal.
	Careful attention has been given to this. The proposed “urban systems” project will add great value to the previous sectorial projects while benefiting significantly from the lessons learned through these efforts. They are clearly complimentary not overlapping. 


(iv) GEF Secretariat – 3 October 2014
	Nr.
	Comment
	Response

	14.
	DER, October 3, 2014. Yes. Please address the following comments:

	
	a) Component 3a and 3b features the development of an urban NAMA investment mechanisms and pilot fund Component 4 features a pilot urban NAMA investment. Please clarify the difference between components 3 and 4
	The pilot NAMA under component 4 is a test case that can be used to test many of the key concepts of a NAMA project in a generally easier and more controlled way than is the case for the other NAMAs developed under components 1 to 3. In particular the pilot NAMA does not require loan finance, and baseline financing has already been identified. In addition there is a strong political will to implement the project which may not be present initially in other cities, and initial engineering design and feasibility study has already been carried out. The Component 4 pilot will be developed rapidly from these existing foundations and provide many lessons to facilitate the NAMAs to be financed in Component 3. This difference is described on page 40 of the UNDP Project Document and the lessons that will be learned are shown visually in Figure 2 on page 27.

	
	b) For component 5, please identify the target ministries that will adopt the MRV methodologies and how they will be applied.
	The MRV methodologies in Component 5a will be developed under the leadership of the Ministry of Environment and Water Resources (MEWR) and will principally be used by them. MEWR oversees the preparation of national GHG inventory and is responsible for introduction of ETS, elaboration of nationally appropriate mitigation actions, the establishment and monitoring of national emission reduction targets. It also provides methodological guidelines for GHG emission accounting by private and public sector. MEWR will have a key role in the establishment of criteria for the definition of urban mitigation actions, the development of the national registry and MRV methodologies, and ensuring quality of city inventories, MRV and NAMAs. MEWR will be the main governmental agency responsible for implementation of Components 1 and 5. This is described in paragraph 111 of the UNDP Project Document on page 60.

	
	c) please describe how the NAMAs will be recorded with UNFCCC. Will they be one integral NAMA or several types of NAMAs? Will they be recorded as supported NAMAs or another type?
	It is expected that more than one NAMA will be developed, and that several types will emerge including Supported NAMAs (the majority), Unilateral NAMAs, and a credited NAMA (one out of fifteen envisaged NAMAs will aim at piloting the carbon crediting approach). Work to support the credited NAMA is described under Output 5.3 The project objective is the development of 15 NAMAs. 

	25.
	DER, October 3, 2014. There are errors in the co-financing figures submitted in Tables A and B. Please clarify.
	The MEWR cofinancing contribution in table C has been corrected to read 914,192. Tables A, B and C are now consistent.

	27.
	DER, October 3, 2014. Related to comment on MRV, please indicate in the tracking tool if the MRV systems will be proposed as policies and could be marked on the tracking tool appropriately under the Convention" and CCM-4 "Promote energy efficient, lowcarbon transport and urban systems" by building human and institutional capacities, and supporting design and implementation of NAMAs in the urban sector
	While the MRV systems are unlikely to be classified as policies, they would be part of the official regulatory environment for MRV of NAMAs. We have therefore indicated this as an outcome as requested in the track tool.

	
	
	


 Annex C:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds

A.  provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities financing status in the table below:
        

	PPG Grant Approved at PIF:  $ 150,000

	Project Preparation Activities Implemented
	GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF Amount ($)

	
	Budgeted Amount
	Amount Spent Todate
	Amount Committed

	Project Preparation Grant to formulate a full size project “Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions for Low-carbon Urban Development”:

	
	
	

	Local Consultants
	45,000
	44,198
	802

	International Consultants
	50,000
	38,384
	11,616

	Travel
	15,000
	15,000
	0

	Workshops
	4,000
	380
	3,620

	Contractual Services - Individuals
	15,000
	0
	15,000

	Contractual Services - Companies
	10,000
	10,000
	0

	Audio Visual and Printing Production Costs
	6,000
	6,000
	0

	Miscellaneous
	5,000
	5,000
	0

	Total
	150,000
	118,962
	31,038


The PPG phase of the project achieved its main outcome of developing a Full-Size Project Proposal for submission to GEF. 

annex D:  calendar  of expected reflows (if non-grant instrument is used): 
NA
� Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC.


� Refer to the �HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/gef/node/3624"�Focal Area Results Framework and LDCF/SCCF Framework� when completing Table A.


� PMC should be charged proportionately to focal areas based on focal area project grant amount in Table D below.�


�  For questions A.1 –A.7 in Part II, if there are no changes since PIF and if not specifically requested in the review sheet at PIF  stage, then no need to respond, please enter “NA” after the respective question.  


�   If at CEO Endorsement, the PPG activities have not been completed and there is a balance of unspent fund, Agencies can continue undertake the activities up to one year of project start.  No later than one year from start of project implementation, Agencies should report this table to the GEF Secretariat on the completion of PPG activities and the amount spent for the activities.
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