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PART I: PROJECT INFORMATION

	[bookmark: ProjectTitle]Project Title: Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions in the Construction Sector in Mongolia

	Country(ies):
	[bookmark: countries]Mongolia
	GEF Project ID:
	5830

	GEF Agency(ies):
	      
	GEF Agency Project ID:
	5315

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	[bookmark: ExecutingAgency]Ministry of Construction and Urban Development. Ministry of Environment, Green Development and Tourism and Ministry of Energy (Responsible Partners)
	Submission Date:

	26 April 2016

	GEF Focal Area (s):
	
	Project Duration(Months)
	40 months

	Name of Parent Program (if applicable):
· [bookmark: CheckSFM]For SFM/REDD+ |_|
· [bookmark: CHeckSGP]For SGP                |_|
· [bookmark: CheckPPP]For PPP               |_|
	n/a
	Project Agency Fee ($):
	120,637



A. FOCAL AREA STRATEGY FRAMEWORK

	Focal Area Objectives
	Expected FA Outcomes
	Expected FA Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	Co-financing
($)

	CCM-2
	2.1: Appropriate policy, legal and regulatory frameworks adopted and enforced 
	Energy efficiency policy and regulation in place
	
	361,022
	2,200,000

	
	2.2: Sustainable financing and delivery mechanisms established and operational
	2.2: Investment mobilized
	
	619,700
	2,000,000

	
	2.2: Sustainable financing and delivery mechanisms established and operational
	2.3: Energy savings achieved
	
	101,900
	850,000

	CCM-6
	6.1: Adequate resources allocated to support enabling activities under the convention
	6.1: Countries receiving GEF support for national communication
	GEF TF
	187,241
	1,850,000

	Total project costs
	
	1,269,863
	6,900,000



B. PROJECT FRAMEWORK

	Project Objective: To facilitate market transformation for energy efficiency in the construction sector through the development and implementation of NAMA.  

	Project Component
	Grant Type

	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	 Confirmed Co-financing
($) 

	 1. Establishment of Baseline Energy Consumption and GHG Emission in the Construction Sector
 
	
	1: Effective EE policy making informed by robust energy consumption monitoring and reference baselines for the construction sector 
	1.1: Designed and completed capacity building development programs for decision makers and agencies on data collection and  sustainable operation of the GHG inventory systems
1.2: Established and operational energy consumption and GHG inventory system for the construction sector with improved data availability and methodology
1.3: Defined and established reference baseline on energy consumption and GHG emission for the construction sector
	
	202,700
	796,153

	 2. Development and Implementation of NAMA in the Construction Sector
	
	2: Prioritized NAMA in the construction sector developed and funded for implementation
	2.1: Developed framework for evaluating appropriate climate change mitigation intervention and identified priority climate changed mitigation actions 
2.2: Completed operational structure for coordination among government agencies and key stakeholders for NAMA 
2.3: Completed capacity development of private and public sector actors on successful development and implementation of NAMAs; and in the supportive identification of financing options 
2.5: Developed financial tools that support the implementation of NAMA in the construction sector
	
	324,500
	928,845

	
	INV
	
	2.4: Developed and implemented construction sector pilot-NAMA
	GEFTF
	490,000
	4,385,000

	 3. Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) system for NAMA
	TA
	3: Effective climate change mitigation policies strengthened by NAMA impacts ascertained through the established MRV system
	3.1: Defined key indicators (GHG and non-GHG) to be monitored for the selected mitigation actions 
3.2: Developed and implemented accurate MRV system for the construction sector NAMA
3.3: Designed and completed capacity development in the implementation and institutionalization of the MRV system
	
	200,963
	530,769

	Subtotal
	
	1,218,163
	6,640,767

	Project management Cost (PMC) 
	
	51,700
	259,233

	Total Project Costs
	
	1,269,863
	6,900,000



C. SOURCES OF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING FOR THE PROJECT BY SOURCE AND BY NAME ($)

	Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Type of Co-financing
	Co-financing Amount ($) 

	
	UNDP
	
	50,000

	
	UNDP
	
	50,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Construction and Urban Development
	[bookmark: CofinType_02]
	1,400,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Construction and Urban Development
	Cash
	100,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Energy
	
	675,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Energy
	Cash
	25,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Environment Green Development and Tourism
	
	725,000

	Government Institution
	Ministry of Environment Green Development and Tourism
	Cash
	25,000

	Government Institution
	Center of Development and Construction
	
	100,000

	Government Institution
	City of Ulaanbaatar
	
	300,000

	
	XacBank
	Cash
	2,000,000

	
	Building Energy Efficiency Center
	Cash
	50,000

	
	Mongolia University of Science and Technology
	Cash
	1,400,000

	Total Co-financing
	6,900,000



D. TRUST FUND RESOURCES REQUESTED BY AGENCY, FOCAL AREA AND COUNTRY1 	N/A
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. 

E. CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

	Component
	Grant Amount ($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project Total  ($)

	International Consultants
	343,500
	-
	343,500

	National/Local Consultants
	350,920
	340,000
	690,920



F. [bookmark: NonGrantIns]DOES THE PROJECT INCLUDE A “NON-GRANT” INSTRUMENT?                      
     (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).    NO   

	


PART II:  PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A DESCRIBE ANY CHANGES IN ALIGNMENT WITH THE PROJECT DESIGN OF THE ORIGINAL PIF[footnoteRef:1]  [1:   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.  ] 


There are no changes to the Objective and Component levels. Taking into account the changes to the baseline, some changes to outputs were identified during the PPG. These changes are reflected in the Project Result Framework presented from page 55-57 of the Project Document. 

The changes from the PIF outcome and outputs are as follows:

	PIF Outcome and Output Affected
	Changes & Explanations

	Outcome 3: Effective climate change mitigation policies and financing strategies adequately guided and informed by NAMA impacts ascertained through the established MRV system.
	Minor text revisions to the Outcome title as “Effective climate change mitigation policies strengthened by NAMA impacts ascertained through the established MRV system” 

	Output 1.1: Established and operational energy consumption and GHG inventory system for the construction sector with improved data availability and methodogy.
	This output is now assigned as Output 1.2 to associate with Outcome 1 under Component 1 

	Output 1.2: Defined and established reference baseline on energy consumption and GHG emissions for the construction sector.
	This output is now assigned as Output 1.3 to associate with Outcome 1 under Component 1

	Output 1.3: Designed and completed capacity developemnt programs for decision makers and agencies on the sustainable operation of the GHG inventory system.
	This output is now assigned as Output 1.1 to associate with Outcome 1 under Component 1 with a minor text revision to the Output title as “Designed and completed capacity building development programs for decision makers and agencies on the sustainable operation of the GHG inventory systems”

	Output 2.2:  Completed operational structure for coordination among government agencies and key stakeholders for NAMA development and implementation.
	Minor text revisions to the Output title as “Completed operational structure for coordination among government agencies and key stakeholders for NAMA”

	Output 2.5: Developed financial tools that support the implementation of NAMA in the construction sector
	This output was added to associate with Outcome 2 under component 2.



The Project Management Cost (PMC) was slightly increased from US$48,841 to US$51,700 to accommodate cost of setting up the PMU office, project management support personnel, and local travels required.  The revised grant amount for PMC accounts for 4.2% of the total grant amount for project components. 

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]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



 A.2. GEF focal area and/or fund(s) strategies, eligibility criteria and priorities.  NA

 A.3 The GEF Agency’s comparative advantage: NA. There are no changes in UNDP’s comparative advantage from when the PIF was approved.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK95][bookmark: OLE_LINK94]A.4. The baseline project and the problem that it seeks to address:  

During PPG exercise several additional baseline projects were identified. These include several programs, projects and activities initiated to transform the construction market, including:
The Thermo-Technical Rehabilitation (TTR) of public and apartment buildings in Ulaanbaatar/ Mongolia, UB City (2014-2018) - The project promotes heat energy savings through installation of additional insulation of panel buildings.  The baseline activities that will be subsumed under this project include capacity building in insulation techniques; and measurements and computation of energy intensity and energy consumption of existing precast buildings. The corresponding methodologies in the baseline project will provide an important insight and contribute towards the development of standard methodologies to assess, report and verify GHG and non-GHG benefits of energy efficiency measures and practices in the construction sector.
Advanced Energy Efficiency Glazing Project, Windows Manufacturer association (2015-2022) - This baseline activity comprises manufacturing and applications of triple glazing in buildings in Mongolia. Triple glazing or advanced EE double-glazing, both with insulated window frames, is effectively required by the EE BCNS requirements for all buildings. For curtain wall buildings, the EE provisions of the BCNS require even higher levels of EE (insulation) in glazing systems, to reflect the higher heat loss of even the best EE glazing compared to conventional insulated walls in new buildings in Mongolia. The activities of this baseline project will be subsumed as baseline activities under component 2 of this GEF project. 
Sustainable and Inclusive Urban Development and Clean Air Foundation Projects have been removed as the baseline as the former is encountering delay in implementation schedule and the latter has been discontinued.   

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: NA


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: 

There were no changes in the risks identified in the PIF. The PPG exercise anticipated one additional operational risk, i.e., low market demand for energy efficient building materials due to high initial costs compared to conventional building materials and technologies.  The proposed countermeasures and management responses are reflected and detailed in the Project Document: Key Indicators, Risks and Assumptions (Annex II Risk Analysis, pp.78-79).  The overall risk rating is unchanged and is moderate.


A.7. Coordination with other relevant GEF financed initiatives 

There are no other relevant and existing GEF financed initiatives in Mongolia that require coordination with the NAMA Project.
B. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NOT ADDRESSED AT PIF STAGE:
	
B.1 Describe how the stakeholders will be engaged in project implementation.  



[bookmark: _Ref446882665]The two primary government agencies with mandates to promote EE in the construction sector and NAMA formulation and implementation in Mongolia are Ministry of Construction and Urban Development (MCUD) and Ministry of Environment, Green Development and Tourism (MEGDT). These agencies will be co-implementing the project and will assume the overall responsibility for the achievement of Project results as Implementing Partners. In addition to the two primary agencies, the project will involve other ministries, academic institutions, private sector, government agency, notably constructors, building designers, practitioners, building owners, professional associations, groups of building managers and operators, and equipment suppliers, which will play an important role in implementing the Project and improving the energy performance of new and existing buildings and transforming the construction sector.  Both the PMU and the PSC will implement mechanisms to ensure ongoing stakeholder participation and effectiveness with the commencement of the Project by conducting regular stakeholder meetings, issuing a regular Project electronic newsletter on the dedicated Project website, conducting feedback surveys, implementing strong project management practices, and having close involvement with UNDP Mongolia as the GEF implementing agency. Relevant and specific stakeholders engaged in project implementation are identified and detailed in the Project Document pp. 16-17.

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):  


There are several socioeconomic benefits of the Project including:  

· Savings of heat and electricity usage in the construction sector leading to reduced energy costs for end-users; 
· Reduced energy usage contributes to lower demand from coal fired heat-only boilers and power plants, hence, significantly reducing air pollution. This leads to improvements in health benefits for the entire population; 
· Improved living comfort and quality of life of building occupants; 
· Reduced GHG emissions thereby reducing the long term risk of climate change;
· Increased demand of EE construction materials/technologies which will support local manufacturers and businesses leading to better employment prospects and eventually improved local economy;
· Improved access to energy efficiency financing in the construction sector leading to  EE investments;
· Enhanced capacities and skills of people, specifically women, employed in the construction sector.
The project aims to put in dedicated efforts to strengthen and enhance equal participation from women and men in the technical design and implementation of EE measures in the construction sector through capacity development trainings. Gender considerations will be equally pronounced in key decision making processes during project implementation. 


	B.3. Explain how cost-effectiveness is reflected in the project design:  

The GEF contribution of USD 1,269,863 will result in a cumulative direct emission reduction of 10,709tCO2e by the EOP, and cumulative direct CO2 emissions avoided over the lifetime of 64,219tCO2e that can collectively be attributed to the project.  This translates to an approximate GEF abatement cost of US$19.8/tCO2e.  This estimation does not take into account post-project direct emissions reductions that will be accomplished through financial mechanism or indirect emissions reductions achieved through replication of technology investments and additional demonstration projects.

When comparing the estimated abatement cost of this project against alternative projects that promote EE in the building and construction sector in other countries, it is found that this project is very cost effective as the abatement costs delivered by similar GEF funded building energy efficiency projects range from USD 4.3 to 37.3/ tCO2e.   The estimated abatement cost of this project is also in accord with the findings from the GEF/UNDP's publication, entitled "Promoting Energy Efficiency in Buildings: Lessons Learned from International Experience", which illustrates that there is a large potential for GHG emission reduction activities that cost below US$20/tCO2e in non-OECD countries.




C.  DESCRIBE THE BUDGETED M&E PLAN:  

Project monitoring and evaluation will be in accordance with the standard approach of UNDP and GEF and the following table summarizes the budget for the various monitoring & evaluation (M&E) activities that will be carried out to manage and gauge the effectiveness of the project implementation. The table also shows the parties responsible for each M&E activity and the time frame for each activity.

M&E Work Plan and Budget
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$
Excluding project team staff time
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop and Report
	· Project Manager
· UNDP CO, UNDP GEF
	Indicative cost:  10,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Measurement of Means of Verification of project results.
	· UNDP GEF RTA/Project Manager will oversee the hiring of specific studies and institutions, and delegate responsibilities to relevant team members.
	To be finalized in Inception Phase and Workshop. 

	Start, mid and end of project (during evaluation cycle) and annually when required.

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress on output and implementation 
	· Oversight by Project Manager 
· Project team 
	To be determined as part of the Annual Work Plan's preparation. 
	Annually prior to ARR/PIR and to the definition of annual work plans 

	ARR/PIR
	· Project manager and team
· UNDP CO
· UNDP RTA
· UNDP GEF Directorate
	None
	Annually 

	Periodic status/ progress reports
	· Project manager and team 
	None
	Quarterly

	Final Evaluation
	· Project manager and team, 
· UNDP CO
· UNDP RCU
· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	Indicative cost :  30,000
	At least three months before the end of project implementation

	Project Terminal Report
	· Project manager and team 
· UNDP CO
· local consultant
	0
	At least three months before the end of the project

	Audit 
	· UNDP CO
· Project manager and team 
	Indicative cost per year: 3000 
	One per program cycle and additional audit if any based on the adjusted risk rating

	Visits to field sites 
	· UNDP CO 
· UNDP RCU (as appropriate)
· Government representatives
	For GEF supported projects, paid from IA fees and operational budget 
	Yearly

	TOTAL indicative COST 
Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff and travel expenses 
	 US$ 54,000
 (+/- 5% of total budget)
	






PART III: APPROVAL/ENDORSEMENT BY GEF OPERATIONAL FOCAL POINT(S) AND GEF AGENCY(IES)


17

A. RECORD OF ENDORSEMENT OF GEF OPERATIONAL FOCAL POINT(S) ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNMENT(S):

	NAME
	POSITION
	MINISTRY
	DATE 

	Mr. A Enkhbat
	Director,  Division of Science and Clean Technology, GEF OFP
	MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND GREEN DEVELOPMENT 
	10 JULY 2013





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 

	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Adriana Dinu Executive Coordinator, UNDP GEF
	[image: ]
	26 April 2016 
	Rakshya Thapa
Regional Technical Advisor 
	+66 2 304 9100 ext. 5038
	Rakshya.thapa@undp.org





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).


	Strategy
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Targets
	Source of Verification
	Assumptions

	GOAL: Reduced GHG emissions in the construction sector
	· Cumulative CO2 emissions reduced from start of project to End-Of-Project (EOP), (tCO2e)

· Cumulative heat and electrical energy savings due to the Project by EOP, MWh

	· 2,014[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Cumulative CO2 emission reduction in the baseline scenario is a result of 1% annual reduction in baseline energy consumption due to adoption of EE technologies and EE investments in the construction sector in Mongolia in absence of GEF intervention.  The calculation is based on the guideline and Excel spreadsheet tool published by GEF in March 2013.] 



· 3,521[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ibid 2] 

	· 10,709 [footnoteRef:4] [4:  Cumulative CO2 emission reduction in the NAMA in Construction project scenario is a result of better compliance with the revised building code (from 80% without GEF intervention to 100% at the end of project), together with adoption of beyond-the-code EE design concepts, direct emission reductions from demonstration projects and their replications, and investments stimulated by the financial tools.] 



· 18,722[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Ibid 4] 

	· Project final and M&E report
· Reports published by MCUD and other relevant government agencies
· Reports published by project partners (e.g. Industry/Professional Associations, Building Managements and Developers)
	· Commitment to EE in the construction sector by the government remains firm.
· Participation of co-financiers and private sectors in the project remains strong 
· Economic growth improved or at least remains constant

	OBJECTIVE: To facilitate market transformation for energy efficiency in the construction sector through the development and implementation of NAMA
	· Number of construction sector NAMA developed and implemented by EOP

· % of new buildings that are fully or beyond BCNS compliance by EOP

· Number of people gainfully employed on EE in the construction sector in Mongolia by EOP
· 

	· 0

· 80%

· 0
	· 1


· 100%

· 50[footnoteRef:6] [6:  People employed by demo projects, financial institutions, and technical personnel involved in EE design and implementation in the construction sector] 

	· Project final and M&E reports
· Reports published by MCUD and other relevant government agencies
· Pilot demonstration project reports
· Reports published by project partners (e.g. Industry/Professional Associations, Building Managements and Developers)
	· Commitment to EE in the building sector by the government remains firm.
· Economic growth improved or at least remains constant




	COMPONENT 1: Establishment of Baseline Energy Consumption and GHG Emission in the Construction Sector

	OUTCOME 1: 
Effective EE policy making informed by robust energy consumption monitoring and reference baselines for the construction secto
	· Number of energy consumption and GHG emission inventory systems operational and adopted for the construction sector NAMA by Year 3

	· 0[footnoteRef:7] [7:  No energy consumption and GHG inventory system/framework for the construction sector adopted and used by MCUD] 

	· 1
	· Project final and M&E reports
· Reports published by MCUD, MEGDT, MOE and other relevant government agencies

	· Local stakeholder support in collecting and utilizing the energy consumption and GHG inventory system remain firm

	
	· Number of MOU to operationalize the data collection frameworks for the energy consumption and GHG inventory system by EOP

	· 0
	· 1
	
	· 

	
	· Number of public and private sector  entities supporting the sustainable operation of the GHG inventory system by EOP

	· 0
	· 4
	
	· 



	COMPONENT 2: Development and Implementation of NAMA in the Construction Sector

	OUTCOME 2: 
Prioritized NAMA in the construction sector developed and funded for implementation
	· Number of prioritized NAMA in the construction sector developed and funded for the implementation by the project by EOP

	· 0
	· 1
	· Project final and M&E reports
· Pilot demonstration project reports

	· Commitments of demonstration project hosts remain strong
· Economic growth improved or at least remains constant


	
	· No. of individual EE interventions that constitute the construction sector NAMAs by Year 4

	· 1
	· 6
	· 
	· 

	
	· No. of identified fully capable and qualified private and/or public sector entities that are interested in funding prioritized NAMA projects by Year 4

	· 1
	· 3
	· 
	· 



	COMPONENT 3: Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) system for NAMA

	OUTCOME 3: 
Effective climate change mitigation policies strengthened by NAMA impacts ascertained through the established MRV system
	· MRV system for construction sector emissions set up and operational by Year 2

	· 0
	· 1

	· Project final and M&E reports
· Pilot demonstration project reports
· Reports published by project partners (e.g. Industry/Professional Associations, Building Managements and Developers)
	· Commitments of demonstration project hosts remain strong
· Economic growth improved or at least remains constant


	
	· [bookmark: _Toc446919555][bookmark: _Toc447204439][bookmark: _Toc447289998]No of institutions adopting and operationalizing MRV systems of the pilot NAMA, by 2nd Quarter Year 3 

	· 0
	· 2
	· 
	· 

	
	· Number of construction sector NAMA case studies using the approved MRV framework and incorporated in policy documents by EOP
	· 0
	· 3
	· 
	· 





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).


GEF Secretariat – Responses to GEF Sec Comments dated 2 June 2014

	Comments & Responses
	Reference 

	25. 
1. Comment
Please explain the detailed estimate (with methodology) for DIRECT and INDIRECT (incl. post-project) GHG emission reductions for the pilot NAMA implementation project.

Response
The calculation of direct and indirect GHG emission reductions follows the methodology issued by GEF in “Calculating Greenhouse Gas Benefits of the Global Environment Facility Energy Efficiency Projects, Version 1.0, issued in March 2013, and the “GEF EE Tool v1.0” was used to calculate greenhouse gas benefits based primarily on the following methodology modules:
1.	Building Code Module
2.	Demonstration and Diffusion Module
For the demonstration and diffusion module, a replication factor of 2 has been applied, based on the consideration that while the project can offer profitable EE implementation models, the replications in most cases will still be restricted to availability of funds and technical capacity of the project owners.  As for the top down approach, a Level 2 Causality Factor of 40%, (GEF contribution is modest, and substantial) has been applied.
	



ProDoc: Annex III
pp. 80


	2. Comment
The selection of sub-/-sectoral NAMA based on mitigation potential within construction will be identified to introduce pilot approach
Response
Considering the lack of comprehensive inventory data for the construction sector in Mongolia, mitigation potential cannot be classified by building types and utilization.  Therefore the pilot approach for the NAMA is developed based on mitigation potentials of different EE technologies. As indicated in the ProDoc, a combination of EE technology applications and practices have been selected and included in the pilot NAMA. It is envisioned that development and operationalization of energy and GHG inventory systems under Component 1 will enable additional classifications of sub/sectoral NAMA in the construction sector in Mongolia, and, hence new and innovative pilot approaches can be introduced.
	


ProDoc, pp. 38-42


	3. Comment
Updated and detailed implementation plan for the priority NAMAs based on the upcoming PPG assessment

Response
The updated and detailed implementation plan for the priority EE measures for the NAMA is discussed in under Component 2 in the ProDoc.  Specifically, the project proposes a utilization of marginal abatement cost curves (MACCs) to identify priority measures (activities under output 2.1).  These priority EE measures will be consolidated in the pilot NAMA and implementation carried out through the proposed demonstration projects and supported by the institutional arrangement activities (under output 2.2), capacity building activities (under output 2.3) and financial tools development activities (under output 2.5).  
	



ProDoc: pp37-43


	Comment
The list of deliverables at CEO approval request on supported NAMAs:  1. Entry to the UNFCCC NAMA Registry Portal for matching with GEF support. For more information please see GEF/UNDP Azerbaijan matching for both PPG and Project grant. 2. Submission of final co-financing letters as applicable including GEF agency. 3. Duly filled CCM tracking tool.
Response
The final co-financing letters are included as Annex IV in the ProDoc.  The CCM tracking tool has been completed and submitted along with the CEO ER. Entry to UNFCCC NAMA Registry has been forwarded for endorsement and submission by the Ministry of Environment, Green Development and Tourism. 
	



ProDoc: Annex IV







ANNEX C:  STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT PREPARATION ACTIVITIES AND THE USE OF FUNDS[footnoteRef:8] [8:    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.] 


A.  PROVIDE DETAILED FUNDING AMOUNT OF THE PPG ACTIVITIES FINANCING STATUS IN THE TABLE BELOW:
	PPG Grant Approved at PIF: 

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

	
	Budgeted Amount
	Amount Spent To date
	Amount Committed

	Updating and analysis of background context
including baseline investments and GHG
emission profile
	22,500
	17,000
	5,500

	Conduct of the Project Logical Framework
Analysis  
	25,000
	18,500
	6,500

	Scoping and assessment of potential EE measures for inclusion in the pilot NAMA 
	5,000
	2,172
	2,828

	Review and assessment of financing mechanism to support the sustainable scaling up of EE measures in the construction sector 
	20,000
	10,000
	10,000

	Detailed design of project activities with participation of relevant stakeholders
	10,000
	5,000
	5,000

	Discussions and agreement on the project management and implementation arrangements
	12,500
	2,000
	10,500

	Negotiation and confirmation of co-financing
	2,500
	0
	2,500

	Preparation of Project document, CEO Endorsement Request and tracking tool
	2,500
	0
	2,500

	Total
	100,000
	54,672
	45,328



UNDP Country Office in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia with assistance from the Bangkok Regional Hub (BRH) in Bangkok, Thailand, assembled the Project development team that carried out the PPG Exercise. The team came up with the available data and information that were utilized for the Project design. The data gathering, processing and analyses have made possible the clear understanding of the current situation concerning the issues and concerns regarding the intentions and plans of the Government and project proponents to accelerate the development and implementation of construction sector NAMA in Mongolia.  The discussions with key stakeholders and project partners (including but not limited to MUCD, MEGDT, MOE, UB city, CDC, BEEC, potential and existing EE project proponents and EE technology/service providers) have made possible the identification of relevant issues and barriers that need to be addressed and considered in the development and implementation of the Project.
Intensive discussions with the key stakeholders have made it possible for the Project team to fully understand the nature and extent of these issues/barriers. The logical framework analysis that was carried out by the team together with the stakeholders has enabled the confirmation of the previously defined project goal and objective, and expected outcomes. Discussions with EE project proponents and government units and officials, particularly regarding lack of reference baseline, technical capacity development needs, and the financial concerns on private sector investments became the basis of the project designs, namely development of energy and GHG inventory systems, capacity building of stakeholders, provision of technical assistance to project proponents, implementation of demonstration projects, and implementation of innovative financial mechanisms for EE in the construction sector.  The discussions with the stakeholders and project partners also resulted in getting commitments for the co-financing of the baseline activities that were subsumed into the Project; as well as in the agreed project coordination mechanisms and the Project implementation arrangements. The outputs of these PPG activities were used in the detailed design of the Project components and activities. Overall, the PPG Exercise has achieved the PPG objective of designing, developing and documenting the Project Document.




ANNEX D: CALENDAR OF EXPECTED REFLOWS (if non-grant instrument is used)

Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF Trust Fund or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set up)

N/A
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