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gef THE GEF/LDCF/SCCF TRUST FUND
GEF ID: 9273
Country/Region: Papua New Guinea
Project Title: Facilitating Renewable Energy & Energy Efficiency Applications for Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction

(FREAGER)

GEF Agency: UNDP GEF Agency Project ID: 5569 (UNDP)
Type of Trust Fund: GEF Trust Fund GEF Focal Area (s): Climate Change
GEF-6 Focal Area/ LDCF/SCCF Objective (s): CCM-1 Program 2;
Anticipated Financing PPG: $0 Project Grant: $2,840,640
Co-financing: $17,300,000 Total Project Cost: $20,140,640
PIF Approval: Council Approval/Expected: | October 01, 2015
CEO Endorsement/Approval Expected Project Start Date:
Program Manager: Ogawa Masako Agency Contact Person:

1. Is the project aligned with the relevant
GEF strategic objectives and results
framework?!

MO August 6, 2015
Please change to CCM Object 1,
Program 1, because most of the

The PIF has been revised to reflect project
alignment with climate change program
strategy CC1: Program 1 since the

project cost will be used for policy
and technology application, and
component 3 is not eligible under
Program 2.

MO August 13 2015
Comment cleared.

proposed project covers development,
demonstration and financing of low
carbon (LC) technologies and mitigation
options, including policies to support
these.

2. Is the project consistent with the

MO August 6, 2015

! For BD projects: has the project explicitly articulated which Aichi Target(s) the project will help achieve and are SMART indicators identified, that will be used to track the

project’s contribution toward achieving
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the Aichi Target(s)?




recipient country’s national strategies | The project is in line with the second
and plans or reports and assessments National Communication to the
under relevant conventions? UNFCCC.

. Does the PIF sufficiently indicate the | MO August 6, 2015

drivers? of global environmental
degradation, issues of sustainability, The page 7 explains that there is
market transformation, scaling, and policy barrier because there is no
innovation? national energy policy, but on page
17, this project is in line with draft
National Energy Plan. Please provide
information of National Energy Plan,
and clarify what barrier will be
remained even this plan is finalized
and implemented.

Also please clarify what NEP stands
for, National Energy Plan or National
Energy Policy.

Please include financial sectors as
stakeholders, otherwise the financial
scheme will not be properly
developed and implemented.

It proposes community based
application of energy efficiency (EE)
and renewable energy (RE) as
innovation. Please describe this
application in the main document, not
in the footnote (e.g. no.14 on page
11).

2 Need not apply to LDCF/SCCF projects.
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MO August 13 2015
Comments cleared.
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4. Is the project designed with sound MO August 6, 2015

incremental reasoning? Please explain why this GEF fund is
request in addition to on going World
Bank project.

MO August 13 2015
Comments cleared.
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5. Are the components in Table B sound
and sufficiently clear and appropriate
to achieve project objectives and the
GEBs?

MO August 6, 2015

Overall;
This project has many NAMA related
elements. Please explain if the
Government of Papua New Guinea
would consider including NAMA
registration as one of the activities.

Component 1;
GEF does not support lobbying
activity. Please revise.

Please clarify who will implement
this component, and please include
the relevant stakeholders in this
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component. In the stakeholders table
on page 15, neither Department of
Petroleum and Electricity nor PNG
Power Limited are responsible for
policy and regulations. Also
Provincial government seems not to
participate in policy development and
implementation. It concerns that the
project will fail to implement the
policy without their participation.

Risk;
Please revise mitigation action of No.
5 risk on policy as well.

Component 2;

Please explain what are commercial
applications of EE and RE, and
difference from community based
application.

Component 4;

Please focus the awareness activity
related with practical tools and
schemes available for the public, so
that the public will change behavior
after they participated the activities.

GEB;

Table F expected 4,795 kilotons of
CO2 mitigated, but page 13 shows 6
to 6.5 Mtons. Please clarify. Also this
number is relatively high comparing
other CCM projects. Please explain
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how this is calculated.

Knowledge Management;

Please consider and include how the
project will learn from other relevant
project in LDCs and SIDS.

MO August 13 2015
Comments cleared.
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Are socio-economic aspects,
including relevant gender elements,
indigenous people, and CSOs
considered?

MO August 6 2015
Yes

Is the proposed Grant (including the
Agency fee) within the resources
available from (mark all that apply):

e The STAR allocation?

MO August 6 2015
Yes. The requested amount is within
STAR allocation.

Please include table D, so that the
amount is correctly followed.

Please check co financing amount in
Table A, B and C, and revise.

MO August 13, 2015
Comments cleared.

The filled in table has now been included
in the revised PIF.

The total co financing amount in Part I,
Sec. A has been corrected to match with
those stated in Secs B and C.

e The focal area allocation? NA

e The LDCF under the principle of | NA
equitable access

e The SCCF (Adaptation or NA
Technology Transfer)?

e Focal area set-aside? NA
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8.

Is the PIF being recommended for
clearance and PPG (if additional
amount beyond the norm) justified?

MO August 6 2015
Not at this time. Please address
comments in box 1, 3,4, 5 and 7.

MO August 13 2015

All comments cleared. The program
manager recommends CEO PIF
clearance

Review

August 06, 2015

Additional Review (as necessary)

August 13,2015

Additional Review (as necessary)

1. If there are any changes from
that presented in the PIF, have
justifications been provided?

2. Is the project structure/ design
appropriate to achieve the
expected outcomes and outputs?
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. Is the financing adequate and

does the project demonstrate a
cost-effective approach to meet
the project objective?

. Does the project take into

account potential major risks,
including the consequences of
climate change, and describes
sufficient risk response
measures? (e.g., measures to
enhance climate resilience)

. Is co-financing confirmed and

evidence provided?

. Are relevant tracking tools

completed?

. Only for Non-Grant Instrument:

Has a reflow calendar been
presented?

. Is the project coordinated with

other related initiatives and
national/regional plans in the
country or in the region?

. Does the project include a

budgeted M&E Plan that
monitors and measures results
with indicators and targets?

10

. Does the project have

descriptions of a knowledge
management plan?

11.

Has the Agency adequately
responded to comments at the
PIF? stage from:

GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015




GEFSEC
e STAP

e GEF Council

e Convention Secretariat

12. Is CEO endorsement
recommended?

Review
Additional Review (as necessary)
Additional Review (as necessary)

3 Ifitis a child project under a program, assess if the components of the child project align with the program criteria set for selection of child projects.
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