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part i:  project IDentification                                                        
GEF Project ID
: 4115
Project duration: 48 months
gef agency Project ID:  4289
Country(ies): Romania

Project Title: Improving Energy Efficiency in Low-Income Households and Communities in Romania

GEF Agency(ies): UNDP

Other Executing partner(s): 
GEF Focal Area (s)
:  FORMDROPDOWN 

 FORMDROPDOWN 

 FORMDROPDOWN 

GEF-4 Strategic program(s): CC-SP1
Name of parent program/umbrella project (if applicable): Framework for Promoting Low Greenhouse Gas Emissons in Buildings (Global Umbrella Program) 

A. Project framework  
	Project Objective: Reduce energy consumption and associated GHG emissions in buildings in low-income households and regions of Romania.

	Project Components
	Indicate whether Invest-ment, TA, or STAb
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	Indicative GEF Financinga
	Indicative Co-Financinga
	Total ($)

c =a + b

	
	
	
	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	

	1. Improved policies to support energy efficiency in low-income communities
	TA
	Romanian energy policy integrates fuel poverty issues and addresses EE needs in low-income communities
	-Multi-organisational  working group established, policy recommendations and draft action plan provided to the key Romanian institutions responsible for EE in buildings, in order to integrate poverty alleviation into their programs and, with that, to improve the access of low-income regions and communities to EE-targeted funds. 
-Guidance on integrating EE issues into the practice of public administration developed and distributed in a way that is appropriate for low-income regions and municipalities.
-Poverty-related activities identified and integrated into municipal energy plans for selected municipalities. Municipal energy plans to contain ‘fuel poverty’ components including: (i) formal acknowledgement of fuel poverty; (ii) promotion of cross-institutional partnerships to maximize resources and opportunities to address fuel poverty; (iii) promotion of community involvement and co-ownership of the strategy; (iv) facilitation and information on sources of funding for energy efficiency measures: (v) establishment of measurable targets and timetables for action; (vi) development of training and employment opportunities.
	100,000
	43
	130,000
	57
	230,000

	2. Improved capacity at the local level to reduce fuel consumption in low-income communities
	TA
	Supply of trained auditors, architects and builders with EE experience expanded; municipalities in low-income regions better understand EE issues and can support auditing and weatherization projects
	- Increased numbers and expertise of local energy auditors, by providing support for training. The initial work will be undertaken with green building associations in Romania, from where a core group of between 70-100 people will be trained and enabled to undertake subsequent ‘training of trainers’ capacity building.
-Info-offices in selected public municipalities, each run by a trained municipal officer, to promote public education regarding EE measures using common and available technologies recommended by  professionals; training courses for builders,, architects and engineers on EE measures in buildings.

-Program to train volunteers and municipal employees to identify critical issues and major energy losses in the buildings in their areas and formulate EE solutions (such as: direct consumer access to info-offices and trained energy auditors, provision of advice regarding available financing sources, development of local support programs). 

-Results disseminated internally (through UNDP Energy & Environment and poverty alleviation networks) and externally (through EU and other national and multilateral channels).
	300,000
	13
	2,000,000
	87
	2,300,000

	3. Direct reduction of energy consumption through community-based retrofits and training
	TA and Investment
	Energy efficient buildings reconstructed (and potentially new buildings constructed) with reduced fuel costs in low-income communities 
	- at least 40 social buildings (schools, kindergartens, municipal offices and low-income households) retrofitted  in selected regions, involving: feasibility studies, wall and loft insulation, improvement of heating systems and possibly energy-efficient lighting, using practical, economic and energy efficient measures.
- Handbook of best-practice measures and lessons learned from the project retrofit and training activities developed and distributed. Means of addressing policy-makers’ perceived trade-off between low-cost housing and EE to be a central facet of the handbook.
	2,228,310
	6
	34,000,000
	94
	36,228,310

	4. Information for improved decision-making
	TA
	Building energy savings and economic impacts monitored
	-Practical  information provided to local and central authorities regarding job opportunities  associated with EE 

-Guide for municipal decision-makers on fuel poverty issues developed and distributed.

-Regionally-adapted methodology for fuel poverty assessment proposed to allow project results replication nationwide and, potentially, elsewhere in low-income territories in Europe. 
- Initiation of local and regional registries for social building retrofitting prioritization, based on clearly defined criteria.  


	150,000
	4
	3,775,580
	96
	3,925,580

	5. Monitoring and evaluation
	
	
	-Two independent evaluations of project implementation and results conducted
	80,000
	44
	100,000
	56
	180,000

	6. Project management
	
	116,538
	20
	466,152
	80
	582,690

	Total project costs
	
	2,974,848
	7
	40,471,732
	93
	43,446,580


           a   List the $ by project components.  The percentage is the share of GEF and Co-financing respectively of the total amount for the component.

        b  TA = Technical Assistance;  STA = Scientific & Technical Analysis.

B.    Indicative Co-financing for the project by source and by NAME (in parenthesis) if available, ($)
	Sources of Co-financing
	Type of Co-financing
	Project

	Project Government Contribution:

-Ministry of Development and Housing ($37,252,000); 
- Romanian Agency for Energy Conservation ($3,228,000)
	Cash, in-kind

	40,421,732
 

	GEF Agency(ies)
	cash
	50,000

	Bilateral Aid Agency(ies)
	
	

	Multilateral Agency(ies)
	
	To be determined

	Private Sector
	
	

	NGO
-Association of Energy Auditors in Buildings  (AAEC) 

-Romania Green Building Council 
	
	
To be determined            

	Others
	
	

	Total Co-financing
	
	40,471,732


C.  Indicative Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	
	Previous Project Preparation Amount (a)

	Project (b)
	Total

c = a + b
	Agency Fee

	GEF financing 
	     
	 2,974,848 
	2,974,848
	297,485

	Co-financing 
	     
	 40,471,732 
	40,471,732
	

	Total
	
	43,446,580
	43,446,580
	297,485


D.   GEF Resources Requested by agency (ies), Focal Area(s) and country(ies)1 
part ii:  project JustiFication

A. State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  
 As an economy in transition and one of the newest members of the European Union (EU), Romania has demonstrated great progress in implementing energy efficiency measures and yet still holds great potential for improvement. While incomes have increased over the past several years, still 13.8% of Romanians live below the poverty line, with two-thirds of these households in rural areas. Seven of the 15 poorest European regions are located in Romania, and the Nord-Est region of the country has the lowest GDP/per capita of any EU region, at only 24% of the EU27 average.
The situation with energy efficiency is similar: there have been steady gains, but much remains to be done.  While energy intensity has decreased at a relatively stable rate since 1990, it remains a serious problem: as of 2004, energy intensity in Romania was more than 3.5 times higher than the EU25 average. Buildings are a significant source of energy consumption. While there are no available overall numbers for the sector (this lack of data being, in itself, indicative of the low priority traditionally attached to energy efficiency), households consume almost one-third of all energy consumed in Romania (approximately 8.06 million toe), and the tertiary sector consumes 1.91 million toe.
Romania has undertaken and continues to develop policies and measures to improve energy efficiency. Pursuant to the EU Energy Efficiency Directive (2006/32/EC), Romania has enacted legislation to regulate energy performance in buildings and energy services (2008 GO no.22), and it has developed a National Energy Efficiency Action Plan. Under this Plan, Romania has undertaken to reduce energy consumption by 9% by 2016 from a base period of 2001-2005, which translates into a reduction in annual consumption of 1,876 toe. 
However, this target falls short of its potential in three ways.  First, there is still significant opportunity to improve energy efficiency in the buildings sector. Although the potential for energy savings in buildings is estimated by the Romanian Agency for Energy Conservation (ARCE) as being approximately 40%, a study estimated that combined savings in 2005 from energy efficiency and renewable energy totaled only 1.5% in the tertiary sector and only 2.3% in the residential sector.
 
Second, buildings – in private and public ownership – smaller than 1,000m2 are not subject to any energy efficiency requirements.
Third, the national energy efficiency target does not address the issue of fuel poverty, the distribution of benefits from energy efficiency programs, or the potential for job creation through energy efficiency initiatives. Fuel poverty is generally defined as the situation where households must spend more than 10% of their income to maintain adequate warmth. While little current information is available on fuel poverty in Romania, it is known that, as of 2005, vulnerable groups such as pensioners and households receiving benefits assistance paid the highest share of utility bills as a percentage of household income for any country in Southeastern Europe.
 

Fuel poverty and its consequences directly affect the ability of Romania to improve energy efficiency. Low-income households – and municipalities -- are more likely to use older, less-efficient buildings. They lack the means to invest in new construction, and their existing buildings are less likely to be renovated. If these buildings are renovated, they are typically exempt from energy efficiency requirements because they either do not meet the threshold size for more demanding energy consumption requirements (1,000m2 under existing legislation) or because of their public ownership. Finally, these end-users lack access to existing building efficiency programmes, because of the current co-financing requirements for local authorities and for owners’ associations, the cost of audits, and eligibility requirements (i.e. private building ownership),  which put these programmes out of their reach.

Specific barriers to addressing energy efficiency in low-income households and regions include the following:

· Lack of policy support and leadership: Currently, there is no official government definition of fuel poverty, no lead government agency mandated with addressing fuel poverty, and no targets or strategies for eradicating fuel poverty in Romania.

· Lack of institutional support: There is a significant gap in coordination amongst government agencies and funds that address energy efficiency and economic development. In addition, institutional support for energy efficiency can vary by region.  Lower-income households and municipalities may have reduced access to government EE programs, particularly those that require co-financing from the building owner. As a result, lack of access to weatherization programs or more efficient appliances can lead to households that are able to meet expenses by heating only a single room to stretch a heat assistance payment, disconnecting from a district heating system, or foregoing a refrigerator to remain within the social tariff for power. In the public sector, this lack of access can lead to reduced comfort and utility of public buildings such as schools and health clinics. 

· Lack of capacity: while energy auditors have been trained for the buildings sector, there are an insufficient number of EE-certified auditors (just 700 nationally) to meet the demand for information on energy consumption in buildings. In addition, there is no certification program for energy managers in buildings that would be similar to the program that exists for industrial energy managers. And while there is growing interest in low-energy and passive buildings among architects and engineers in Romania, there is a substantial need for training to enable these professionals to actually design and build efficient buildings.

· Lack of information and awareness: Several types of key information are not available. Decision-makers lack overall data on energy consumption in the buildings sector and the average performance of certain types of buildings (and related GHG emissions). This problem is exacerbated by incomplete metering, so that many building owners cannot use consumption-based billing to control expenses and prevent over-billing Awareness of energy efficiency is still relatively low among key stakeholders and the public, and information and awareness varies by region and by the capacity and economic status of a given municipality. Furthermore, awareness of fuel poverty issues is quite low, leading to a situation where community development specialists may not be aware of ways to reduce energy demand for their clients, while organizations tasked with energy efficiency may not be aware of the social impacts of the design and distribution of their programs.
The proposed UNDP-GEF full-size project proposes to: (i) target households and small public buildings of less than 1,000m2 which are not subject to EE legislation; (ii) focus on areas with high and very high poverty levels where the local capacity is extremely low in terms of resources (human, institutional and financial); and (iii) address the "fuel poverty" issue in an innovative way, providing local authorities in poor remote areas with adequate tools to integrate measures to address fuel poverty in local development plans.
Among the reasons for developing this project are the findings from GEF Project 571 (Low-Cost, Low-Energy Housing in the Czech Republic), which indicated that no-cost elements in the design and construction process can generate substantial energy savings at no additional cost. By undertaking costing studies and varying the types of EE solutions implemented in different premises (Component 3 below), the project will build up a strong understanding of the affordability of different measures for low-income households and how such measures can be best technically implemented. This will facilitate the adoption of such measures elsewhere and will also inform the policy tension that is currently perceived by national and local government between providing low-income families with cheap housing while at the same time ensuring that such housing is energy-efficient. Successful measures will be incorporated into a handbook to be developed and distributed by the project, and the findings from this component will be used to improve the guidance provided to policy-makers at all levels in Components 1 and 4 (see below).
Specifically, the proposed project will address barriers to tackling energy efficiency in low-income households and regions in the following ways:
1. Improved policies to support energy efficiency in low-income communities: The policy component of the project will provide specific analysis and recommendations to address fuel poverty and energy consumption in low-income households and regions. The project will establish an inter-organizational working group and provide policy recommendations and a draft action plan to the key Romanian stakeholders responsible for EE in buildings on integrating poverty alleviation into their programs and improving the access of low-income regions and communities to their targeted funds. It will also develop and distribute guidance on integrating EE issues into the practice of public administration in a way that is feasible for low-income regions and municipalities, and it will support relevant legislation drafted in conjunction with other stakeholders. Finally, the project will integrate poverty-related considerations into municipal energy plans for selected municipalities in the project. It will specifically support local authorities to integrate energy considerations in general, and energy efficiency considerations in particular, into local development strategies which currently lack any reference whatsoever to energy efficiency or fuel poverty. These local development strategies will include the following: (i) raising general awareness on fuel poverty; (ii) promoting cross-institutional partnership to maximize resources and opportunities to address fuel poverty; (iii) promoting community involvement and co-ownership of the strategy; (iv) facilitating information on sources of funding for energy efficiency measures: (v) setting out measurable targets and timetables for action; (vi) developing training and employment opportunities.
2. Improved capacity at the local level to reduce fuel consumption: The project will support training and continuing education for professionals in the building sector, such as energy auditors, energy managers, architects and engineers. It will also establish a program through community development organizations to train volunteers and municipal employees to perform simple EE assessments in low-income communities (for houses and public buildings) based on good regional practice. The project will disseminate the results of this program internally (through the UNDP Energy & Environment and poverty alleviation networks) and externally through EU channels and other national and multilateral organizations. While the training and capacity building will take place primarily in the communities and regions participating in Component 3, careful attention will be paid to using the professionals who receive training to broaden the number of buildings and regions that can be covered by the project, increasing its indirect impact on EE in the buildings sector. The project will also establish “info-offices” at the municipality level for targeted municipalities, stocked with information materials on EE measures, legislation, sources of funding and other resources that can be made available for the local communities. The info-offices will each be staffed by a trained municipality employee.
3. Direct reduction of energy consumption through community-based retrofits and training: The project will oversee the design, reconstruction and commissioning of approximately 40 social buildings –low-income housing, selected schools, kindergartens and municipal offices – in approximately 6 municipalities using practical, economic and energy efficient measures such as: wall and loft insulation, improvement/replacement of heating systems and, where feasible, changes to the lighting system.
 The energy demand target envisaged by the project is 80 KWh/m2/year and the expected energy saving envisaged is at least 40%. The precise number of buildings to be retrofitted will be determined during project preparation. The estimate of 40 buildings is based on market research of construction materials and EE previously undertaken by UNDP in Maramures County (north-east Romania) and also on the report that was generated by a UNDP-GEF EE project during 2004-2006.
 It is envisaged that the vast share – potentially all – of the design and construction work will be devoted to existing buildings that are identified as in need of renovation. At this stage, the project does not entirely rule out the possibility of constructing new buildings because there may be opportunities to construct buildings that exceed the current standards without increasing the cost of construction. The criteria for site selection and proposed projects under Component 3 will be detailed during the project preparation phase.  
The targeted regions will be selected using the poverty criteria developed by the World Bank in its 2007 Poverty Assessment Report.
 At this stage, it is envisaged that communities in the remote, poor areas of the Nord-Est, in Maramures County, will be targeted. UNDP has strong links with the local authorities in this area, which will ease project implementation. Maramures County is characterised by rural poverty. The rural settlements are scattered as this is a mountainous area. For every 30 houses there is typically a kindergarten / school.

The retrofits will also provide an opportunity to develop the capacity of the EE professionals trained under Component 2. 
4. Information for improved decision-making:  The project will provide information to decision-makers at all levels of government on the potential for job creation through employment related to EE, and it will develop and distribute a guide for municipal decision-makers on fuel poverty issues. It will monitor project results using a regionally-appropriate methodology for measuring fuel poverty that can then serve as national best practice, and it will compile building registries in participating municipalities and regions to identify high-priority areas for investments from a social perspective. The project will also commission two independent evaluations of project implementation and impacts.
These measures will target energy efficiency in low-income households and regions, but they will also have significant spill-over effects for the buildings sector in Romania as a whole. For example, the building registries in the partner regions covered in Component 4 will be useful to all income groups and regions. At the same time, the capacity and training activities in Component 2 will support jobs creation and, subsequently, regional development, with economic benefits that will extend beyond the monetary value of the energy saved.
B. Describe the consistency of the project with national/regional priorities/plans: 
The proposed project is very closely aligned with current national priorities. It is highly consistent with Romania’s National Development Plan, the tool that sets public development investment priorities, as it directly addresses three of the six national development priorities (protecting and improving the quality of the environment; developing human resources, promoting employment, social inclusion and strengthening administrative capacity; and diminishing development disparities between country regions). The project is closely aligned with the country’s efforts to reduce energy consumption and to improve energy performance in buildings, both of which are mandated under national legislation. In addition, the project is consistent with the National Energy Strategy 2007-2020, which was adopted in 2007 and includes the objective of improving energy efficiency. 

C. Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and strategic programs: 

This project is directly aligned with the GEF Strategic Program 1 on Energy Efficiency in Buildings under the Climate Change focal area. The project is also a part of the Global Program on Low Greenhouse Gas Buildings, as it addresses improving knowledge and understanding related to energy-efficient buildings and in promoting energy-efficient municipal and other public buildings.

D. justify the type of financing support provided with the gef resources: 

GEF resources will be used to provide technical assistance and remove barriers related to coordination, information, awareness and institutional support that hinder investments in energy efficiency in low-income households and communities in Romania. By building upon existing government initiatives to reduce energy consumption in buildings, the training and expertise provided will be used long after the conclusion of the project, ensuring its sustainability. 
E. Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives: 
Activities under the project preparation grant (PPG) will assess all existing stakeholders in detail, conduct stakeholder consultations, and develop a stakeholder inclusion plan for the proposed full-size project. Furthermore, the preparatory activities will describe the coordination plan for ongoing efforts by government, donors and other stakeholders. Finally, preparatory activities will assess previous relevant projects and will apply the lessons learned from those projects in the design and approach of the proposed full-size project.

Government stakeholders include agencies such as ARCE (the lead government agency for energy efficiency), the Ministry for Regional Development, Public Works and Housing (the lead agency for the EPBD), the Ministry for Labour and Social Protection (in charge of Heat Assistance Payments), the Ministry of Economy (assisting with the public sector EE program), and the National Institute of Statistics (responsible for collecting data on energy, income and housing). At the municipal level, the administrations approve construction permits and enforce building codes, finance projects and pay utility bills for public sector buildings, such as local schools. Non-governmental organizations include professional associations such as the Romania Green Building Council and Energy Auditors Associations; universities such as the Polytechnica University in Bucharest (which provides certificates for auditors in the buildings sector), the Architecture University, and the Technical University; associations of municipalities; NGOs such as Habitat for Humanity and community development organizations; and, of course, people living in and using the buildings in the targeted communities.

Other relevant organizations include the European Commission (which administers the Cohesion Funds, the European Social Fund, and the Intelligent Energy Europe programme through DG-TREN for its member states); and the World Bank (through its Energy Efficiency Fund, or FREE). The project will coordinate with the EBRD, which is active in energy efficiency through the EU/EBRD EEFF, a fund to finance energy efficiency improvements in industry and through its proposed credit line for EE in public buildings and affiliated proposal for GEF funding.  It is anticipated that the proposed UNDP-GEF project will complement the efforts of the EBRD initiative, as the UNDP-GEF project will focus on low-income households and municipalities, while the EBRD initiative will work only with higher-income municipalities with strong credit using relatively sophisticated financing mechanisms and will not address the residential sector. Work that has informed the development of this proposal and will inform the design of the proposed full-size project includes the previous UNDP-GEF project “Capacity Building for GHG Reductions through Energy Efficiency in Romania,” other EE buildings projects in the region, and projects focusing on fuel poverty and weatherization in the region.

F. Discuss the value-added of GEF involvement in the project  demonstrated through incremental reasoning : 
Under a Business as Usual (BAU) scenario, Romania would continue to make improvements in energy efficiency according to the National Energy Efficiency Action Plan, and it would implement its current program to improve energy efficiency in (only) 250 multi-unit apartment buildings (of a total national stock of 82,000 blocks of flats), conduct labeling and standards programs that would reduce consumption in household appliances, and continue with information/awareness campaigns. The country would comply with its international commitments and domestic legislation on the energy performance of buildings, and it would continue to have minimum requirements for efficiency for new buildings and larger buildings requiring renovation. Finally, it would certify energy auditors for buildings through the Ministry of Regional Development and Housing.

However, these improvements would be limited to higher-income households and municipalities.  Lower-income households, especially the segment of buildings that are smaller than 1,000 m2 and not subject to any legislation, will continue to register energy waste, with significant consequences in low income areas. Moreover, regions would still face barriers in accessing energy efficiency services and in reducing their energy consumption. Specifically, current barriers would remain in the following areas:  

· Fuel poverty would be addressed through a heat assistance payment and social tariff for power, but low-income households would not have the means to reduce demand through energy efficiency measures

· Lack of coordination among government agencies would continue to hinder the availability of information for policy-makers on fuel poverty and the benefits of energy efficiency programs by income group 

· Support for regional development would not integrate energy efficiency considerations to the greatest possible extent, meaning that investments in infrastructure would not result in optimum efficiency

· Unmet need for heat would probably continue among low-income households

· More generally, the potential for improving energy efficiency in households and public buildings would not be fully realized, as smaller buildings requiring renovation would not be subject to newer standards for energy performance and means of exceeding the current performance standards at standard cost might not be widely understood and accessible to architects and engineers.

· Ongoing government programs to increase energy efficiency in the buildings sector would remain out of reach to low-income households and region due to up-front costs for audits and co-financing requirements. Municipalities would lack government assistance with improving efficiency in municipal housing.

· Most residents of buildings with vertical-loop systems connected to a district heating grid would still lack any means of directly reducing their consumption and controlling their heating bills.

Furthermore, ongoing efforts to address barriers to energy efficiency in all income groups and regions would be limited by a lack of coordination and capacity at the local level and would be difficult to quantify accurately.

Under the GEF alternative, Romania would be able to build capacity to address fuel poverty issues in a coordinated and efficient manner. It would mainstream energy efficiency principles into local and regional development programs, it would increase the number of low-income households able to manage energy demand, and it would increase the number of jobs in the buildings sector through auditing and weatherization programs. Furthermore, projects would capture more potential savings in energy in the buildings sector and they would spread the benefits of these savings more broadly. Finally, comprehensive monitoring would provide significantly improved information for decision-makers at all levels regarding the economic, environmental and social benefits of improving the level of energy performance in buildings. A summary of project components and their relationship to barrier removal is provided below in Table 1.
Table 1:  GEF Alternative: Barriers and the activities designed to remove them

	Type of Barrier
	Corresponding Barrier Removal Activities 

	Policy barriers: Lack of coordination, lack of information for decision-makers, lack of integration of EE issues into regional development planning and lack of integration of poverty issues into EE programs.
	Component 1, Component 4

	Education and awareness barriers: Lack of access to energy efficiency measures in low-income households and regions; unmet need for heat would probably continue among low-income households in the absence of knowledge of how to address this issue through EE measures. Techniques for exceeding the current performance standards at standard cost might not be widely understood and accessible to architects and engineers. Shortages of professionals trained in EE auditing, design and construction techniques would continue. Policy-makers would continue to overlook the EE potential for smaller buildings requiring renovation, as these would not be subject to standards for energy performance. Potential employment opportunities in EE-related jobs would go unrealised.
	Component 2, findings disseminated from Component 3 and its demonstration effect, Component 4

	Financial barriers: Ongoing government programs to increase energy efficiency in the buildings sector would remain out of reach to low-income households and region due to up-front costs for audits and co-financing requirements. Municipalities in lower-income regions would lack government assistance with improving efficiency in municipal housing. 
	Component 3


G. Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved, and if possible including risk mitigation measures that will be  taken: 

	Risk
	Rating
	Mitigation strategy

	Lack of administrative capacity will hinder project implementation in more disadvantaged regions of the country
	M-L
	This risk is considered medium-low because of the screening that will take place during project preparation. The proposed project will benefit from UNDP’s experience with, and strong support from, local authorities in Romanian regions in both the climate change and other GEF focal areas. The project will also leverage capacity that has been built for Romania to receive regional funding through other international agreements.

	Lack of sufficient political will to address energy efficiency due to economic difficulties
	H-M
	This risk is considered high-medium. International commitments require that Romania set and implement targets for energy performance in buildings and in energy efficiency and energy services.  The infrastructure and commitments to energy efficiency are assured during and after the proposed project lifetime. Furthermore, by proposing an integration of EE-related issues into social programs, the project will be able to address economic recovery issues directly through its activities, which include jobs creation, making it relevant to stimulus efforts to address economic difficulties. The inclusion of EE-related issues into social programmes will be based on technical studies and will be done through a highly consultative process in order to inculcate political ownership and support.

	Lack of funding to support investments that are targeted

	M-L
	This risk is deemed as being medium-low because of the  significant funding known to be available for energy efficiency improvements in Romania described elsewhere in this document. Project implementation will focus on coordination and improved information for decision-makers to ensure that this funding is handled in a more efficient way and to improve access to this funding in low-income households and regions. 

	Local authorities are unwilling to accept and implement social policies that favor EE
	L
	This risk is deemed as being low because of the economic benefits that energy efficiency can provide in low-income communities (as a form of employment for EE projects), because of the financing that municipalities can leverage for these projects, and because of the improvements in quality of life that these projects can produce. Potential partner municipalities and regions will be thoroughly screened during the PPG process, and level of interest and poverty rates will be a decisive criterion.

	Lack of acceptance of project activities in low-income communities
	L
	This risk is deemed as being low because of the financial and standard-of-living benefits that low-income communities will derive from the project. The risk will be further mitigated by working closely with community development organizations. The project will specifically address poverty – including rural poverty – in two ways:  1) The more efficient buildings that result from Component 3  will reduce the amount of time and money spent to heat households, therefore freeing communities’ resources for other activities; and 2) the training for auditors and community members in performing audits and weatherization under Component 2 will provide employment skills to the participants, who can serve as a source of labor for energy-saving projects identified by the municipalities under that component.


H. describe, if possible, the expected cost-effectiveness of the project:
Estimated direct reductions in CO2 emissions from the proposed project will range from approximately 71,355 to 186,987 tonnes of CO2 annually, with an average estimated reduction of 101,664 tonnes of CO2 annually. This range encompasses three scenarios regarding the cost of reconstruction in the residential and public buildings sectors. These reductions would result in cumulative emission reductions over a 10-year time period ranging from 713,553 to 1,869,870 tonnes of CO2, with an average cumulative reduction of 1,016,636 tonnes of CO2. These figures would result in a cost per tonne mitigated of USD 1.68 to USD 4.40 for the GEF contribution.  Detailed scenarios and estimates, including an analysis on the effects of suppressed demand among low-income households, will be developed in the course of project preparation. Indirect reductions will be projected at that time as well.

I. Justify the comparative advantage of GEF agency: 

The proposed intervention is in line with UNDP comparative advantages as presented in the GEF comparative advantage matrix. The project is focused on local capacity building and transferring energy efficiency know-how and tools to local level decision-makers and end-users. Capacity building at the local and regional levels is seen as a prerequisite to market transformation and effective energy demand management. Financing for energy efficiency is generally available (e.g. via EU structural funds) but it cannot be effectively spent without the necessary capacity in the public sector and in the communities: this is the capacity gap that will be bridged by this project.
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 country endorsement letter(s) or regional endorsement letter(s) with this template).

	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date 

	Maria-Elena Teodorescu
Operational Focal Point
	Head
	Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development
	19 may 2009


B.  GEF Agency(ies) Certification



	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for project identification and preparation.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency name
	Signature
	Date 


	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Yannick Glemarec
Executive Coordinator
UNDP/GEF
	[image: image2.wmf] 


	December 16, 2009
	Robert Kelly

	+421 259 337 200
	robert.kelly@undp.org



�    Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC.


�    Select only those focal areas from which GEF financing is requested.


�    Include project preparation funds that were previously approved but exclude PPGs that are awaiting for approval.


� US Agency for International Development (2003), Energy Reform and Social Protection in Romania


� Ibid.


� The mix of investment in Component 3 (building envelope vs. appliances) will be determined in the course of the PPG. This determination will be influenced by the findings of the PPG experts regarding household energy use in low-income homes and survival behaviors (i.e. how heat or power use patterns change when income is insufficient to cover these expenditures and provide an adequate level of service and comfort).


� UNDP-GEF (2006), Capacity Building for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Through Energy Efficiency in Romania: Assessment Report


� World Bank Human Development Sector Unit (2007), Poverty Assessment: Romania
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