‘ GEF-6 GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW FOR FULL-SIZED/MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECTS

gef THE GEF/LDCF/SCCF TRUST FUND
GEF ID: 9279
Country/Region: Turkmenistan
Project Title: Sustainable Cities: Integrated Green Urban Development in Ashgabat and Awaza
GEF Agency: UNDP GEF Agency Project ID: 5452 (UNDP)
Type of Trust Fund: GEF Trust Fund GEF Focal Area (s): Climate Change
GEF-6 Focal Area/ LDCF/SCCF Objective (s): CCM-2 Program 3;
Anticipated Financing PPG: $120,000 Project Grant: $6,060,046
Co-financing: $57,100,000 Total Project Cost: $63,280,046
PIF Approval: May 04, 2016 Council Approval/Expected: | June 09, 2016
CEO Endorsement/Approval Expected Project Start Date:
Program Manager: Ming Yang Agency Contact Person: Marcel Alers

. Is the project aligned with the relevant | MY 8/10/2015
GEF strategic objectives and results Yes. It is aligned with Program 3 of

framework?! Objective 2: To promote integrated
low-carbon emission urban systems.
. Is the project consistent with the MY 8/10/2015

recipient country’s national strategies | To be commented.
and plans or reports and assessments
under relevant conventions? MY 8/14/2015

Yes.

3. Does the PIF sufficiently indicate the | MY 8/10/2015 _

! 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 the Aichi Target(s)?
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drivers? of global environmental To be commented.
degradation, issues of sustainability,
market transformation, scaling, and MY 8/14/2015

innovation? Not completed at this time.

Please write one short paragraph to
summarize the problems in urban
development such as rapid
urbanization, environmental
degradation, barriers to sustainable
cities, and how this project will
resolve these issues and unlock these
barriers.

The justification on innovation,
sustainability, market transformation,
scaling-up is very weak. Please write
on paragraph for each of the above
topics:

1. Innovation: The Agency may focus
on integrated approach on managing
energy, water, and transport issues
(not focus on "technical solutions and
management practices" as indicated
on page 18 of the PIF;

2. Sustainability: Please describe how
the GEF invested assets such as LED,
EE hotel guest rooms and other
demonstration facilities and policy
decrees will continue operating after

2 Need not apply to LDCF/SCCF projects.
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the GEF project implementation is
over.

3. Scaling-up: Please justify the
scaling-up of the results in other cities
(Dashoguz, Mary and Balkanabat)
without any financial support from
the GEF.

4. Market transformation: Please
describe how the GEF project will
impact the country's transformation
path from the current situation to a
low-carbon sustainable development
mode.

MY 9/3/2015

Comments were addressed and issues
were cleared.
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4. Is the project designed with sound
incremental reasoning?

MY 8/10/2015
To be commented.

MY 8/14/2015
Not at this time.

The proposed alternative scenario at
Section 3 on page 14 is too generic.
Please put quantitative target numbers
in the project alternative scenario.

For example, please consider (1)
reducing energy intensity or carbon
intensity in buildings by 5% or 10%
in five years due to integrated
solutions; (2) reducing energy
consumption in street lighting by 20%
with smart grid technologies; (3)
increasing the share of LED lamps by
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30% in buildings (not only in street
lighting) with the new energy policy
and knowledge-sharing, etc.; (4)
saving water and energy uses by 10%
in cities through sustainable tourism
practices; and etc.

MY 9/3/2015

Comments were addressed and issues
were 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?

MY 8/10/2015
To be commented.

MY 8/14/2015
Not at this time.

Please cleared indicate if all or part of
city roads will be used for the
establishment of new lanes for
bicycles and public transit in
Ashgabat (see the project output in
Table B on page 1).

Please also indicate the number of
greening spaces in square meters for
the project output of Component 1 (on

page 2).

A budget for project M&E can be
budgeted now. It must be budgeted at
the CEO ER stage.

MY 9/3/2015
Comments were addressed and issues
were cleared.

6. Are socio-economic aspects,
including relevant gender elements,
indigenous people, and CSOs

MY 8/10/2015
To be commented.
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MY 8/14/2015
Not at this time.

Please indicate if this project is
relevant to indigenous peoples. Please
specify how CSOs' interest will be
considered.

considered?

MY 9/3/2015
Comments were addressed and issues
were cleared.

7.

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

e The STAR allocation? MY 8/10/2015
Not at this time.

Approval of this PIF would exceed
the total budget allowed for this focal
area/country STAR allocation
because of other pending PIFs.

MY 8/14/2015

Yes.

Comments were address and the PIF
was revised.
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e The focal area allocation?

MY 8/10/2015
Not at this time.

Approval of this PIF would exceed
the total budget allowed for this focal
area/country STAR allocation
because of other pending PIFs.

MY 8/14/2015

Yes.

Comments were address and the PIF
was revised.

amount beyond the norm) justified?

e The LDCF under the principle of | MY 8/14/2015
equitable access n/a

e The SCCF (Adaptation or MY 8/14/2015
Technology Transfer)? n/a

e Focal area set-aside? MY 8/14/2015
n/a

8. Is the PIF being recommended for MY 8/10/2015

clearance and PPG (if additional Not at this time.

Approval of this PIF would exceed
the total budget allowed for this focal
area/country STAR allocation
because of other pending PIFs. Please
reduce the project budget to avoid this
issue.

Please also provide endorsement letter
from the OFP of Turkmenistan.

MY 8/14/2015
Not at this time.
Please address comments in Boxes: 3,
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4,5, and 6.

MY 9/3/2015
All comments were addressed and
issues were cleared.

The Program Manager recommends
CEOQ PIF clearance.

Review

August 10, 2015

Additional Review (as necessary)

August 14, 2015

Additional Review (as necessary)

September 03, 2015

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

MY 7/31/2017

There is not any significant change
from PIF to the CEO ER. Some
changes to adapt fast advancement of
energy technologies such as
application of LEDs are reasonable.
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. Is the project structure/ design

MY 7/31/2017

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

appropriate to achieve the Yes.
expected outcomes and outputs?

3. Is the financing adequate and MY 7/31/2017
does the project demonstrate a | Yes.
cost-effective approach to meet
the project objective?

4. Does the project take into MY 7/31/2017

Yes. It is stated in the UNDP project
document (pages 17-20).

. Is co-financing confirmed and

evidence provided?

MY 7/31/2017

Not at this time. The co-financing
letters from the government of
Turkmenistan are not clear and the
numbers in the letters do not match
these in Table C on page 3 of the CEO
ER document. Please ask the
government to issue new letters using
the format of co-financing letter of the
UNDP that was signed by Elena
Panova.

MY 8/28/2017
'Yes, comments were address and
issues were cleared.
6. Are relevant tracking tools MY 7/31/2017
completed? Yes.
7. Only for Non-Grant Instrument: | MY 7/31/2017
Has a reflow calendar been N/A
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presented?

. Is the project coordinated with

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

MY 7/31/2017
Yes, the project is consistent with the
NDC of the country to the UNFCCC.

. Does the project include a

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

MY 7/31/2017
Yes, on pages 12-13.

10. Does the project have

descriptions of a knowledge
management plan?

MY 7/31/2017
Yes, on pages 11.

11.

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

e GEFSEC MY 7/31/2017
N/A

e STAP MY 7/31/2017
Not at this time.

At the PIF stage, STAP commented
as follows:" Minor issues to be
considered during project design".
See below. Please address these
issues.

Further guidance from STAP

1. This project considers the
deployment of solar-powered LEDs
and cycle lanes and public transit
corridors plus the use of hybrid buses

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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and increasing green spaces in two
case study cities that are rapidly
developing. An energy efficient
design of building for a model tourist
hotel is planned in Awaza where
vehicle

fleets are to become more fuel
efficient. The findings are to be
published so other cities can follow.
The three

components together make good
logical sense.

Recognizing the importance of urban
design is key for sustainable city
designs. Incentivizing residents to
accept a low-carbon lifestyle is more
challenging. This project looks at
both with emphasis on transport and
lighting.

2. Car ownership is increasing but the
demonstration and use of electric
vehicles, or indeed electric buses
charged by renewable electricity was
not considered in the proposal.

3. Waste management is considered,
but the link with anaerobic digestion,
landfill gas or waste-to-energy
conversion has not been made. These
are all well-proven technologies in
many cities around the world.

4. The model hotel design is a good
concept but, to give it international
credibility it should be linked to
gaining a LEED building rating
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http://www.usgbc.org/LEED/ or to
the Living Building Challenge
http://livingfuture.
org/lbc/certification.

5. Most of the indicators to be used
(Section 4) are measurable so
therefore acceptable a€" although
without water meters, it is not clear
how water savings can be assessed.

6. No information is provided to
back-up the assessments of 249 kt
CO2 avoided and 2.5 Mt indirect.
What

assumptions were made? What is the
emissions factor for local grid
electricity supply? This is a major gap
in

the proposal that should be filled at
the CEO endorsement stage.

7. The project proponents should
liaise with the other sustainable city
projects progressing under the GEF
Cities IAP and use similar
methodology and indicators as they
evolve:
https://www.thegef.org/gef/node/108
26

1

8. It would be useful and
recommended to link the proposal to
the INDC for
Turkmenistan:http://www4.unfccc.int
/submissions/INDC/Published%20Do
cuments/Turkmenistan/1/INDC Tu
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rkmenistan.pdf

MY 8/28/2017
Yes, comments were address and
issues were cleared.

GEF Council

MY 7/31/2017
Yes.

Convention Secretariat

MY 7/31/2017
N/A

12. Is CEO endorsement
recommended?

MY 7/31/2017

Not at this time.

Please address comments in Boxes: 5
and 11.

MY 8/28/2017
Yes, all comments were address and
issues were cleared.

This project has been technically
cleared and the PM recommends the
CEO to endorse the project.

Review

July 31, 2017

Additional Review (as necessary)

August 28, 2017

Additional Review (as necessary)
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