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Cities are major contributors to climate priories and actions are defined and driven by
change.Their global share of greenhouse gas local stakeholders ratter than by EBRD. The
emissions stands at 70% and is increasing. programme also delivers horizontal

Urban populations are at the same time highly programmatic activities for scaling up,
vulnerable to the effects of climate chaneg, exchanging experience and learning and
Climate change has costly effects on the innovations. The EBRD has concentrated
delivery of municipal services such as investments in the GrCP under the Green Cities
infrastructure, housing, health and safety, and Frameworks (GrCF), which were apmed in

al so undermines <citiesd 201% pnd P0il8 andtextended ih 2020gando w
sustainably and inclusively. The effects of 2021.

climate change are worse in poor antbw-
income communities. There is a growing global
consensus that organisations like EBRD should
work at the nexus of cities and climate change
and provide significant, londerm support to
cities to invest and to adopt policies aimed at
preventing or mitgating the negative effect of
climate change.

This report presents the outcome of the interim
evaluation of the GrCP implementation in

2016021. The evaluation focused on assessing

the extent of Gr CPO6s progr
objective of becoming a sedair-wide catalyst for
addressing environmental and climate change
challenges at the municipal level. Three

evaluation questions corresponding to three

specific criteria shaped the evaluation:

To what extent has the GrCP approach

been meetingngedsandner cit
supporting EBRD strategic objectives?

Relevance & Coherence

How efficiently has the GrCP utilised

resources for implementation and delivery

of its objectives?Efficiency

What progress has the GrCP made in

delivering its stated objectives and

contributing to transition? Effectiveness

The Green Cities investment portfolio has

grown rapidly.By the end of October 2022, the

GICH eported 01.96 billion
Infrastructureo per ati ons. Of this
billion was in the municipal and avironmental
infrastructure (MEI) subsector. A total of 66

projects were signed as GrCF sudperations.

The largest share of GrCF investments have

been in the Southern and Eastern

Mediterranean (SEMED) regiowith 30 per

EBRD has been implementing the Gree@ities
Programme (GrCP) since 2016The GrCP

unique approach is the preparation of Green
City Action Plans (GCAPs) for participating cities
that enables strategic level engagement where

1 Remarks by Secretary of the Treasury Janet L. Yellen at the
Center for Global Development, October 6, 2022,
https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/jy0997
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cent of all investments, followd by Eastern
Europe and Caucasus (EEC, 25 per cent) and
SouthEastern Europe (SEE, 21 per cent). EEC
and SEE were the major regions of activity in
2016-19 but as of 2020, Turkiye and SEMED
caught up in investment volumes with a small
number of high valueprojects. GrCF is
concentrated inthe urban transport sector
which accounted forover 60 per cent of
investments and comprised 22 projects.

The key evaluation findings are organised by
evaluation questions:

The GrCP is highly relevant for municipalities
and supports their needs and aspirations to
combat the most pressing environmental and
climate challenges.

The approach of the Programmthrough the
development of GCAPs hammpowered cities
to define their own green objectives and
related investment priorities. The Bank proved
its ability to connect meaningfully with the
strategic vision and direction of municipalities
by offering them rdéevant and necessary
support in developing a realistic and essential
action plan and to provide financing to
implement selected investment actions. As the
main tool of the GrCP, the GCAP is well
integrated into existing strategic and legal
frameworks. Theguided and expertly supported
process of technical assessment, public
consultation and political deliberation
underpins local ownership of GCAP in most
cases. But the processes and follown
implementation depend on the power that is
delegated to municipalauthorities and
centrallyimposed limits on municipal
borrowing. Centralised governance models
require national authorities to be more involved.

GrCP is strategically aligned with the focus on
GET but has yet to achieve sector integration
and become an nternal catalyst of investment.

The programme has beeheading the way from
mainstreaming to a systemic approach in the
green transition within the Bank. It has
harnessed the expected strategic institutional
orientation towards a green transition and
positioned Sustainable Infrastructure at the
forefront of climate finance. Its design and
strategy spearheaded the evolution of the
approach articulated in GET 2.1 in 2020. Thus
far, the GrCF sulmperations (SO) have been
almost entirely within the MEI suisectors. The
intention and design for sector integration in
the programme has not yet fully materialised
and is the
systemic approach to GET. GrCF investment has
grown steadily as a share of MEI ABI, whereas
overall ME}I ABt adh average MEI GET 'share

have not trended upward. This means thato
strong indication yet exists that the GrCP is
catalysing additional GET investment within

the Bank. Rather there is a continuing existing
strong MEI GET delivery, increasingly
consolidatedunder the Programme.

The significant nonfinancial additionality at
programme level is not yet matched by
financial additionality.

Significant nonfinancial additionality is

created at programme level primarily by
developing GCAPs and related networking,
learning and experience sharing opportunities.
The financial additionality of GrCF is tied mainly
to individual SO, depending on the local
context, but is not specifically enhanced by the
programme. The intention and potential are for
the programme to entance its financial
additionality at Programmdevel with bond
issues and Green Finance Roadmaps (GFR) but
progress has been limited on these aspirations.

The GrCP has demonstrated its ability to adapt
and respond to crises

Several crises have affected th@rogramme

and have required a very dynamic response and
different support to ensure that municipal
stakeholders have the tools to strengthen their
resilience. The programme has successfully
demonstrated its agility and proactive

approach in responding tocrises and
incorporating the resulting lessonanto its

next mil estone
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methodology. Dealing with Cowvil9 crisis
demonstrated that GCAP is an appropriate
framework for absorbing the changes that are
required to deliver an altered set of services in
a more stringent fisca context. In Ukrainian
cities, a GCAP might become an appropriate
platform for defining priority actions and
ensuring they are translated into green
investment projects. The GrCP has already
launched a process of integrating the war
effects into existingGCAPs and into those being
prepared in Ukrainian green cities.

The GrCP introduced successful crogsam
integration

The Gr CPO0s internal
evolved organically to accommodate the needs
of a rapidly expanding framework and the many
internal and external stakeholders necessary
for implementation The programme
successfully built an unparallelednternal
ecosystem connecting banking and climate
strategy functions with various policy and
delivery departmentsacross all regions of Bank
operations. It dedicates resources for strategic
planning, management, monitoring and
reporting, stakeholder engagement ah

learning. Overall, the GrCP governance
structure is robust and agile, its information
flows are streamlined, and its decisiomaking

is effectively managed by the core GrCP team.

International and local expertise are balanced
to deliver a standardised nethodology but
improvements are needed to ensure municipal
ownership and greater localisation.

The GrCP developed a balanced approach to
managing external consultants making it
possible to internalise and blend thdest
available knowledge and skills witht h e
in-house technical expertise The GrCP core
team is highly engaged with external experts.
Programme leaders remain in close contact
with consultants throughout the process.
However local expertise could be used more

g O v eprepagation is ondrackrelative o the

effectively to better refled the individuality of
cities and their dynamic needs based on
governance models and degrees of
decentralisation, especially for tailomade
capacitybuilding programmes.

GCAP implementation has progressed well
albeit with limitations related to monitoring

Given the programmeos
environmental improvement at city level
implemented through municipal infrastructure,
there was little expectatiorthat the overall
objective would be achieved by 2022. A key
programme feature is that cities successfully
complete and adopt the GCAPs whose

has
expectations of the frameworks. Progressn
GCAP implementationis also godal in general,
but the available monitoring does not collect
outcome level data and is therefore a real
limitation.

To date, the GrCP has established a credible

path towards the overarching objective of
Obecoming a catalyst for
environmental andclimate change challenges
at munici pal | evel , 0
progress.

But

By developing GCAPs, the programme supports
an analytical, comprehensive approach to a
green path to municipal infrastructure. The
green cities methodology is elaborate ah
comprehensive and provides a conceptual,
practical underpinning to implementation. The
ability to combine the preparation of a roadmap
of actions |inked to a ¢c¢
with the provision of investment finance for the
action implementaton is a key programme
strength. The GCAPs have made some progress

B a n k @owards a systemic approach to green cities

development but in practice, GCAPs and
investments are still often developed separately
along sectoral lines. Whether or not a GCAP will
become acatalyst of sectorwide action

depends on a number of factors, some of which

over

a)
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can be addressed or identified upfront: local
ownership and local implementation and
financing capacity.

EBRDOs parthe@Apati on i n
implementation has grown while the
programme has been broadening primarily

GCAP are citdevel documents. Cities drive their
implementation, which is financed from various
sources, including municipal and state budgets.
But the goal of the GrCP is not only to expand
the number of cities in the pogramme and the
number of completed GCAPs, but also growing
in depth d to develop a relationship between a
city and EBRD and to facilitate multiple
investment contributions from the BankThis
deeper participation of EBRD in GCAP
implementation has been increasing over time.
So far, 26 GrCF SO are follean investments,
which are distributed unevenly, as two cities
represent 40 per cent of them. There is
considerable scope for further deepening
programme growth: 12 of 58 green cities have
had mulitple GC perations thus far. The EBRD
implementation of GCAPs is centred on
investments; the intention is to implement
GCAP policy action as well but tHanding
sources for nontransactional policy work are
limited.

Better GrCP transition monitoring is needed to
better guide effective implementation.

Transition Impact monitoring is reasonably well
designed to ascertain whether the intended
objectives are achieved, but there is no actual
monitoring or reporting beyond output level. The
GCAP methodology provides fdeveloping a
sophisticated baseline and the GCAPs develop
links between actions and verifiable targets
according to citiesbo
links between actions and broader
environmental indicators. However, the data
collected by the GC teans at activity
implementation status only and breaks the
GCAP monitoring plan link between the actions
and targets of city objectives. There have been
no clearly defined plans for an end of GCAP
assessment and follow up, whereas this could
bridge the curent monitoring gap.

strat

The next independent programme evaluation
conducted in 34 years should focus on
outcomes and impact, on meeting the dynamic
needs of the cities and on the flexibility of the
GCAP format in longerm city planning.

The evaluation propses the following
recommendations in response to the areas
highlighted for improvement and tdurther
augment the value added of the GrCP for cities
and for the Bank

At the strategic level:

Recommendation 18 Strengthen the
catalytic function of the programme and
synergies across sectors to derive
maximum value from the prioritisation
exercise through deepening GCAP
implementation with followon
investments, including in the energy
sector, and accompanying @licy action.
Policy action implementation requires
non-transactional TC funding and a
frameworklevel benchmark to track it,
which does not exist currently.
Recommendation 24 In the next
extension of the framework to be brought
to the Board for approvalthe GrCP should
clarify the ambition of providing support to
cities in financial mobilisation through
Green Finance Roadmaps and municipal/
green bonds. If the experience of GrCF2
implementation shows that its objectives
in this area are not attainable fo
contextual reasons, this should be
specified. If the ambition of GrCF2 is still
in place for the future of the programme,
support to cities in financial mobilisation
should be enhanced. This should be
supported by articulating frameworievel
largefs dor s agpectof the pregramang,

acilitate future accountability.
At the operational level:

Recommendation 38 Enhance the
localisation of the approach to GCAP
development and implementation by
optimising the use of R@ased inhouse
expertise (bankers ad climate strategy

t

he
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and delivery specialists) and consultants, This in the first instance means delivering

including local consultants, and through on the progingammeds exi s
tailored continuous capacity building commitments under the current transition
actions matching t he ci tmofditeringframetvdrkad proade d

developing capabilities and needs. adequate reporting on t
Recommendation 49 To enable the transition mandate. In the next steps, the
programme to translate its programme should consider strengthening
implementation and delivery into credible the transition monitoring framework in

narratives of successful Green transition, line with its increasedambition in GrCF2

substantial improvement in its transition
monitoring and reporting will be needed.

o aas ) aED GED GED aED VI
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1. Cities are major contributors to climate change. The Intergovernmental Panel on Clin@bange

reports that an increasing share of emissions can be attributed to urban areas. In 2015, urban

emissions were estimated to account for about 62 per cent of the global share of emissions. By 2020,

this grew to about 70 per cent. UN projections fesee another 2.5 billion people living in urban areas

by 2050; nearly 90 per cent of them in cities in Asia and Africa. The IPPC indicates that limiting global
warming to 1.5 degrees Ce l+teachingtransitiond irduses ofenggu,i re r ap
l and, urban and infrastructure (including transpo
urbanisation means the world must ensure climateesilient development if it is to achieve net zero

targets2

2. The number of people relying on fosdiliels also makes urban populations highly vulnerable to the

effects of climate change. The paucity of green spaces exacerbates the problem. The effects of climate
change on urban delivery of basic services such as infrastructure, housing, health and safegycostly.
Climate change also undermines citiesd abilities
strategically. It forces them to concentrate often scarce investment resources to address the

consequences of climate calamities rather than on imvative longterm solutions. These effects are

worse among poor and lovincome communities where many live on the margins of society, in unstable
structures in areas that are more susceptible to flooding, landslides and earthquakes. In addition, poor

and low-income communities have inadequate capacities, limited resources and reduced access to
emergency response systems.

3. This situation calls for organisations like EBRD to work at the nexus of cities and climate change and
provide significant, longerm support to cities to invest and adopt policies to prevent or mitigate the
negative effect of climate change.

4. EBRD has been implementing the Green Cities Programme (GrCP), an ambitious initiative aimed to
support cities to adapt to and mitigate climate changel'he GrCP was initiated in 2016 with the

approval of the first GrCF, an instrument to scal
i nvestment in cities across its countries of oper
shows high enviromental performance relative to established benchmarks in terms of i) quality of
environmental assets (air, water, land/soil and biodiversity), ii) efficient use of resources (water, energy,

land and materials) and iii) mitigating and adapting to risks deing from climate change, while

maximising the economic and social ebenefits and considering its context (population size, soeio

economic structure and geographical and climate characteristics).

5. The programme scope is broader than the scope of GC franwelw(GrCF). It includes EBRD
investments, investments and concessional financing from other financiers, and technical cooperation
(TC) activities as well as the preparation of Green City Action Plans (GCAPSs), and horizontal
programmatic activities relatedo scaling up, exchanging experience, learning and innovations. It is also

2 https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/
3 https://lwww.unep.org/exploretopics/resource-efficiency/whatwe-do/cities/cities -and-climate-change
4 Source:Green Cities Framework (GrCBPS16207

L1 D D D 1
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unique in offering engagement with cities at the strategic levels where priories and actions are defined
and driven by local stakeholders rather than by EBRD. The programme isadng and the number of

cities involved and investment projects launched are growing rapidly. The underpinning programme
framework, the second GrCF (GrCF2) was extended first in October 2020 and again in November 2021.
This is, therefore, an interim evalu&n of the programme.

6,EvD contributes to the Bankds green agenda and s
focussed evaluations over the Strategic and Capital Framework (SCF) for 2@8. These evaluations

are building a body of evidence that will enable key stakeholders to more deeply understand the results

of EBRD green finance and policy actions.

7. The volume of EBRD GET finance has been growing in absolute volumes and as a sh&&BRD
investment. Shareholders and Bank management are very interested in understanding the outcomes of
these operations and their contributions to a green transition. High level strategic targets are defined as
inputs (volumes of green finance) but a rolst monitoring and evaluation system is needed for
contextualised information on the extent to which investments and policy actions have achieved their
intended impacts and on the factors facilitating their effectiveness.

8. The interim evaluation of the GrCR an important building block in this regard. Designed to bring

together investment, capacity building and policy action, the programme has grown rapidly since its

i nception. It achieved more than (0800 wesdpdni on ABI
beyond the scope of individual projects to expected significant environmental outcomes at city level,

and the mobilisation of green finance and facilitating the use of green bonds. After five years of
implementation, the framework has reached itfirst phase of maturity and is ready for an interim

evaluation to identify emerging results and lessons. When the Board of Directors approved the second
extension of GrCF2 in November 2021, they emphasised the importance of an independent evaluation

for informing future decisions regarding GrCF. This report responds to this demand.

9. Thepurpose of this evaluation is twofold. First, to contribute to institutional accountability by

evaluating past operations against commitments and expectations. Second, to yitke evidence and
insights for institutional |l earning so that the <c
ambitious green agenda.

The evaluationobjectivesare to do the following:

Assess programme merits insofar as they can be identified this stage, including objectives and

results achieved, and gather insights to improve programme design and implementation in future
iterations.

Contribute to the body of knowledge on the i mpl
including green nvestments and make this available to internal decisiemakers and the external
stakeholders involved in the programme, including municipalities, governments, private and public
sector companies and CSOs.

L1 D D D 2
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10. The evaluationscopeis from 2016 to 2021 and cove's the implementation of the GrCP from its
launch under the initial framework (GrCF, November 20E6}the followup framework (GrCF2, October
2018)6 and its first extension (October 2020}.The implementation of the GrCF second extension
(November 2021) isoutside the scope of this evaluatiod.However, the evaluation did consider the
design and objectives of the most recent extension and the relevant contextual developments during

this period to understand Gr CP 0 snsurerthatjitect ory and

recommendations are forward looking and relevant for future operations.

The EBRD Board of Directors approved the initial Green Cities Framework (GrCF) in November 2016.

The total headroom was approved at 0250 million

Geographically the framework covered all EBRD countries of operatiohat the cities of the Caucasus,
Moldova and Belarus and a further roll out to the western Balkans were its initial focus.

11. Suboperations (SOwere to consist of sovereign and nesovereign loans to governments,
municipalities, municipallyowned utility conpanies and private companies providing municipal
services. The use of proceeds of the SOs were investments in municipal infrastructure sectors
(Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure, MEI), that also addressed climate change mitigation or
adaptation. The framework included specific eligibility criteria and stipulated process requirements and
standards for all SO.

12. The GrCF introduced a new systematic approach to prioritising investment at city levieat was
underpinned by the development oGreen CityAction Plans (GCAPR)The implementation approach is
tied to having each city develop a GCAP, which is a condition for joining the GrCP. The initial
engagement with a city typically begins with the first investment project (trigger investment), during
which the municipal authorities commit to developing and adopting a GCAP. The EBRD supports the
development of the GCAPs with consultancies financed by technical cooperation (TC) funds.
Consultants carry oubaseline diagnosticsusing a set methodology and idaify the priority
environmental issues to be addressed.

13. The rapid implementation of the GrCF and the high demand for investments led timkow up
framework (GrCF2)hat was brought for approval in October 2018. The objectives for GrCF2 were
broadly consstent with those of GrCF but were more ambitious, with higher impact thresholds, stronger
GCAP methodology and facilitation of access to finance. GrCF was split into two implementation
windows: Window | was dedicated to dinancing with the Green Clima Fund (GCF), and Window Il

had no specificcad i nanci ng arrangement . I n October 2020,

5 BDS16207
6 BDS18183
7 BDS18183 (Addendum14)
8 BDS21-140

L1 D D D 3
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in headroom and introduced changes in the GCAP methodology. A second GrCF2 extension was
approved in November 2021 with headroomo f 0 2 b i Anhek amd Annéx2fera detailed
overview of GrCF).

Tablel: GrCF Overview

Fwk Op Id Board Approved \Name Headroom
48171 2016 Green Cities 025(
50440 2018 Green Cities 2 Window | (GCF) 0133
50674 2018 Green Cities 2 Window |l a1, 51
53170 2021 Green Cities 2 Window Il Extension 2 a2,0

* after reallocation from W | to WII in February 2020
** after reallocation from WI to WII in February 2020, and with the first WIl extension in October 2020

Figure 1: Overview of the GrCF timeline and evaluation scope

:
: (GrCF+GICF2+ H
{ GICF2Ext2)

Results ofevD
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2.2. The Green Cities frameworks portfolio

14.Bytheend of October 2022, t he iGSuddnablednpastrudctueed G 1. 96
operations of whi ch o-sedar. GICE op8rd&ionb welela groming share oMEEI s u b
ABI over the period. A total of 66 projects were signed as GrCF SO, representing a total investment (Net
Cumulative BanklImest ment [ NCBIlI]) of 01.89 billion.

15. The Southern and Eastern Mediterranean (SEMED) received the largest share of the GrCF
investment with 30 per cent of GrCF NCBI, followed by Eastern Europe and Caucasus (EEC, 25 per cent)
and SouthEastern Europe (SEE, 2fter cent). The framework first rolled out in EEC and SEE, which

were the major regions of activity in 2014.9. A single project in Turkiye was realised during that period,
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The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)
but as of 2020 Turkiye and SEMED caught up with investment volumes by realisingreak number of
high-value projects.

16. Urban transport dominates the sectoral distribution of GrCHainder MEI) and comprises over
60 per cent of NCBI with 22 projects. (For a detailed description of G@erations seeAnnex 3)

..... Sub-sector
- £53.0M Energy
£26.2M Transport

Municipal & Env Inf

i

€724 1M

ABI - Reported Rates

L
it
]
[x]
[N )
i
=

€257 7M

€427 5M
€146.5M

2022 data until end October

17. The objectives and transition expectations of the GrCP have remair@dadly consistent
throughout the implementation period, making it possible to reconstruct a unified theory of change
(ToC). GrCP developed no formal ToCGaste, so EvD reconstructed this ToC using available
documentationfor the purpose of this evaluatia.

18.The overarching objective of twhecatplystdogaddrassing was
environmental challenges®d. The sidgnjicantenviranmen@af t he f
improvement in at least one priority environmental chalhged at city | evel , contrit
transition in countries of operations where the GrCP was present. Both GrCF and GrCF2 focused initially

on Green and Welgoverned transition qualities (TQ). In the first extension of GrCF2 (2020) this was

broadened to include other secondary TQs (Inclusive, Competitive, Resilient).

19. There are four broad types of inputs into the GrCP that lead to mutually reinforcing results chains.
Collectively they contribute to achieving the overall GrCP objective of signifiGavironmental
improvements at city level and contributions to secondary TQs:

L1 D ;G D 5



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@23.)

9 Green City Action Plans (GCAP)

9 Investment finance, often blended with concessional funds
9 Technical Cooperation (TC) funds

9 Knowledge management and learning activities

200Bydevel oping GCAPs that prioritise investments
meant to distinguish the GrCP from a traditional projebi-project approach by using synergies among
coherent actions and finance mobilisation to implement GCAdorities. (For a detailed description of

GC ToC sednnex 4)

Figure 3: Simplified ToC for GrCP
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3. Evaluation Approach and Challenges

3.1. Evaluation Questions

This interim evaluation answers the overarching question of programme progress in achieving its main
objective.
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3.1.1. To what extent has the GrCP become a sectowide catalyst for addressing
environmental and climate change challenges at the municipal level?

21.Given the programmeds overal/l objective to cont |
and its implementation through municipal infrastructure, there is no expectation that tloeverall
objective wild.l have been achieved by now. Rather,

added over what would have been the counterfactual, which would have been to implement stand

alone municipal operations or smaller frameworks, the jor practice in the sector that continues

outside this programme. This was the lens for looking at the evaluation criteria for the three evaluation
guestions. The focus of the evaluation is therefore not specific SO, but rather the contribution of the

pro)r ammeds systematic approach to i mproved relevan

EQl: To what extent has the Gr CP approach been me
strategic objectives?

22. This question addresses the evaluation criteria oélevanceand coherence With respect to internal

i nstitutional coherence, t he evaluation | ooked at
and strategic institutional priorities including the GET approach and cresgtting priorities. As the GrCP

approach iscentred around the development of citlevel action plans, this evaluation question

considers the coherence of these plans with the existing municipal strategic framework and action

plans and their relevance to city needs. Finally, this question addressesre pr ogr ammeds f i n
nonfinancial additionality.

EQ2: How efficiently has the GrCP utilised resources for implementation and delivery of its objectives?

23. Theefficiencyof the GrCP was evaluated and focused on the efficiency of programme goweae.

This includes internal organisational fitness for purpose, the balance between external consultants and

i nternal expertise in delivering the programmeds
respect to local counterpart capacity.

EQ3: Whatprogress has the GrCP made in delivering its stated objectives and contributing to
transition?

24. This question addresses the evaluation criterion efffectivenessand is focused on the
programmeds design and traj ect oregultstlioconsigelsc h i ts ob
programme design and the underlying theory of change (ToC) and how results monitoring was set up. It
discusses the progress of the implementation of GCAPs and their wider role as a catalyst for investment

and action. This question B0 addresses the extent to which network building and capacity building

activities and knowledge sharing lead to effective learning for results and innovating.

25. Theevaluation followed a mixedmethod approach It used various data collection and data

analysis methods, including document review, data and portfolio analysis, and sestnuctured

interviews with relevant actors in. It also covered three case studies of selected green cities (Izmir,
Turkiye; Sarajgo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia). Field visits were conducted in
case study cities, allowing discussions with representatives of partner cities, implementing agencies,
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multilateral and bilateral financiers, business associations, disociety, development agencies and
consultants.

26. Data collection for the evaluation was fully supported by the GC team, which provided all internal
documentation and data as requested, facilitated mission organisation and contacts with partners and
clients.

27. Three key interrelated challenges to this evaluatiommposed some limitations on its approach and
eventual findings. These were mitigated to the extent possible by adjusting the approach as relevant.

The interim nature of the evaluation: The programme began with the first GrCF in 2016. This first
framework was approved for a period of five years and its results benchmarks was set for this
timeframe. In that sense, an evaluation of the progress of the programme in 2022 is a realistic
proposition. But complex environmental results at city level, such as those that arose from the
synergistic effect of multiple investment and policy actions primarily in municipal infrastructure, are

not expected to be fully achieved in five years. This fifgtase was dedicated to establishing and
promoting the programme, its growth from the initial regions to all regions, and the initial

engagement of cities in the network. The evaluation therefore focused on the programme design

and setup and how its new aproach to city investment moved the programme towards its

ambition.

Fast changing programme developments:The programme grew rapidly. Its initial headroom was
quickly exhausted and a follow up framework with almost three times as much headroom was
approved in 2018 and further extended in 2020 and 2021. The dynamic environment also

imposed some limitations on the approach to assessing programme design and the trajectory to
achieving results. For example, the GCAP methodology was revised at the end of 26#&d on

initial experiences and the Covid9 pandemic implications for cities. The revisions led to more

focus on urban resilience and on integrating crossutting priorities such as digitalisation and

inclusion. However, these revisions had not been us¢o prepare GCAP by the time of this

evaluation. The review of GCAPs available to the evaluation and the synthesis of the lessons

learned from developing them is therefore based on the initial methodology. The evaluation
considered the changesonaneant e basi s in discussions about tl
relevance and design quality and specifically looked at the learning and feedback loops as the
approach evolved to capture the value delivered by these processes. The evaluation approach also
intentionally excluded any assessment of the implementation of the 2021 extension. In terms of

the data for portfolio analysis and GCAP implementation analysis, however, the most recent data

were used (endOctober 2022 unless otherwise indicated). If the 2022 paditlio developments

were excluded, outdated data would be presented. In addition, the new signings in 2022 were

done under the new extension as well as the earlier ones. While these sources could be separated,
this would be somewhat artificial.

The war on Wraine: Initiated by renewed Russian aggression in February 2022, the war is having
vast implications for Ukrainian cities and for
countries directly affected by the war. The implications for this evaluatiavere twofold. First,

whereas several cities in Ukraine, the Caucasus and Eastern Europe are among those that have

made the most progress in the GC network, few could be considered for field missions. Alternatives
were discussed jointly with the GC teagiven the situation and resources in ROs and partner
cities. Second, the report does not include the
reconstruction efforts into the framework of Green Cities approach where needed; they began to
materialise onlyvery recently. EvD is currently carryingoutardai me eval uation of E
crisis response, which will consider relevant reconstruction aspects as currently possible. Any

future evaluation of GrCP in the medium term will be better suitedtoasss i ng t he progr a
contribution to this aspect of transition.
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This section presents findings algioftamew@ks@Gfeds al i gn
environmental and climaterelated strategies and policies of cities and countries, the dependence of

the programmeds success on governance models and
added compared to similar programmesral its ability to react in an agile manner to dynamic changes

in context and to crises. I't al so covdmascialf i ndi ngs
additionality.

28. The GCP harnessed the expected strategic institutional orientation towards green transition and

put Sustainable Infrastructure at the forefront of climate finance While the first GrCF was still

developed under the previous Transition Impact concept, designed to support the transition to free

market economies, the programme was already designed with the vision to harness what was to come

after @ Transition Impact umerstood as transition to economies that are sustainable, which would with
increasing urgency mean climate change mitigation and resilience. This vision allowed the Programme

to transform EBRDO®s previously ordiishadrbytsitinmgni ci pal
somewhat uneasily in the private sector development orientation of the previous transition concept, to

be at the forefront of its green transition and climate change mitigation finanée.

29. The GrCP is fully aligned with and actively pursuirkey institutional priorities. This especially

relates to the priorities articulated in the successive Strategic and Capital Frameworks in the area of

Green Economy Transition (GEQr CP&6s abi l ity to | ead on theinkey i
references to it in the current SCF (20225). The SCF priority actions inc
and innovation through the application of digital technology in infrastructure design and

implementation, including integrating smart infrastructte elements into all urban operations, through
widening and deepening the scope of the Bankds Gr
referred to as a component of promoting equality of opportunity, whereby GCs are a vehicle to
enhanced access teservices by integrating gender and inclusion. Finally, in its directions for
accelerating digital transition, the SCF refer
generated by the Bank wil!/ i ncl udulitybirdrastuctire and t y
public services to generate real time data allowing a range of benefits, including reduced pollution,
improved environment and the more efficient delivery of public services. This is particularly important
as evidence suggestshat digitallyenabled cities have mitigated Covid 9 i mp a ¢ 20¢SedAmnext er . 6
5 for a detailed discussion)

t

[
0 e

9 See e.g..CS/AU/14-11: EvD Special Study: Private Sector Participation in Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure Projetkss

evaluation covered the period of 20012012. It found a gradual loss of satus of Private Sector Participation (PSR a strategic priority over

the period in the Bankds MEI approach, whereby di sappoanddpératians r esul t .
havinga PSP dimension became limited, cdious and highly selective.

10 BDS20030 (Final). Strategic and Capital FrameworR021-2025.
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30. The GrCP has been leadingthewaydrm mai nstreaming to a systemic

green transition. The initial GET approachfor2012 0 speci fi ed the Bankads
finance and alignment with global commitments and objectives, including the Paris Agreement
targets 1! Theprogramme began within the framework of the initial GET approach but its design and
strategy already spearheaded the evolution from mainstreaming to systemic laid out in GET 2.1.
approved in 2020 for the period 20212512 GET 2.1 scales up ambitions andalls for a more systemic
approach to increase impact with a greater scale of operations and by creating green market
opportunities for other actors to go beyond own financing. This involves alignment with the Paris
Agreement but also enhanced policy actiand structuring operations in specific thematic areas
promoting environmental integration across targeted sectors. GrCP is highlighted as part of enhanced
policy action. It prioritises city level work and reiterates the role of cities as significant Gét@tters and
as essential actors for accelerated climate and sustainability action. This attention to policy work at city
level links to the GET2.1 focus on the thematic area of Cities and Environmental Infrastructure, and to
other focal areas relevant tdhe GrCP such as Energy Systems and Green Buildings and coogsng
thematic areas of Energy Efficiency and Climate Resilience.

31. The intention and design for sector integration in the Programme has not yet fully materialised in
practice and is the next nilestone in its systemic approach to GEThe GrCF SO have been almost
entirely in the MEI subsectors, with a sole energy distribution project signed in 2021. Further
integration of renewable and urban energy projects is the objective and an importantasibne for the
Programme if the intention of catalysing additional GET investment should be realised. So far, the GrCF
operations have been increasing as a share of MEI ABI, which has not had an upward trend overall
(Figure4). At the same time, MEI has been the strongest contributor in terms of ABI GET share, which
has been over 90 per cent for the sector since 2017 regardless of origination within or outside of the
GICF Figureb).13 This means thatthere is no strong indication that the GrCP is catalysing additional
GET investment within the Bank yetather than continuing and cosolidating the existing strong MEI
GET delivery.

1000M A0
75%
7%

85% 37%

ABI- Reported Rates
i
&

ags 80%
30% 28% 27%

MEI ABl share
non-GrCF
GrCF

GET ratio
M non-ME

ME

Data for endOctober 2022

32. Through the GCAP, the maitool of the programme, it has been incorporating crossutting
priorities progressively, including resilience, gender and inclusion, digitalisation and

11 BDS15196 (Final): Green Economy Transition Approach
12 BDS20082 (Final): Green Economy Transition Approach 2022025
13 With the exception of 2020 when the GET share of all sectors fell dramatically mostly due to the Gd9idrisis response.
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recovery/reconstruction. The 2016 GrCF introduced a new approach to municipal infrastructure

planning ard delivery to scale up green finance and reach the GET targets. The approach was defined

as O6syst emasteicct coarnad dmu Irteif erring to the devel opment
2018 Gr CF included the i nt etpmojectlaval where felevangancke en s mar
increased its climate ambition with higher eligibility criteria, exceeding existing GET requirements.

Finally, green finance mobilisation became a stronger focus.

33. The revised GCAP methodology represents an important integion of crosscutting priorities at

the Programme level.The extension of the framework in 2020 was a steghange in the approach and
programmelevel integration of SCF priorities. Internally, the programme revised its GCAP methodology
in 2020 prompted by the accumulated lessons of the first years of implementation, and by the Cetfl
pandemic and the need to suppor tleweliaridnameielyS@ si | i en
level of integration of crosscutting priorities. The priorities are thustegral to developing the GCAP and
the priority policy and investment actions in the entire action plan and not just in operations financed by
the EBRD. The most recent extension in 2021 further emphasised the intention to expand into the
renewable powersector with investments in smalscale or integrated renewables or energy distribution.
It also refers to clearly linking projects and Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), which is also
integrated in the revised GCAP methodology.

34. The Green Cities Programme must fit into the overall local architecture, context and financial
capabilities. For its design and implementation to be relevant and impactful, they must be aligned with
local needsand context, national and local legal and regulatory framework, and with the priorities and
opportunities created by other financial institutions and international partners. Participating cities are
also committing to the mission of the Green City, reflext in its definition (seeAnnex 1). The delivery
model must match the municipal financial and administrative capabilities and offer a comprehensive
framework thatbrings together sometimeslisparate initiatives and investment needs. Inbuilt flexibility
is crucial for responding effectively to systemic crises such as the Cetf#ipandemic and war on
Ukraine.

4.2.1. GCAP as an effective response to local needs

35. Evaluative evilence suggests that GCAP is highly relevant for the municipalities and supports their
aspirations to combat the most pressing climate challenges and achieve (sometimes) ambitious Net

Zero goals that are aligned with national and international commitmentsDesigned as a programmatic
platform for delivering the green transition through investments in sustainable and climate resilient
municipal solutions, the GCAP is now one of the main vehicles for enabling a meaningful subnational

Green Economic Transitol@ET) i n EBRD®s countries of operation
comprehensive benchmarking exercise to define the most pressing needs and a participatory exercise
prioritising the potential actions involving municipal stakeholders from the public,iyate and CSO
sectors. Prioritisation includes a comprehensive
resources required to meet environmental and climate objectiveEhe GCAP design is not entirely

sensitive to local context because it usea standardised methodology that does not really cater for

nuanced delivery that considers the degree of administrative and fiscal decentralisation. This implies

that modalities in implementation and in the approach to capacity building are essential farhieving

the desired impact (see sectiorb.3 for more details).

36.Priorities defined in GCAPs do match the cities:
focus on resilience, but there is space for using knowledge about the local conteXn analysis of
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completed GCAPs in 20 member cities revealed that presstgtateresponse framework methodology
combined with the public consultation did deliver a realistiget of objectives Annex 10. The final list
inevitably reflects compromises reached through the stakeholder prioritisation process and the political
process ofadopting GCAP as a municipal accountability document. A deficit of reliable data during the
benchmarking exercise and its interpretation might also lead to a somewhat incomplete picture. The

top three priority environmental challenges defined in the 20 G4 are air quality, climate change and
water quality followed by green spaces, biodiversity, soil quality and land use. Three GCAPs did not have
clearly prioritised environmental challenges. There were cases where the GCAP governance and
implementation medanisms might be less closely aligned with the local context than desired. In one
case local stakeholders reported that international consultants were not aware of the specifics of that

countryds municipal governance @eastdblishamoduetive d omai ns

consultation process at the beginning, which somewhat alienated local stakeholders. The situation was
subsequently remedied by involving a recalibrated team of experts but a perception exists of missed
opportunities for making thecity greener this initial lack of understanding of the local context.

37. Messages are sometimes lost in translationOr r at her in o0doubl e transil
baseline report data is translated into English and after verification and productiohthe final report is
retranslated back into the local language. It might result in some misinterpretations and gaps in content
and context. Local stakeholders consulted in the evaluation process opined that engaging bilingual
experts who knew the locatontext and specifics is yielding a more efficient and effective process.

38. Localisation requires a clear division of the roles between the Bank and the consultants it recruits
to produce GCAPdn interviews, the consultants involved in GCAP preparatioigliighted that it is
EBRDAds responsibility and particularly that of

a

t

and other |l ocal stakeholders understand the progr

and demonstrate buyin for the Programme, based on their own strategic objectives. Bankers do not
always have the capacity to engage with municipal stakeholders beyond investment projectan

ongoing basis and meaningfully and may sometimes push for those priorities that are netessarily

the most pressing for the cities but lend themselves more easily to investment projects. In the same

way relations with local stakeholders might be impacted by frequent changes in the dedicated teams at
municipal offices (case of Ulaanbaatar)raggenerally low capacity in the administration (case of
Sarajevo). Where policy experts from the EBRDO®GSs
preparation (as operational leaders), the engagement process might be smoother and the level of
localisation of programme objectives higher.

4.2.2. Coherence with existing strategies and plans

39. Substantial investment programmes and green strategic frameworks designed for the city
consider ongoing national and regional commitments and priorities and often provide platform for
coordination. An analysis of 20 completed GCAPArinex 10 shows that they all consider the local
governance structure, financial context and fisc@apabilities, legal and regulatory framework and
existing policies and strategies. They take on board the nexus of national and regional strategic plans
for the environment and climate change. GCAPs often build on the existing regional, municipal and
sectoral strategic frameworks (transport, housing, water management, etc.) thereby providing an
important coordination platform for them. They can also contribute to delivering international
commitments such as compliance with the principles and criteria of theJ Green Deal and Emission
Trading System (case of Izmir). In some cases, the development of the GCAP can trigger the preparation
of other municipal strategies based on the gaps identified in the diagnostics and prioritisation of
actions, including in pdty. This is particularly true for early transition countries and countries with more
centralised governance systems.
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40. Consulted local stakeholders have somewhat divergent views about the position of GCAP in the
overall architecture of strategic documentsSome see it as a strategic document, with a clear vision,

objectives, and corresponding actions. One muni ci
build coalitions around projectsdé (Sarajtmato). Oth
serves as a bridge between an existing municipal strategy and specific investment needs that were

di fficult to map previously in the strategic cont

roadmap to desi gn wh at(lzmreThislatterentergrgtationaoihGCARlis nbtable tho . 6
the context of the Green Finance Roadmap (GFR)ollowup GCAP instrument aimed at mobilising

green finance. Designed jointly by the EBRD and GCF, the GFR aims to address financial barriers in
economes with underdeveloped capital markets. The only GFR to have been developed thus far is

Tirana Gee Box4).

423.Coherence with citinrdigatiohevel s of fi scal de

41. Local stakeholders' ownership and leadership of GCAP development and implementation is key
for it to succeed.Their ability depends on the attributes of the governance system and fiscal
foundations that define the division of powers among theational, regional and municipal authorities

and on citiesd ability to finance green invest men
eval uation team used several attributes, i mcl udi n
transport, infrastructur e, environment al protecti

and borrowing in capital markets (through bonds); (iii) share of own income in municipal budgets, (iv)
dependence on central budget transfers andheir volumes, etc.

42.The | evel of fiscal decentralisation is one of f
green investments.There is no unified dataset that would make it possible to build a universal typology

of all EBRDO s iGpa@esgovermanee dnodel and telgree of decentralisation. Generally,

more advanced transition economies tend to be more decentralised while early transition countries

and SEMED countries are centralised. EBRiDdh& own s
and other central agencies responsible for overseeing municipal finance across 16 CoOs summarised

that in three-quarters of countries the cities are responsible for waste collection, wastewater treatment

and water supply, and that in half ofhe countries cities are responsible for housing, urban transport

and heating!4 Therefore, cities can influence substantial elements of a municipal system to make it

greener and more climate resilient. However, many CoOs remain highly centralised andnati

ministries and agencies might be responsible for the full cycle of scoping, prioritising, financing and
overseeing the implementation of green investments at city level. When national government is heavily
involved in the process, particularly when @® aligned projects are sovereign, a sophisticated

triangular relationship must be established and maintained. Cities in Central Asia and SEMED might be
engaged in the diagnostics and development stage of GCAP formulation whereas financing aspects,

either in general terms or specifically related to a project, must be meticulously negotiated with the

Ministry of Finance or a similar central government agency. Legally defined caps on amount of

muni ci pal Dborrowings ar e a nabilithte mobifisaadéqoate fitaiiciag mi g h
for green investment projects. Most countries had cleadtiefined limits for the funds the city can

borrow relative to their income base. In Turkiye for example the borrowing ceiling is set at 150 per cent

of the annual revenue from the previous year, while in Romania it is 30 per cent of revenues (excluding

loans for financing EU projects) and in Ukraine it is 200 per cent of the annual development budget

(with interest limited to 20 per cent of the total expenditurelp

43. Cities that enjoy a higher degree of autonomy and ability to raise finance for their own investment
projects demonstrate higher rates of success in implementing GCAPs and aligned investment projects
according to observations from three deep dive casesd an analysis of documents from several other

14 EBRD Transition Report 2012 020 Chapter o0Governance at Municipal and Regional Lev
15 Sources: Committee of Regions, Ukrainidudget Code.
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green cities. These two elements are not always aligned and a city can have power but only limited
access to financing, including from the national budget. Collaborative relations between a municipality
and the national government can create a conductive environment for green investments even in
systems with limited decentralisation (case of Thilisi).

44. Most GCAPs outline different sources of finance for each action as proposed by the methodology.
Additionally,some cities like Belgrade conducted an eante analysis of delivery and implementation
risks to identify implementation hurdles and to adjust priorities accordingly. Such detailed analysis
indicate an assessment of the feasibility of different funding optns and a higher likelihood of
implementing the proposed actions. In another case, of Balti in Moldova, when discussing financing
options, the GCAP assesses the (limited) capacity of the municipality to service loans and priority
sources of funding for theactions on the basis of their purpose and characteristics. The Balti GCAP
provides an action timeline and corresponding capital investments and operational expenditures, which
enhances transparency and makes it easier to assess whether the estimated coatsl corresponding
financing are likely to be commensurate over time. The Balti GCAP is the only plan (analysed by this
evaluation) that explicitly considers green municipal bonds for funding and refunding green projects.
This financing option might be cosidered more often in future GCAPs.

45. The politicakeconomic context of the city with respect to the central government might also add to
the dynamics of an active partnership between the municipality and international financiers like
EBRD.Some cases(lzmir and Sarajevo) suggest that when municipal leadershipin opposition to
central government or has a complex relationship that might affect access to national funds, there is a
higher propensity to proactively engage with the IFls and international pemts who can provide
alternative sources of funding. In more centralised systems, for example in the case of Mongolia and
Ulaanbaatar, less active engagement is observéeél

4.2.4. The valueadded approach of GCAPs and similar programmes

46. The GCAP approach represéma qualitatively different instrument for ensuring that cities can

identify and address their environmental and climate change challenges in a coherent and synergetic

way. This finding emerged from interviews with multiple local stakeholders who almostamimously

confirmed this synergetic role of the Action Plan. For both bankers within EBRD and municipal
stakeholders, the preparation work for GCAP, its implementation and regular monitoring/reporting

represent a firm basis for investment planning. Instal of commissioning a detailed technical and

financial analysis prior to each potential project, stakeholders can now refer to a politically approved

and administratively implemented Action Plan and
multiannual priorities for investing in green infrastructure, and the policy and regulatory measures

aimed at enhancing the investment climate in green municipal infrastructure. Incoming potential

financiers have more reassurance that the appropriate processl\Woe followed and priority projects

truly reflect the cityds needs and its |l eadership
attributes.

47. Addressing the challenges of climate change and building sustainable climate resilient municipal
infrastructure requires the joint efforts of many local, national, and international stakeholdersOften
participating cities are also members of other international alliances and are committed to a variety of
objectives, such as Net Zero.

48. None of the IFIs has a pggramme aimed at supporting cities to meet their environmental
objectives with a similar synergetic ambition, scale and outreachThe World Bank has a Sustainable

16 Mongolia initiated administrativeterritorial reform in 2020 and approved new Law on the Legal Status of the Capital City of Ulaanbaatar,
which increased its authorities, including in fiscal area. However, these changes are very recentrastcall implementation mechanisms are in
place, which means that Ulaanbaatar municipal authorities have not yet completely embraced the new model.
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Cities Initiative where energy efficiency and climate change are one of the modufeand GERn

partnership with WB, IADB and other MDBs established a Global Platform for Sustainable CRi#3C

and EIB are active in the municipal segment and often€oi nance significant proje
CoOs, but they usually rely on EBRDpported GCAPsThere is also an informal crosdDB City group

(chaired by EBRD) that informally coordinates and exchanges relevant information about municipal

investment projects. In the past, the InteAmerican Development Bank had a similar programme called

the Emerghg and Sustainable Cities Initiative but it had no lending mandate and only a TC component

whose connection to the investments and its engagement with the local stakeholders were insufficient.

The initiative was eventually wound dow.

49. C40 and the Covenat of Mayors are among the most notable international programmes
harnessing strategic and investment potential for combatting climate change.

C40is a network of mayors of nearly 100 cities worldwide collaborating to deliver the urgent

action needed to coffront the climate crisis. Its mission is to half the emissions of its member

cities within a decade. Its efforts are focused on reaching carbon neutrality by 2050 through
strengthened longterm quantitative modelling of GHG emissions, with mandatory two three-

year monitoring reports submitted by cities on achieving ambitious interim targets. It focuses less

on financing and more on diverse instruments fo
Cities are also members of C40 network, specifically Véaw.

Covenant of Mayorss a network of more than 11 000 local and regional governments (including

cities) across 55 countries that are committed to achieving and exceeding EU climate and energy
targets. They pledge to support the implementation of the B33 per cent GH@eduction target by

2030 and to adopt a joint approach to tackling mitigation and adaptation to climate change.

Covenant signatories commit to prepare and implement Sustainable Energy and Climate Action

Plan (SECAP) and report biannuallpo i t s i mpl ement ati on. Many of E
members, such as Tirana, Yerevan, Thilisi, Izmir and Belgrade.

50. Developing various frameworks like GCAP, SECAP and the C40 Climate Action Plan in parallel
often adds synergyIn Warsaw, cleaeyed municipal leadership led to close collaboration between the
GCAP consulting team and the C40 Climate Action Plan stakeholders. A clear division of labour ensured
complementarity and avoided confusion among municipal partneis Belgrade and Izmir, the

municipal authorities ensured that SECAP and GCAP were developed simultaneously, with
complementary scopes and tools. This helped streamline the preparation and approval processes and
ensured ceordinated enforcement, monitoring and reporting mechanisms. Thesases demonstrate

the improved quality of exante assessments and quantification of GHG emissions for various sectors of
the municipal economy such as transport, housing, waste and water, etc. However, the two processes
must be significantly connected t@void duplication and achieve resource and effort efficiencies. In

some instances, the local stakeholders and consultants who were engaged in preparing the GCAP
suggested thatapree x i sti ng SECAP increases a cityods commit
objectives20 One potential area of improvement would be a cleariefined methodology to calculate

the potential for reducing GHG emissions of specific GCAP actions, which is currently absdittis

would improve the comparability among GCAPs and enhanhe tnternal coherence of the plans.

51. Other frameworks anchor the commitment of green cities to Net Zero. In 2021 the Canton of
Sarajevo joined the EU 100+12 NetZeroCities Programme, which supports its Green Deal. Designed
within the framework of Horizon 2Q0 programme, it provides a onetop platform for new and existing

17 https://www.worldbank.org/en/region/eca/brief/sustainable -cities-initiative
18 https://www.thegpsc.org/

] ADB, Of fice of Evaluation and Oversight, Evaluation of the | DBds |
2GCAP Lessons |l earned, based on the syntmex€i s of consultantds GCAP |
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instruments aimed at ensuring that participating cities reduce their GHG emissions by 55 per cent by
2030 and achieve climate neutrality by 2050. The Canton of Sarajevo now strives to cooigs GCAP
actions with the strategic commitment of climate neutrality.

52. The GrCP approach and the GCAP as its core instrument have sufficient connectivity potential to fit
into citiesd strategic and i nt ernemaltandadoesotoedammi t me
with commitments under other programmes, often adding value and creating potential for synergies.

4.2.5. Fluidity of context

53. Dealing with the Covidl9 crisis demonstrated that GCAP is an appropriate framework for
absorbing the changes necssary to deliver an altered set of services in a more stringent fiscal

context. Section6.4 provides more details on thisThe arrent energy price crisis irfEurope creates new
challenges for municipal leaders in delivering their green commitments while providing basic heating
and electricity services to residents. The Russian war of aggression on Ukraine forces many municipal
leaders to rethink their shortand midterm priorities. Coaldependent cities in the Western Balkans and
Central and Eastern Europe had to stock coal despite the strategic objective of phasing it out. Not only
does this prevent any reduction in GHG emissions, but it also means that thig chust make higher
carbon emission payments, straining the municipal budget that is already overstretched by significantly
higher fuel and energy priceg!

54. In Ukrainian cities, GCAP might become an appropriate platform for defining priority actions and
ensuring they are translated into green investment projects financed with borrowed funds,
concessional grants or direct budget support.ooking forward, all Ukrainian cities will need substantial
support and investments to rebuild destroyed infrastructure aneconstruct municipal services
respectful of the principles of sustainability, inclusivity, humagentricity, transparency and subsidiarity.
Box1 provides some insights from past experience about what can and should not be done when
reconstructing the cities after conflictEBRD has already launched the process of integrating the effects
of the war into current GCAPs in Ukrainian green cities and ilmske being prepared using rapid
assessments of damages and their impact on municipal infrastructure and services. The city of
Khmelnitsky is pioneering this. Kyiv and Mariupol are designing new actions adjusted to wartime, and
Polish Warsaw and Walbrzych edesigning those suitable for large influxes of refugees.

55. Many cities in the CEE and EEC and in Central Asia may need similar revisions to accommodate
substantially higher pressure on municipal services from the dramatic number of Ukrainian refugees
and Russian immigrants. GCAP could become a suitable instrument for thigor@ritisation and for
creating a relevant pipeline of bankable green investment projects. In this case, resilience will have to
become an even stronger focus than it was in GCAP Metbtmhy 2.1.

21 TimisoaraMayor,Fominic Fritzspeechat the Green Cities Conference in Vienna, October 2022
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Postwar reconstruction has bec o mescate ineasionoffUkrdine in
2022 and its significant consequences across the global value chains and regional human flows.

Lessons from previous reconstruction efforts in fragiledn conf |l i ¢t cont ext,
recent knowledge product, o0Building Back Ba

local stakeholders should own the reconstruction

clear prioritisation and a single pipeline of investment projects is essential to deplayafincing
rapidly and effectively

setting realistic expectations

ensuring coordination among various stakeholders

sequencing actions

innovative deployment of various investment instruments

Almost all these elements are part of the GCAP toolkit, wihimight become a suitable suimational
platform for adjusting municipal i nvest ment

Several cities in EBRDO6s regions of operat.
Vukovar in Croatia and &ajevo in Bosnia in Herzegovina (BiH). The latter, one of three cases in th
evaluation, illustrates what should and should not be done in the reconstruction effort delivered wi
the participation of many international stakeholders.

Thereweretwodist ncti ve periods in SarajevoddSwarthat on
shaped the current cantonal/municipal system.

A decade of donoded reconstruction and consolidationThe f i rst ten yea
and consol i dat i ioter@atiomabconemunityand the yantbrialegovernment and
focused primarily on rebuilding housing, public infrastructure and buildings. Sarajevo aspired
transition from a postconflict city into a modern European city. During the first decade,
international aid to BiH was over $5 billion and the bulk of it was spent in and managed from
Sarajevo. However, donor and MDBs programmes were largely designed and implemented
without due consultation with the local authorities because of the complicated governance
architecture. Nor were the authorities proactively involved in international aid coordination. Th
led to a deficit of essential local capabilities and contributed to the development of a donor
dependent administrative machinery and society. The negatiiapact of these deficiencies is
still defining the modern municipal strategies and infrastructure investments, including GCAP
related actions and investments. Many st a
unwilling to accept the need for loans ahblended instruments with repayment mechanisms.

Regained ownership and leadershipThe second period coincided with the 2008 economic
crisis and political instability in the region. Foreign aid funding dropped and BiH economic gro

slowed comparedtotle pr evi ous decade. This further
economic development was on international aid. The cantonal government launched a coalitig
of "stimulated urban growth", wher anatcthe Thesi

Canton administration involved private capital to secure steady urban growth and a thriving
economy and allowed private investors to extract maximum profit from their capital without an
environmental or social considerations and investments in commuhiafrastructure or municipal
services. As a resul t, the Cantonds finan
corrupt and nepotistic minority elite, an
110 in Transparency Internatiaal Corruption Perception Index in 2022). The quality of municip

2The text is based on the EvD Connecting t he &bostrgting teprvate sbetobiBui | di ng
fragile and conflictaf f ect ed contextsé of October 2022, and the report prepared
Herzegovina, in the framework of the Green Cities Programme Evaluation.
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infrastructure remains poor and energy losses are high, which means that for Sarajevo to be
liveable, significant investments are needed.

Currently there is a new push to reshape the urban landscape of Sarajevo to respect the principles
inclusivity, environmental sustainability and circularity External anchors, such as commitments
under GCAP and the EU 100+12 NetZeroCities Programme ateea potent strategic framework.
However, implementation capabilities remain weak given the lack of practical experience managir
large-scale investment projects, the loss of the most talented specialists and an unreformed civil
service that precludes hing new staff with appropriate skills.

At the same time annual environmental challenges in Sarajevo, especially during the cold season,
are becoming more critical for the health and wellbeing of its residents. Decisimakers are under
evergrowing pressire to reduce emissions and counteract climate change as a result.

56. Significant nordfinancial additionality is created at programme level for member cities, primarily

by developing GCAPs and the related networkin¢earning and experiencesharing opportunities.The

most significant sources of additionality at the Programme level are nfinancial. Support developing

GCAPs for each city, a transformative approach to municipal infrastructure investment planning based

on environmental diagnostics and systematic prioritisation is first and foremost. The ability to combine

the preparation of a roadmap of actions |inked to
investment finance for implementation is a keprogramme strength. The GCAPs also represent Ron

financial additionality in their integration of crossutting priorities such as gender and inclusion,

resilience and digitalisation, which were introduced in the revised methodology in 2020. There is also
significant additional value in the associated networking and experiensharing opportunities that the
programme has provided. These include GC annual ¢
presence at highprofile climate events, and dedicated resoges such as the Policy Tool for cities.

These programme elements are presented and discussed in sectiést.

57. GrCF creates noflinancial additionality through its eligibility criteria. The eligibility criteria for GrCF

SO support its noHinancial additionality and became more demanding in the second framework. All
projects must be consistent with the Bwtakads GET a
address a priority environmental challenge as identified in the city GCAP. The second framework (2018)
introduced enhanced eligibility criteria based on impact thresholds:

Mitigation projects: reduce GHG by at least 20 per cent or improve enegfficiency by at least 20
per cent

Adaptation projects: Climate Resilience Benefit Ratio of at least 10 per cent

Environmental impacts outside of climate change: EU environmental standards or reducing
pollution or GHG by at least 20 per cent, or improveahergy efficiency by at least 20 per cent.

58. Financial additionality of the GrCF is mainly tied to specific subperations, depending on local

context. The programme does not specifically enhancethi¥he core of the frameworl
additionality liesin providing longterm municipal finance for each SO. Its real additional value depends
therefore on the local context and availability of such financing. The framework documents argue that

t his avaeaxttemdlyl | mt yedé ©n many cases, with | ocal Ba

23 This is for Window Il SO. SO financed under Window Hicanced by GCF, have specific eligibility criteria based on the EBROF agreement
(0Green Cities Facilityod).
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asset life and that unlike many other IFls, EBRD also provides municipal finance on-sovereign

terms. EBRD has long experience in providing municipal finance, so from the perspeativiinancing

structure, the SO derive no specific value from the GC framework/programme. They are comparable to
municipal operations carried out under other frameworks or as stardone operations. The first and

second frameworks (2016, 2018) specificallyalluded to a more limited financial additionality of

muni ci pal finance in advanced transition countrie
Bankds additionality wil!/ be to focus onkdéti.n@ncin

59. There has been limited progress so far in introducing innovative financing in the municipal space
under GrCF.One reason for this is that the most advanced region (CEB) has the fewest programme
operations. Nevertheless, one innovation was introdudeinder the48666 Warsaw Metro Line I
extensionproject that introduced a novel financial structure based on eliminating the commonly used
Municipal Support Agreement or city guarantee and relies instead on an updated Public Sector Contract
to provide a ban to the Warsaw Metro Company. In other more advanced countries, strong financial
additionality can exist depending on local context: in Turkiye for example a specific political context
limits the access of some municipalities to nosovereign financeln this context, EBRD is filling an
important funding gap.

60. The overwhelming majority of investment in the GrCF is in the State portfolio class and just over a

halfis in SovereignriskTher e are 62 projects in the Bitoate port
NCBI (95 per cent). Only four projects are in the Private portfolio: two MEI projects and both projects

from the other two subsectors (Energy, Transport). The GC team has questioned the inclusion of

municipal nonsovereign finance withinthe Stae port f ol i o since the | imits
could restrict strong programme growth: O6the rest
end of the recently approved Strategic Capital Framework (SCF), could potentially constrameach of

the programme, in terms of total Green Cities lending volume2® Whereas the claims of the
programmeds financial additional ity -sovwrsignbdsis,om pr o
about half the SOs are sovereign guaranteed. Lessathhalf of the projects (30 of 66 projects) are in
sovereign risk but they represent over half of th
cent). All projects in Tirkiye and CEB are neavereign. In the rest of the regions this is largesplit by

country, although both sovereign and nesovereign projects have been implemented in a few

countries. There were attempts to progress from sovereign to nreovereign guaranteed projects within

a city under GrCF (Zenica, Sarajevo, Ulaanbaataun} this has not been successful so far. (For further

details on the GrCF portfolio composition se&nnex 3)

61. There is the intention and potentialfor the programme to enhance its financial additionality at
programme-evel through bond issues and Green Finance Roadmaps (GFR)e second GrCF (2018)

focused the programme further on facilitating cit
soures. The framework committed to O0develop the too
finance for green i nvest ment 5Thipircluded refardnce tolthg i n | o

Bankds work at nat i on alframesverks to dgvelop condjtions andlstandardsr e g u |
for green investments, including green bonds. The implementation of policy dialogue at national level

beyond the framework of Green Cities is outside the scope of this evaluation. At the programme level,

the second framework introduced the investment in bonds in the eligible instruments in 2018; the most

recent extension (2021) also introduced the possible use of guarantees. Issuing green or sustainability

linked bonds structured by the use of proceeds baseddsCAP or linked to KPIs based on GCAP would

be a great achievement of the programme. It would establish the GCAP as a platform for impact

investors and directly link the source of its nafinancial additionality (GCAP) to financial mobilisation.

24 52868 GrCF2 W2 ENA Investment ProgramArmenia; 51830GrCF2 W2 Project Goose Egypt;52789 GrCF2 W2- Dushanbe EMobility,
Tajikistan; 53239 GrCF2 W2 Shymkent WWTP Capacity Extension Project; Kazakhstan.

25 BDS18183 (Addendum 14) Subject: Regional: Green Cities 2 (GrCF2)indow Il Extension

26 BDS18183: Regional: Green CitieBramework 2 (GrCF2)
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There hae been some exploratory efforts already with some cities, but this has not materialised yet. In
terms of developing tools and skills at city level for enhanced mobilisation, the main tool has been the
introduction of GFR that were also presented in the 2@lframework. The intention was to cover
readiness assessments, tools, implementation plans and capacity building for cities so that they could
attract financing for GCAP investments. So far, however, the only GFR to be developed is with the
municipality of Tirana in 2021. SeeBox4)

62. Developing programmel evel financi al additionality is clos
of becoming a sectorwide catalyst for addressing environmental challenges at the city leveln its
own reflection on this objective, the Gr CF remark

Framework proved its ability to act as such a catalyst with the utilisation of taetire EUR 250 million

headr ®¥dmewi ng the catalysation objective solely t
would be exceedingly narrow and miss the point. T
o p er a dmobneces3arily firs engagement with the cities, but first engagements under the

programme/ framework. Most of these operations would probably have been carried out anyway. They

were not additional investments made by EBRD on top of what MEI investment there would have been
without the programme. The programmeds objective
value of the GCAPs as an investment roadmap. During these first two years the investments were

triggering the preparation of the GCAP rather than the convergé this stage, at the end of the
programmeds first growth phase, it can be said th
mobilising green investment. Developing GCAPs supports an analytical and comprehensive approach to

a green path in municipal infastructure and sends private sector investors a positive signal about the

political commitment and seriousness of delivery incentivised by its visibility. [See sectoh on

effectiveness].

63. On the EBRD side, GrCF has not been a vehicle for private sector mobilisation in public sector
projects thus far. Three SOs have been associated with direct private sector mobilisation. One through

a parallelloan (48666 Warsaw Metro Line llextension 043 . 1 mil lion), and two
Participation #8348 Izmir Metro Projectl] 0 4 0 ;51590 Izrmirdvietro Projectlll G35 mi I | i on
of these projects was also syndicated with a commercial lend@8348 Izmir Metro Projectl] 0 2 5

million).

64. There is a systematic effort to identify the potential for urban PPPs in the programme. To date,

one PPP project has been implementedDeveloping PPPs in the municipal sector is particularly

resource intensive ad often requires not only project preparation advisory services but also

involvement in national level policy dialogue to strengthen the necessary regulatory framework. This
together with the high standards required by EBRD on the quality and risk prafifesuch investments,

and the often relatively smaller sizes in the municipal sector that may not attract private investors,
explain the difficulty in developing urban PPPs. In more advanced countries where the capacity for
developing PPPs may be highehére is often also the possibility of accessing EU structural funds to
finance municipal infrastructure, which can be a cheaper and easier solution. Specifically in the context
of GrCF, cities may also be reluctant to include PPPs in the programme sineettAnsaction
counterpart is a private sector entity rather tha
financial structure to promote new technologies and infrastructure such as EV charging, urban transit
and digital solutions for streetil g h t24 ThegGCAPs can help expand PPPs by highlighting the
opportunities for private sector involvement. Internally a coordination group between the GC team and
the Sustainable Infrastructure Policy & Project Preparation (SI3) PPP advisory unit i€varg
systematically GCAPs to identify potential PPP opportunities to pursue; these are discussed every three
months internally. A single PPP project was achieved under the GrCF in 2021 for the dry port in the city
of 6th October, Egypt91830 GrCF2 W2- Project Goosg. This was a trigger (initial) investment for the

27 BDS18183 (Addendum 4) Regional: EBRD Green Cities 2 (GrCF2)
28 BDS21-140 Regional: Green Cities Framework@Window Il Extension 2
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city that had been in development for some four vy
Preparation Facility (IPPF) located in the same department as the GrCP prograr@r8&P.While this
is a significant achievement for the Bank, it cannot be considered a specific programme achievement.

65. GrCF SO have justified the use of nenC finance in line with EBRD guidelines to avoid contributing

to market distortions in line with additionality principles2® Finally, the second framework and
extensions (2018, 2020, 2021) refer to the O0the m
the framework as part of its financial additionality. While it is understood that the use of blended

concessional finance can be justified based on affordability constraints or externalities, concessionality

is not in itself a source of additionality and should not be treated as such. In their use of ABG finance,

the SO have been found to follow the levant EBRD guidelines and to include the néfC grant

checklist annex where applicable. This describes the economic rationale for using concessional finance

and provides the size justification. The requirement only applies to grants managed by the Bankreh

it can directly influence their structure and calibration.

This section presents findings about Gr CP&6s gover
consultants, the alignment of the GCAP preparation process with local capacity, the use of TC and non
TC funds and the timeliness of implementation.

66. The GrCP internal governance structure has evolved organically to accommodate the needs of the

rapidly expanding framework and the many internal and external relationships essential for its
implementation.Fr om t he st a mrignandtddiiery Gan&yPnieat weteesplit equally

bet ween the Sustainable Infrastructure Groupds (S
the Climate Strategy and Delivery Departmentds | n
and Clmate Action (GECA)). The entire programisenanaged by two ADs from SIG and CSD and an AD

from SIGs is the operational leader (OL) for two GC frameworks. The ADs are supported by a core GC

team of six specialists who are responsible for framework leveltaties that include managing

relations with international partners (i.e. OECD, ICLEI, C40 etc.) and municipalities including Green City
officers, managing consultants (see below), GCAP implementation monitoring and reporting,

stakeholder engagement, knovedge exchange and learning, etc. Additionally, there are about 10

sector specialists from various teams (infrastructure engineers, inclusion, and digital experts) whose

29 Non-TC refers to donor cénvestment funds, which isdinding providedin direct support of an EBRInvestment operation on a reimbursable
or norreimbursable basis.This alsoincludes funding provided on concessional terms from the Net Income Allocatiblon-TC finance includes
capex grants, incentive payments, risk mitigation instruments, and concessib lending.
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expertise is called upon regularly in the process of development of GCAPs to ensupedtare aligned
with the Bankds priorities and practices, and bes

67. The programme is governed by a steering group (SG) chaired by the SI3P Director and comprising

SIG and CSD senior management, including three regioh&rastructure directors. It ensures strategic

oversight, coordination, and exchange of information. At its monthly/bimonthly meetings, the group

makes decisions about establishing partnerships with potential green cities, including certain pipeline

projects into GrCF depending on the criteria, balancing programme breadth and depth in certain

geographies (new GCAPs compared to follow projects). All SG participants agree on its effectiveness

as a governing body in ensuring consistent decision making, adequate division of labour and horizon
scanning for iterative and agile programme development. Both SIG and CSD Managing Directors
regularly participate in SG meetings, providing s
corporate green commitments

68. Suboperations that cover large geographic areas and have varied scopes are managed by country
based and sometimes by HQased bankers from three Infrastructure geographic groups: Europe,
Eurasia, Turkiye, and Middle East and Africa (TMEA) with the bagkeams from the power sector,
Energy Europe and Energy EurasiEA. A growing number of CSD specialists have become operational
leaders (OL) for GCAP preparation (a separate psigining TC project), thereby freeing bankers to
originate and implement pojects. This shift is positively perceived by both banking and CSD colleagues
but bankers remain key relations managers with the municipality. Sector economists from the Impact
Department (formerly EPG) contributed to adjusting the GrCP methodologyto EBRD t r ansi t i on
model and were also responsible for assuring the quality of monitoring progress against achieving
transition objectives at the framework and project levels. The Gender Equality and Inclusion téam
participating increasingly in formwting GCAPs , driven by the updated methodology (see sectah).

The teams supporting TC and nefnC fund acquisition, specifically the Grant Unit at SI3P (SIGylan
Donor CeFinancing (DCF), have strong connections.

69. Overall, the GrCP governance structure is robust and agile. Its information flows are streamlined

and decision making is effectively managed by the core GrCP tearA. matrix system that integrates

banking with various specialist teams makes it possible to spearhead innovative solutions and ensure

that the Bankds green and inclusive commitments a
Feedback from many interviews across the teams suggests that thieieture and processes evolved

greatly over time, which resulted in a relatively light but authoritative governance model, which is

essential for multifaceted, geographically diverse programme such as GrCP. This might be considered a
model of effective cossfunctional programmatic management worth replicating in similar EBRD

initiatives.

70. The core organisational structure supporting GrCP implementation has grown organically and
substantially. Core human resources have been reallocated from banking and pplieams, and have
sometimes been hired externally, particularly for horizontal activities such as knowledge management,
learning and events management (see sectiof.4).

71. The current framework is due to expire in 2023. If a new generation framework is to be adopted,
the decision will be required about adequate core resources for managing the programme as a
synergetic platform rather than a collectionof individual activities. There is less clarity on programme
sustainability in the absence of internal programmievel resources. Currently all synergetic programme
level activities are funded through individual TC projects (activities) and core budget€8D and SIG
(staff positions).But there is a finite amount of internal technical expertise. There is a limited number of
engineers, economists and inclusion specialists who need to go through a rapidly growing number of
GCAPs being developed. The sampeialists are involved in the project preparation and approval
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cycles. The structure is lean and agile and receives many high marks for these characteristics. At the
same time, the workload is becoming overwhelming for some experts. This is exacerbaterknote
working during the Covid 9 crisis and fastpaced working during the ongoing crisis created by the
Russian war on Ukraine. The responses to these crises require additional effort as many projects are in
vital infrastructure, which is often covereéh GCARiligned investment projects.

72. GrCP developed a balanced approach to managing external consultants that makes it possible to
internalise the best available knowledge and skil
technical expertise.GrCP relies heavily on external expertise, starting from methodology preparation

and adaptation to preparing the GCAP, to capacity building in participating municipalities. Developing

the GCAP is contracted out to one of the consultiagmpanies participating in the framework

agreement. A Terms of Reference template stipulates the stages of the process, the deliverables, the

range of expertise required and the timeline of 60 weelé8.The current framework contract in operation

since Febuary 2021 includes ten consultants (individual companies or consortia) bidding for the GCAP
implementation contracts. Previously the framework contract included five companies. The first three

GCAPs (Thilisi, Tirana and Yerevan) were developed by constdtan a one off basis.

73. Feedback from international consultants indicate a high degree of engagement between the GrCP
core team and external experts. Programme leaders stay in close contact with the consultants
throughout the process.Consultants follow sandard procedures for engagement with the city
stakeholders who are the ultimate owners of the GCAP. Some processes had to be amended during the
Covid19 pandemic, which significantly limited igperson contact and city visits by international
consultants. Using local consultants and remote meeting technologies allowed some GCAPs to proceed,
although some were substantially delayed (see Section 5.3). Consultant ToRs required a combination of
international and national expertise to ensure that the local coatt was deeply integrated into activities
during all four stages of GCAP preparation: i) baselining (technical assessment with the indicators
database); ii) prioritisation of challenges and needs, formulation of vision; iii) developing options, and
(iv) G@P production. Policy, legal, financial, engineering, monitoring and evaluation, and stakeholder
engagement skills are essential elements of this mix. On average about 15 experts are required for the
full cycle, although the profile of their expertise is @ariable that depends on the final selection of city
priorities, which define the choice of policy and investment actions to be included in GCAP.

74. Overall, international and local expertise are balanced to deliver a standard internationally
recognised methodology. However, local expertise could be used more effectively to better reflect the
individuality of cities and their needs, based on their models of governance and degree of
decentralisation. This is particularly true for tailoomade capacity buildingprogrammes, which could be
improved. Feedback from some local consultants interviewed during this evaluation suggested a more
nuanced picture. Engagement of local expertise is based on a generally defined scope that does not
necessarily consider the locaspecificity of capacity, technical skills or the strength of the change
coalition (see sectiom.2 on details about deficient localisation in some cases). The laoklocal

context knowledge and local languages can occasionally negatively affect the scope and prioritisation of
the GCAP. Some interviewees saw 0l ost opportunit:i
the GCAP development exercise. In additi, local consultants are often weknown to the city and

receive requests that are beyond their contractual scope, but want to fulfil them to achieve maximum
effect from the GCAP development process. This creates an imbalance in contracted and actu#stas
There is also a challenge related to wedimbedded local consultants who might have a conflict of

30 GCAP ToR template, internal document providedthg GrCP team
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interest, given the limited local consultancy market, or because they are politically engaged, which is
not allowed by the terms and conditions

75. Internally thereisaweld evel oped system for managing the con
and contracting, to reporting and lessons learning. This is essential for the programme which now has

58 GCAPs at different stages (from drafting ToR to monitoring th€A&P implementation progress).

Regular meetings between EBRD and all consultants focus on identifying common themes, challenges

and trends that could be usefully addressed through existing or new mechanisms from the GC toolkit. A
range of adjustments were rade, including a revision of the GCAP methodology in 2020, that took on
board consultantsd feedback.

76. The ownership of the preparatory work for GCAP is an issue on which external and internal views
are more divergent. After signing an MoU or a letter atent, city leaders commit to the principles of
green city. Consultants responsible for preparing GCAPs noted that in some cases at the very beginning
of the process the degree of municipal ownership and understanding of the depth of commitment was
inadequate for the scale of the task at hand. Commitment level can also fluctuate depending on
changes in political configurationsThe consultants suggest that the EBRD play a stronger role in
ensuring adequate ownership of the GCAP by municipality, including @nfluid political economy and
electoral cycles.This approach will be less effective in highly centralised systems, where a national
government defines priorities and volumes of investments. The profile of the GCAP OL is also important
for ensuring that he RGbased OL is successful when the holistic nature of the GCAP is well understood
and where good relations with the city are most helpful. Being located in HQ adds unnecessary
distance, while bankers who focus on projects lack the capacity to engageiiprocess that delivers
systematic change rather than operational change in a single sector.

77. The capacity of municipal stakeholders to actively engage in developing and implementing a

GCAP is a crucial factor bsuccess.Lack of capacity was identified as one of the key risks of GrCF and

the mitigation offered was a oO0Oselection of <cities
i nstituti on a P Butthi$ comnmitmentgcannot ke Gonsidered b be as constant.Local
capacity to develop and, especially, to implement
effort goes to strengthening it.

78. The wide range of cities currently involved in the GrCP means diverse governance models and
administrative capacities for developing and delivering GCAP (see sectidhfor details). Cities in

Central and Eastern Europe have significantly higher capai®l and resources to engage in GCAP

preparation than cities of Central Asia and SEMED, where decentralisation is limited and financial
decisiorrmaking is concentrated in the national government. Methodology is standardised, but
accordingtosomeconsultahs i ntervi ewed, o0it offers flexibilit
relevant for the | ocal contexto. Ot hers believe t
great for smaller cities and capacity gaps in others require much more upftavork by the Bank.

79. Deep dives in three green cities confirmed 4uilt flexibility in the process when a GCAP is being
developed in accordance with local strategic and regulatory framework, sometimes in parallel with other
relevant documents (SECAP indicase of 1zmir). There are also significant gaps in public service

culture and the legal status of civil servants that can be positive or negative in different situations. For

31 BDS162207 Regional: Green Cities Framewaork
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example, according to background information the turnover of municipal servatgdow in Sarajevo and
new and necessary capacities cannot be acquired whereas it is high in Ulaanbaatar, which leads to a
lack of institutional memory.

80. These cases also demonstrate that other factors erode local capacity, specifically changes of
leadershp due to the electoral cycle and governance reforms affecting the balance of powers between
national and municipal authorities. These lead to changes in the execution team, often leaving a
knowledge void at the critical stage of the procesMitigation is possible by expanding the circle of

oOkey personso6 involved in the GCAP development an
packages of capacity building during GCAP developmeridditionally, consultants involved in GCAP

del i very a ra¢ool fodegacgHamdaver,nwvbich would enhance continuity in case key people

| eaveo. Introducing this tool can at | east partly

the side of municipality. Spreading capacity building activities throughtdhe GCAP development cycle
rather than bunching them towards the end might also enhance their effect by offering more
opportunities for o0l earning by doingdé rather than

81. The progress in GCAP implementation and the quality oitmonitoring/reporting, captured

annually by the GrCP core team correlates directly with municipal capacitythere wellversed green

city officers (GCO) are present, the quality of engagement and implementation progress are noticeably
higher. These are usally public servants working in the municipality for whom GCARPRatdination is

only one of their tasks. There are cases when GCO are recruited specifically to oversee GCAP
development and implementation and they are paid in some instances through an EBRibated TC
project (case of Sarajevo). The case of the Ulaanbaatar GCAP is telling: there is no cléetfityed GCO
because of municipal staff fluidity, and progress in implementing the GCAP and reporting quality are
low.

82. Local capacityisacommonchak nge f or most <cities in EBRDOGs co
be distinguished from commitment and ownership, which are usually upfront attributes of political

leadership. Local capacity should be enhanced through continuous and consistent capadityilding

activities throughout the GCAP preparation cycle.

83. The GrCF relies on a great deal of TC and nd@ funds from donorsThe former cover policy

advice, technical expertise, corporate governance activities and capadityilding, while the latter cover
investment grants and concessional loan#Annex 2provides details about the expectations of donor
concessional finance/grants andT C financing provided to all four iterations of the GrCF, which
represent 0524 million and 0139 million cumul ati v
the end of 2021, the team reported commihéerif@snt s of
and 0124. 5 mlCs$ (brants and toocessional floan®).The programme uses TC funds for
programmelevel activities and for individual sufmperations. Projecievel TCs are similar to the prand
postsigning TCs that commonly support migipal infrastructure projects (feasibility studies,

programme implementation units (PIUs), corporate development programmes (CDPs), financial and

32 As of September 2021, BDS24140. The aggregated figureforno Cs (0124 . 5 mil lion) include¥am capita
climate resilience project (49366) financed by the EU directly with the client, and not through EBRD donor systems. Suctsgase not

commonly reported as EBRD neRC. The aggregated nehC and TC figures also include some commitments associateith investment

operations in Green Cities but outside the GrCF as such.

L1 D D D 25



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

operational performance improvement programmes (FOPIPs), etc. with the exception of the TCs for
GCAP develapent, which is commonly a transactiotevel postsigning TC with the trigger investment.

84. There was an expectation the GCF would €ond GC but this has happened only to a very limited

extent so far.The second GC framework (2018) was split into two implemtation windows. Window |

(WI1) is dedicated to cdinancing with GCF in nine eligible countries of operations with an anticipated

EBRD allocation of 0350 million and a matching 02
grants and TC. However,tolae o nly t hree GC SOs have been signe«
of GCF funding has been committed o-llecatedlfrom Most o
Window | to Window Il (WII) in 2020. The agreement between EBRD and GCF must now be resedct

due to the expiration date of the original GCF Facility. This process is ongoing at the time of evaluation

(Box2).

Box2: GC and the Green Climate Fund

The initial GrCF (2016) refers to the Green Climate Fund Figure6: Anticipated GCF co
(GCF) as a potential source of financing for GCAPs, fora GC  financing

manager, feasibility studies, PIUs, and CSO capacity buildinc
Osubject to approval of fun
6 monthso.

GCF did not approve funding until October 2018. The 2018
GrCF2 was then approved with two implementation windows
Window | is dedicated to cdinancing with GCF.

Window | (GCF)
EBRD € 350m

| committed || Uncommitted

ﬂAI I ocate d h €a d room f or b 0 Tranche 1 Tranche 2 Tranche 3 ]
9 GCF cdinancing for Wl was anticipated through three €133m €133m | €8am
tranches of the Green Cities Facility GEBRD FP086)
totalling 06228 million, f Tranche 1
million), capex grants (40 € 8fm
9 Each tranche of GCF funding was subject to GCF Boart
approval.
The split into two windows affected the S@ligibility criteria. GCF £228 million

WI was open only to operations in nine countries that had

endorsed the funding proposaB3 Some additional eligibility criteria were also tied to the GCFco
financed operation. For example, projects must target climate change impacts and demonstrate al
i nvest ment cost per tonne of CO2 eq. that i
projects in all sectors other than urban transport. This is calculated as the total mitigation project
value over the lifetime the GHG reduced.

Access to GCF ctunding was seen as a potential means of scalingp GC in ETC countries, where

thelowcapaci y of municipalities was seen as a hi
the Board document includes Mongolia and, as such should provide a means of scalipggreen city
investments in this countryo.

In February 2020 the majority of EBRDfinamoe (0217 mil Il ion) all oca
Window Il (WII) due to limited implementatonBy 2020 only the first

million had been approved and there had been minimal implementation.

At this point, no projectsundeWWl had been signed while nine
been signed under WII with a pipeline indicating that the headroom in WII would soon be exhaustg

33 Albania, Armenia, FYR Macedonia, Georgia, Jordan, Moldova, Mongolia, Serbia and Tunisia
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The remaining EBRD funds in W (G133 milslio

financial contribution to the agreed activities with the GCF. These were not transferrable to WII. T}
expectation was, however, that with future framework extensions, further funds would be allocateq
GCF cdinancing, for which the Board document iridated a good pipeline of projects. The framewor
extensions made no further comment on GCF implementation, except to present the commitment

data. By November 2021 only 0G13.1 million o
To date,only three GC sulbperations have been signed under the GrCF2 WI
Operation |Operation Name Country | Signing  EBRD N({ GCFT( GCFnofAl C
ID Year (¢ (concessiona
loan)
51392 GrCF2 W1 Thilisi Metro Project GEORGIA| 2020 50,000,000 | 33,170 10,000,000
52505 GrCF2 W1: Ammaklectric Bus Project | JORDAN | 2020 2,800,000 2,800,000
52019 GrCF2 WiBalti District Heating Phase Z MOLDOVA| 2021 14,000,000 1,000,000
I n addition, GCF funds were used to finance

Green Finance Roadmap G 4 4 0 sBeBOx%), afd due diligence on several projects that have ng
been signed (approx. 0500 000). GeparatiomfardNevi w
Sad, Serbia (404300 000).

GCF cdinancing has been used much more slowly than expected, and the situation requires
restructuring the GCF Facility (ongoingverall, only about 15 per cent of the first GCF tranche hasg
been committed so fa. Given the original expiration date of the Facility, EBRD and the GCF have
engaged in restructuring the Agreement, which is ongoing at the time of this evaluation. Internal
stakeholders attributed the undetutilisation of the available GCF funds to a cdnmnation of several
factors:

Limitations on the number of countries where GCF funding could be used

The pricing is concessional but still too high to dmance projects in ETCs, where dmancing
with capex grants is often needed

A limited pipeline of adptation projects in GC that would have been eligible for GCF grants.

Sources: BDS1&07: Regional: Green Cities Framework (GrCF), SGS858 (Addendum 1): Information Session: Green Cities; GrCF2
DAQs; BDS1883 (Addendum 4): Regional: EBRD Green Citie§@rCF2); BDS1883 (Addendum 14): Regional: Green Cities 2 (GrCF2)
Window Il Extension, BDS2140: Regional: Green Cities Framework@Window Il Extension 2; report DCF023 ME202210; interviews

85. Preparing a GCAP is treated as a transactional TC, commgranchored to trigger investment
projects. There are 42 GCAP contracts so far (24 completed, 17 ongoing), with a cumulative value of

012.9 million and an @00 ®nlyavgp &CAPs Isad a smhificamtly larges budgato O

of G500 0 0,0rerdvany Thgse figdres do not include upcoming expected higitue GCAP
contracts, which were not yet in place at time of
The biggest donor contributor to funding GCAPs is the Shareholders Spdci Fund ( SSF, 12 G
million), followed by Austria (10 GCAPs, 02.965 m

and Japan and the Czech Republic have each financed three GCAFgu¢e7) Most donors see high

value in providing funds for Gr CP, as GCAP offers
strategically about its green investments compared to staralone MEIp r o j & (For slefailed data

see Annex 9

34 Interview with a representativef a shareholding government that providesubstantial TC funding to GrCF
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Figure7: Donor contributions to GCAP TC funding

1GCAP(s)
£300,000

Czech Republic
3GCAP(s)

- -

86. Some sceptical internal voices question the need for such a substantial budget and for such a long

Source: GC team monitoring, data valid October 2022, EvD analysis

GCAP devel opment process, particularly for smalle
GCAPG6 for those <citi es rimodssuppoit étthe the afthd eveltmtiom ot el i
there was no evidence that a o0light GCAPG6 was bei

an abridged, shortened process will not lead to a truly robust, comprehensive and actioiented GCAP,
whichis most appreciated by municipal stakeholders. Going light will mean either narrowing the sectors
of application, reducing the depth of analysis, limiting the extent of the public consultation or making

compromises in the approval process that affectthé o c ument 6s | egal status. Th
projectfocused instruments of engagement with a city used historically and thus undermine the
strategic drive towards a green transition in EBR

5.5. Timeliness of implementation

87. GrCP elivery is aligned with the timetable specific to MEI investment projectsA dedicated GrCP
team operates across departments, including those responsible for securing TC. This precludes
observable delays in launching GCAP work after signing a trigger poogg a MOU or a commitment
letter with city authorities. This evaluation does not address timeliness of saperations, especially
after signing.

88. GrCP is expanding fast. Initial results at activity level (GCAP signed, project approved) are
attracting attention from potential participants and keeping demand very highSeveral GCAPs were
completed within the recommended 60 weeks (Tirana, Ulaanbaatar), and where there were delays, they
ranged from 1020 weeks in most cases. The very first GCAPSs, in Thilisil&’erevan, were completed
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within 37 and 44 weeks respectively. The cities of Lviv and Sarajevo met the unf@rweeks target
(see Annex 6for details of individualGCAP timelines).

89. Two reasons for objectively justified delays in the process are the Coviil pandemic in 2020-21

and the Russian war on Ukraine in 2022It tended to take longer to prepare GCAPs shortly before or
during the pandemic in 202021 and sometmes more than twice the estimated time. Severe lockdown
measures and restricted travel affected essential activities at each stage, especially public consultation,
which can be done remotely but then might not deliver the same results. For example, Vdowk 135
weeks to prepare its GCAP, Pristina took 115 weeks, Almaty took 114 weeks, and Dushanbe took 95
weeks. The GCAP development process was longest in Belgrade at 139 weeks. The preparation
process started at the end of 2018 but was on hold for sevemonths for lack of institutional

commitment.

90. The war on Ukraine has had real effects. One Ukrainian city, Kyiv, completed its GCAP just before
the invasion. Khmelnitskyi, another Ukrainian city, is currently revising its needs and priorities after a
rapid assessment of damages and of the impact of internally displaced persons on municipal
infrastructure. In Mariupol, where GCAP preparation was launched in March 2021, the process is on
hold and other activities related to damage assessment are being launchélhere is an extremely high
demand for municipal reconstruction project§Box2, section4.2) In Poland, Warsaw and Walbrzych are
also revising their priorities to accommodate a great number of Ukrainian refugees and higher demands
for municipal services. Similar revisions are posdéin green cities in other neighbouring countries
directly affected by warAnnex 6provides details on the length and timeline of the GCAP preparation.

91. The proces of GCAP TC project procurement is straightforward particularly in the framework
contract arrangement established in 2018.Neither consultants nor external stakeholders complained
about its efficiency. Consultants consider that the process for bidding fine GCAP contract could be
more efficient. All ten framework consultants, who were selected through a competitive process from a
larger pool of companies/consortia, can now bid and most feel pressed to compete for each GCAP. This
involves significant prgaration costs and could become unsustainable with large numbers of bidders.
Greater collaboration and a division of labour among prgialified consultancy companies/consortia
could improve the situation but this might limit healthy competition, which iscarnerstone of EBRD
procurement practices. Another solution could be to invite a limited number of consortia to compete for
each contract. This could improve efficiency and resources by fpealified consultants while offering

the most competitive, relevat solution for client cities.

92. The procurement process often causes delivery and implementation delays in investment projects

aligned with GCAP, particularly with public sector client3his evaluation did not look deeply into

project procurement issues. 8me context information was gathered during the interviews and deep

dive cases. One issue noted by the evaluation is
disbursements, particularly in SEMED region. Many projects there are sovereign and requirensite
co-ordination and agreement on all procedures with the central government ministries and agencies,

which often have capacity gaps. Slower disbursement is typical in MEI and the transport sector, as

mentioned in the GrCF documents. For example,thée D ect or Advi sersd Questi on
Gr CF WI I Extension 2 notes that of 01.1 billion s
transactions signed 2.5 years earlier on averagé.The Bank tried advanced procurement practices in

SEMED countas with significant support and supervision by launching the tendering process before

the project was signed. This cut the time between signing and first disbursement as much as 2 years.

This positive proactive practice could be replicated in other coumsiwith similar challenges.

35 DAQs for BDS2440, November 2021

L1 D D D 29



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

93. Lengthy procurement procedures were noted in two case study cities, Izmir and Sarajevo. In Izmir
one client noted that they would prefer local rules since they lead to faster processes and delivery than
the EBRD rules. Represéatives of the project implementation unit (PIU) of the Sarajevo public building
project, which is aligned with GCAP, raised the issue of the use of the contingency budget. The Canton
counterparts had not been previously well informed about its use, patlarly for variation orders. When
supply chain problems raised prices significantly for building works/materials in 2022 , the PIU
triggered the use of a contingency budget to cover the costs. But this unexpectedly required local
stakeholders to go though the full EBRD approval cycle for variation orders, which resulted in a-two
month delay. During this time, contractors raised their prices further, complicating timely deliv&ry.

94. Overall, there are no significant delays in GrCP implementation beyonlde normal project delivery
timeline for the MEI sector, which is usually quite significant. GCAP consultants, municipal

stakeholders and clients do have recommendations for simplifyingorfast r ac ki ng EBRDO s
procurement procedures but they do recognise # benefits of a thorough processHaving dedicated

EBRD procurement experts work closely and consistently with partner municipalities might address
some of the problems identified by local stakeholders and consultants.

This section presents findings on the suitability of programme design and monitoring arrangements for
delivering results (and their future evaluability), progress in developing GCAPs and their catalytic
function, emerging results along green transition quality (TQ) and other TQs, and along its horizontal
streams of activities aimed at learning and innovations.

6.1.1. Programme design

95. The programme has a consistent, coherent theory afhange (ToC) that establishes credible causal
links for results delivery.Programme objectives and transition expectations have remained broadly
consistent over the implementation period. This makes it possible to reconstruct an implicit, unified ToC

forthe purposes of this evalwuation. Given the over al
wi de catalyst for addressing environmen tsigrificanothal | e
environmental improvement in at least one priority engrn me nt a |l  athbitg levielecangrileuting

to the green transition of the GrCF countries of operations. To do so, it identifies several pillars of
inputs, combining cityevel planning and prioritisation (GCAPS) with investment and technical
cooperaton at project level and networking, knowledge management and sharing at programme level.
(For a detailed description of the ToC se&nnex 4.

36 Interview with the local stakeholders in Sarajev®osnia and Herzegovina
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96. Significant environmental improvement is the central sole programmeevel transition objective.

objective. It underpins the synergic delivery of the programme parts, as opposed to delivering individual

projects. If the programme rationale and approach are tteliver additional value beyond what would
otherwise be a series of standilone investments in cities, this objective reflects the delivery of this

additional value. This is also the only objective with framewdsgvel targets in TQ Green; secondary TQs

are selected at project (SO) level and have no framewdevel targets.

97. Significant environmental change has not been defined with adequate visibility for a programme

of this size and significance The initial framework introduced this objective and referred only to the
GCAP methodology for explaining the key imp&ctiThe methodology did not define the meaning,
however. The only source of this information is an annex to the Board document of thenfeavork

presented for the final OpsCom review. The annex was not included in the version of the document

presented to the Board of Directors for approval. The final review version of the framework document is

not readily available even to Bank staff, let ahe to other potentially interested stakeholders, including
the Board Directors, advisors or donors. This is not an optimal location for key information about the

programmeds expected i mpBax3.. The definition

The overall objective noiff itchaen tGreCFv iirso ntnoe matcahl
one priority area for each of the GrCF countries by the end of the GrCF period. In this context,
significant environmental improvement will be measured as:

Source: Regional: Green Cities&@mework, Final Reviewd Update, 4 November 2016, Annex 2

Either, moving a stateddr tpr édasnbree 0i mdi dat
Or preventing a colour change to 0redo6 frg
trend into a 6redd cat e-ne(doingnethinghscenarid Yy ear g

98. Two major crises have affected and shaped the implementation of GrCP since its inceptidrhe

first GrCF was approved at the end of 2016. The first three GCAPs were delivered in 2017 and 2018,

but the majority of GCAPs completed during the evaluation period date from 2019 onwards. Their
implementation and the preparation of new GCAPs was affed by the Covidl9 pandemic in all

regions and cities and later by the war on Ukraine. The war affected Ukrainian member cities primarily

but other cities experienced significant secondary effects of more refugees from Ukraine and
immigrants from Russia.

99. The programme has demonstrated its agility and practive approach in responding to crises and
incorporating the resulting lessons into its own methodologyt is underpinned by an elaborate GCAP

methodology initially developed by ICLEI in 2016 based artity PressureState-Response (PSR)

framework, which is adapted from an OECD framework. The GC PSR framework builds causal links

between the environmental performance of a green city, the key associated economic activities, and

the investment, services ad policy instruments to respond to the challenges. The methodology defined

a Green City and a Green City approach with

cities are characterised predominantly by their environmental performance, with timent to maximise
subsequent soci al a8 mhk set af BIR indidators used foetlieiinttia diagnostics of
the city also forms the basis for prioritising GCAP actions and, ultimately, the assessment of GCAP

success, which is defined as aignificant environmental improvement along the identified priority

37BDS162 0 7 : Regi onal : Gr ee n Sgnifitantersirofrertahnmprovemlent i¢ défin€ifn)th& CAP methodology p.16.
38 Green Cities Programme Methodology, 2016, p. 5.
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indicators. With the 2020 onset of the Covid9 pandemic, the programme commissioned a review of

its impact on the EBRD cities and outlook for their recovery as well as of the continuaidability of the

GCAP methodology and potential for modifications given the crisis. The review proposed to maintain the
focus on climate but to incorporate broader attention to resilience and to integrate considerations of

resilience in the methodology bincluding new or adapted indicators for the diagnostics. The PSR
framework now serves to select oindicators to ass
sensitivity given to overlaps with urbaaGGABsi | i en
city sets a priority for high environmental performance, in a manner that also strengthens urban
resil®ence. 0

100 This new orientation to resilience has not been
ambition within torefragmemet apgroachamd urtl@& $RaDding of resiliencelhe

EBRD transition concept includes TQ Resilient, which within this framework is operationalised along the

lines of the resilience of capital, energy markets and food security. TQ Green/ GET fraonkw

recognises actions in support of climate change adaptation and resilience. In addition recent urgent
responses to crises in the EBRD region broadly referred to resilience along the lines of providing

support to clients to avoid reversals in transitioimpacts along any dimension of transitiof,4: The

GrCF second extension in 2020 introduced the revised methodology and approach whereas the

transition framework remained broadly the same. The TQ Green primary objective of significant
environmental improvenents remained unchanged as the overall programme objective. The extension
introduced the possibility that SO could claim additional secondary TQ benefits (previously limited to
WellGoverned), including Resilient. The available indicators under Resilieage fairly limited however

and focus mainly on financial resilience such as tariff increases to reduce cost recovery gap, Green

Finance Roadmap development, access to new sources of funding. The only broddeed resilience

i ndi cat or -evelcapakity strengthened in target are®d Promote and help implement priority

policy actions, as identified in the GCAP, to enhance urban resilience (including better risk assessment

and mitigation, warning systems or emergency resp
relevant only to policy rather than also to investment actisnThe secondary TQ options now include

resilience, but there is no frameworkevel ambition for resilience in the operationalisation of the
programmeds transition. (For more detail on trans
extensions seeAnnex land Annex 2)

6.1.2. Quality of monitoring

101. Monitoring the overall programme objective follows a simplified causal chain, whereby GCAP
development and implementation lead to achieving the intermediate targets linked in turn to
environmental indicators. The transition monitoring of the programmesicentred on the overall

transition objective of significant environmental improvement at city level. The development of GCAPs is
underpinned by a detailed methodology, which establishes a city diagnostic baseline along a series of
environmental indicators All GCAP actions are then linked to their own verifiable targets, as well as to
the environmental indicators to which they contribute. The GCAP thus establishes credible causal links
between implementing actions and their cumulative effect on moving c@xtual indicators. This logic is
translated into the TIMS monitoring benchmarkd éble2).

39 Green City Action Plan methodology, 2020.

40 See e.g.BDS20039: COVIRLY Solidarity Package

41 Recent EvD evaluation also found that the transition concept operationalisation did not allow for an assessment of the ERRDilgution to
healthcare systemsd resilience admensorundemim&esideatdTQ tdineeastiand monitdru ct i on o f
countrylevel transition progress in health sector resilience to transition reversals such as public health cris€&S/AU/21-31: EvD Special

St udy: E B FobuSesl Intdreeatiort3 h
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TIMS Preparation and adoption | Multiple GCAP 1 GCAP actiotinked 1 Significant environmenta
benchmark |of GCAPs in Green Cities | investments in each city | verifiable targets improvement at city level
fIProportion of EBRD achieved
financed GCAP
investments
TIMS Adequately monitored Adequately monitored Not monitored Not monitored

monitoring  |Delivery of GCAPs in citie{{ Status of GCAP actions i

is monitored andreported | monitored

/Proportion of EBRD
follow-on investments is
monitored

102. While the Transition Impact monitoring is reasonably well designed to substantiate the
achievement ofintended objectives, the actual monitoring is not carried out nor reported beyond
outputs. The transition monitoring of TQ Green covers the appropriate basic proxy indicators to
substantiate the delivery and achievement of the ultimate overall objectivehi§ is especially true in
conjunction with the GCAP methodology, which provides for developing a sophisticated baseline as well
as GCAPs which develop l|links between the actions
objectives and links betweeractions and the broader environmental indicators. GCAPs also develop
comprehensive monitoring plans and tools. Each city is responsible for implementing GCAP monitoring
at city level as part of their programme obligations. The EBRD internal GC team cauoig an annual
monitoring exercise with the cities to collect data but this data is at activity implementation status only.
This breaks the link set up in the GCAP monitoring plan between the actions and targets of city
objectives and the contextual (envdnmental) indicators that the actions are intended to contribute.

(For detailed evidence related to this finding se&nnex 7)

103. No intentions for end-of-GCAP assessment and followp are currently specified. This would be a
way to close the existing monitoring gapSome internal interviewees for this evaluation suggested that
the programme anticipated a rerun of the original baseline diagnostics ithe cities after GCAP
implementation, which usually means 5 years. This would collect the relevant data according to the
same methodology and assess the outcomes of the implemented actions. It is currently not clear
whether this intention is still in plae or whether the resources are available for it. This kind of
comprehensive data collection and impact assessment would indeed close the current monitoring gap.
Whil e many GCAPs have only just been adopted duri
are in different stages of development, some early GCAPs will be nearing the end of their expected
implementation period. In addition to possible endf-GCAP impact assessments, the outstanding
guestion is what comes next for those cities.

104. The current sate of the framework transition impact monitoring and reporting is not
commensurate with the pr ogThaGCneamb Isasdedicatedintemal | mpor t
resources for data collection and monitoring, including specific collection directly from thges,

including information that is not directly related to EBRE&pecific investments but rather to the overall

status of GCAP implementation. This is a positive feature of the programme that sets it apart from other
frameworks in the Bank. However, the amitoring that is available does not provide crucial information

on the programme outcomes and impact along the benchmarks agreed at the outset with the Impact

team. This situation also points to the inadequate quality assurance of the transition reportmgthe

side of Impact. Given the size, visibility and flagship status of the Programme, the expectations for the

quality of the reporting on the mandate of the Bank are currently not being met.
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105. Thisinterimevalua i on assesses the programmeds i mpl ement
generation of green cities.The programme started at the end of 2016 with the development of the

GCAP methodology and the approval of the first investment framework at the end ofythar. The first

three GCAPs were completed in 2017 and 2018, while programme growth accelerated from 2019
onwards.Given the overall objective of environmental improvement at city level and the

implementation modality through municipal infrastructure, the was not expectation that the overall
objective would be achieved by now. This section
implementation and growth in light of the expectations embedded in its transition rationale. At the time

of this evalation, only the GCAPs that had been completed in line with the original methodology were
avail able. More recent changes in the programmeds
would not yet be identifiable in tangible implementation.

6.2.1. Progress an GCAPs implementation

106. Preparation of GCAPs is on track relative to the expectations of the frameworkidaving cities
successfully complete and adopt GCAPs is a key programme feature and an input level target in
transition monitoring.The expectation (taget) for completed GCAPs grew gradually with successive GC
frameworks and their extensions. The combined framewalével target across GrCF and GrCF2 is now
50 GCAPs finalised and submitted for approval by the end of 2023. To date, there are 24 completed
GCAPs of which 20 have formally been adopted by city authorities. In addition, there are 17 GCAPs for
which the contract for GCAP development has started. The programme was initiated with cities in EEC
and SEE and the first three GCAPs were completed foilish Yerevan and Tirana in 2017 and 2018.

The growth in GCAP completion accelerated in 2019, when 10 GCAPs were completed, including the
first GCAP in CAS (Ulaanbaatar). Only three GCAPs were completed in 2020, but these included the first
(and so far orly) GCAPs in Turkiye (Izmir) and SEMED (Amman). Six more GCAPs were completed in
2021 and two were completed in 2022 (by October). New GCAPs are being developed in all regions of
operations, including three in CEB, which does not yet have a completed G@A®.a more detailed
analysis of GCAP completion and preparation sé@anex 9.
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Figure8: Completed GCAPs by completion yea Figure9: Ongoing GCAP preparation by start
and region year and region

R

Started GCAPs
o

3
2 - 1 1 1|

Region
Region W cas
M cas CEB
EEC EEC

M see s
SEM SEM

W TRK TRK

Completed GCAPs

Data as of October 2022. GCAPs start year based on contract stz Data as of October 2022. GCAPs start year based on contract ste
date. date.

107. GCARmplementation has progressed well in general, but there are important limitations in the
monitoring available. Transition monitoring of the framework translates this into targets on overall
GCAP i mpl ementation and EBRDOs participation
monitoring target calls for each city to make at least 3 investments based tve GCAP. On the EBRD
side, GCAP implementation is monitored through annual city reporting on the status of actions. The
monitoring available for 14 GCAPs comprises a total of 585 actions of 306 investments (52 per cent)
and 279 policy (48 per cent)2 Sixteen investment and 38 policy actions are reported as being
completed and another 160 and 78 as being under implementation, respectiveAmnex 7presents the
implementation status of actions by sector. Data on GCAP implementation by city are includefninex
8. This reporting includes some limitations that should be coigered:

Actions classified as Investment include preparatory actions such as feasibility or other-pre
investment support actions which would be implemented initially, due to their nature.

Monitoring consists of the status of action implementation (No aoti =action has not been
initiated yet/ In preparation/ Under implementation/ Completed) but does not collect data on the
expected verifiable targets connected to actions. The implementation in relation to the GCAP
intention is not systematically clear fronthe monitoring as a result. An investment may be under
implementation but only in a certain part of the city as a pilot project, or a partial investment to
the extent that funds or donor support were available, or one GCAP action was split into several
investments for implementation purposes. Even for actions reported as being completed, there is
no information on the achievement of the targets linked to them in the GCAP. (For a detailed
discussion seeAnnex 7)

42 The most recent round of status monitoring from 202214 cities
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Figure 10: All monitored GCAP actions by sector and by implementation status (14 cities/GCAPS)
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Source: 2022 GCAP status monitoring provided by GC team
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108. EBRDparticipation in GCAP implementation has been increasing, while the Programme has been

growing in breadth primarilyl nc | udi ng

EBRDOs participation in t

points to the expectation that the programme should, on the EBRD sjadjrow not only in breadth
(growing the number of cities and GCAPs completed) but also in depth. A relationship should be built
between the city and EBRD therefore, and the Bank should make multiple investment contributions to

G C A ngplémentation. Thet ansi t i on

target here is for @&@n@®F S

investments addressing critical environmental challenges as identified in the GCAPs. This target was
only adopted from GrCF2 whereas in the first framework most SOs would undarg&bly have been

initial, or trigger, city investments. To date there is a total of 66 SO under all GrCFs and extensions, out
of which 51 in GrCF2 and later. Of these, 26 SOs are either a second (or subsequent) SO with the city
under GrCF or were signed tfr GCAP completion. This ratio is exactly 50 per cent of the target, as
called for by the transition benchmark. Some observations about the spirit of the benchmark and other

potential ways to look at it follow.

1Some

0dmd | iomvw e st me nt are thec&SCAP wasifigaliseddh B &l d ow

investment is based on the critical environmental challenges identified in the GCAP diagnostics
process. These key challenges are identified in the earlier stages of GCAP preparation before the
related actions areprioritised by the technical and stakeholder engagement processes. Several
operations were signed during the GCAP process. For example, the Skopje Wastewater project

document indicates that it is a follow n

nvest ment t hat o wasmentd ent i
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under t he SR Ibvas signed i@ Bdeember 2019, whereas the GCAP was not actually
completed until July 2020. The project then sets its own benchmark for finalising the GCAP, which
contradicts the previous statement. While follown invegments can be based on diagnostics
only, the reference to it as a Opriority invest
the GCAP prioritisation and finalisation. However, this is unlikely based on the timing.

The Pr ogr amme fowthid moeepealydistiilgutedy with just two cities representing

40 per cent of followon investments.One perspective on the growing depth of the programme is
to consider the proportion of operations signed each year under the GrCF, which were the $i6t
with a city, compared to second or subsequent operations. Including all 66 soperations to date
makes it clear that the programmebegan to grow deeper from 2019Kigure1l). However, while

all first operations are, by definition, in different cities, subsequent operations are not evenly
distributed. Thilisi and Sarajevo are the ovexchievers and account for a total of 10 of the 26
follow-on investments, or almos#0 per cent.

Figure11: GrCF SO: first as compared to subsequent city operations by year of signing

5
7
: 10 - 10
C :- 4

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

MNr. of GrCF sub-ops

Operation wj City under GrCF
First city sub-operation

B subsequent

Data for 2022 until endOctober

There is great scope for further deepening programme growth. So far 12 cities have haalltiple
GC operations of 58 cities in all stages of the programmeConsiderable growth in the breadth of
operations can be expected. Of the 58 cities that have joined the programme so far, 12 have had
multiple GrCF SO and 15 have had no operation yet widhe framework#4 (Figure12)

43 BDS18183 (Addendum 2) North Macedonia: Skopje Wastewater Project (Under Regional: Green Cities Framework 2)

44 The two cities where GCAP has been completed but have had no GrCF SO are Almaty (a large investment is expected to bbsigreite
end of 2022, 52821: GrCF2 W2 E2: Almaty CHP Coal Phase Dand Gyumri (operatio®2868: GrCF2 W2- ENA Investment Prograrhas
been assigned to Yerevan for the purpose of the portfolio analysis. No Gyesp&cific SO have been signed yet, and none @gar to be in the
pipeline; Gyumri GCAP was adopted in December 2019).
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Figure12: GrCF SO: Number of operations in cities by GCAP status

GCAP not started GCAP started GCAP Completed or Adopted

2 cities with

multiple GrCF sub-operation(s)

6 cities with
one GrCF sub-operation(s) 10 cities with .
multiple GrCF sub-operation(s)

13 cities with
one GrCF sub-operation(s)

11 cities with 12 cities with
no GrCF sub-operation(s) one GrCF sub-operation(s)

2 cities with
no GrCF sub-operation(s)

2 cities with
no GrCF sub-operation(s)

109. The expectation for the nextphasee x pr essed by most of the prograr
for the Programme to increase focus on further implementation in participating cities and identifying

the enablers of translating GCAPs into investment projectés the first phase of the programmedraws

to its close, senior leadership anticipates increasing the depth of operations and growing the
engagement with participating citiesThe first five years of programme implementation can be seen as
its initial phase dedicated to its establishment angiromotion, and its growth from the initial regions

(EEC, SEE) to all regions and the multiple cities in the countries of operations. The first version of the
methodology was developed and tested in operations and a revised version was introduced after a
wealth of experience in various settings, lessons learned, feedback from cities, consultants and internal
staff, and a formal review commissioned in 2020. The Programme is almost universally seen as
successful and transformative within the Bank. The prograne introduced a new business model that
moved from responding to individual demand or need for projects to proactive approach of developing a
comprehensive diagnostics, investment and policy plan. To make the most from the initial significant
dedication ofresources, the relationship with the cities should be actively maintained, harnessing
efficiencies in project development over the life of the GCAP.

110. EBRD centres its implementation of GCAPs on investments. The intention exists for GCAP policy
implementation but that still requires action backed by sufficient funding for noAransactional policy
work. While the design and preparation of GCAP can be considered stahahe policy involvement at
the city level, the implementation of GCAPs from the EBRD sgléargely focused on investments. This
intention can be seen in the transition targets set for the proportion of follemn investments but there

is no mention of GCAP policy actions. The vast majority of GrCF SO are in the MEBestdr and as

such they wsually contain postsigning TCs traditionally used in these types of operations. This means
establishing formal relationships between utilities and the city (Public Service Contracts, PSCs),
implementing Corporate Development Programmes (CDPs), Financial ®perational Performance
Improvement Programmes (FOPIPSs), and a review of tariff or user fees, etc. These are important
elements of technical cooperation that the Bank has a long experience in facilitating with municipal
clients. They represent transitinal value as much as a value for sound bankingy improved financial

and operational governance of citpwned operators is important for creditworthiness and sustainability.
However, at the GCAP level, identified policy actions are rarely addressed wittdje EBRXinanced
action if they cannot be connected to an investment at the same time. The GC team systematically
reviews GCAP policy actions to identify a potential for EBRD involvement in policy support. However,
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identifying a source of funding fonon-transactional policy actions has hindered implementation. This
can lead to attaching TCs to investments that are not directly related on substance such a§2665
GrCF2 W2 Thilisi Bus Phase IlIlvhich is the acquisition of CNG buses. This projectda postsigning

TC on theSupport for Development of an Urban-Eobility Roadmap for Thilisito cover the electric
vehicle (EV) market, regulation and policy, design of related city policies, including an initial scoping of
the EV charging network and #houtline of an EV charging system.

111. General policy support was implemented by developing a Policy Toolkit for citi€Bhis is a

compendium of urban policy options and case studies from urban infrastructure sectors that is
designed to O0hted pt lteitri egsr aecmwcedgegmdaso. |t was devi
sectoral experts and is presented as an interactive external webstteFurther policy knowledgeharing

events and networks for members cities are discussed in sectiGm.

6.2.2. GCAPs as a catalyst for addressing environmental challenges

112. By developing GCAPs, the programme supports an analytical, comprehensive approacle ci t i e s
green path in municipal infrastructure.The programme methodology developed in 2016 is elaborate

and comprehensive. It provided a conceptual and practical underpinning to implementation with a
sophistication not previously seen in EBRD framevksror programmes. It was based on a widanging

review of similar programmes in other institutions, of existing international best practices in city

strategic planning instruments and of indicator frameworks and links to EBRD strategic orientations
andmandate. The programmeds ai midecatalystforaddre&s@AP b e c o me
environmental challenges at the city level.

113.The ability to combine the preparation of a roa
objectives and providing invesnent finance for implementation is a key programme strength Both

internal and external stakeholders identified this link between planning and investment as a key
strength contributing to the programmeidesthaabi | i ty
provide methodological support to cities to develop studies or strategic plans are not equipped to

provide access to finance. In this sense the cities see the GCAP as more practical. Both sides expect the
GCARP to structure an ongoing and futurelationship between the city and EBRD. Correspondingly, in

EBRD banking teams the GCAPs are seen as a ©Opipel
projects that the cities have already prioritised according to their potential benefits anakied to wider

strategic and environmental objectives to which they contribute.

114. The GCAPs are making some progress towards a systemic approach to green city development.
In practice, however interviewees recognize that GCAPs and investments are still ofteleveloped
separately along sectoral linesThe idea behind GCAP development is that cities are complex
interdependent systems in which environmental state indicators can be influenced by several pressure
indicators that are not limited to a single sourcer sector. The technical analysis of the GCAP
methodology should lead to the development of actions that are similarly interdependent and
reinforcing, rather than being developed separately by sectoral lines. The GCAP should represent a

6 o-{umtrénéting 0 . I n practice, most technical experts in
this objective, while noting that a fully holistic approach has not been yet achieved. Cities
administrations are usually organised by sector, as are their budgets. Prageand actions with

identified revenue streams and potential bankability are more represented in the GCAPs, as are
projects with high immediate visibility and utility to citizens. The most actions overall in GCAPs are in
urban transport and water. More complex actions on crossectoral climate resilience or biodiversity
have more difficulty gaining political support and to implement. That said, the programme has resisted
internal Banking suggestions so far for reducestope GCAPs in smaller cities that waliessentially

45
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lead to preselecting and separating focus sectors rather than making a comprehensive diagnostic and
assessment of challenges.

115. The prioritisation of challenges and actions is not

only a technical process but a politically delicate

process as well.The GCAP methodology bases the

prioritisation of challenges on the technical

assessment (diagnostics) butecognises the

importance of wide stakeholder involvement in the
process: OWhile the traffic I
guide the prioritisation of Green City challenges,

ultimately the City and stakeholders identifiefl € ] ¢ a n
confirm key challenges and idetify issues that are

absent from the G®AHR anal ysi s
following prioritisation of actions for implementation is

also a process requiring consultation with and the

engagement of city technical experts and wider public
aswellasthe buyinofthe ci tyds political
representation, which is a key factor in the GCAP

process for successful implementation. For the GCAP

to be an effective catalyst for action, it must be aligned

with the interests of the city administration. While the

political risk (ofa change of administration and loss of

political ownership) cannot be fully mitigated, the
increased focus in the revise
stakeholder engagement and public awareness and

support for the CGAP are steps in the right direction.

116. The succesof GCAP as a catalyst for action
cannot be judged solely by the implementation of its
individual actionsbut on the extent to which it can
leverage and integrate them into wider policy and
related decisions and actions that work together to
create systemiceffects. Many actions on the GCAP
were a priority or intention of the administration in

some form regardless of the GCAP process, such as
large infrastructure investments that follow long
investment cycles (e.g., metro systems). The
preparation of many ofthe initial operations with a city
(especially those with high investment volumes)
preceded programme. It was their development that
facilitated the GCAP rather than the converse. The
roots of the GCAP success are already in its design and
the abilitytoal i gn st akehol der sd6 exi
a holistic plan underpinned by systemic thinking.

46 GCAP methodology 2020, p.22
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117. Linking GCAPs to existing policy space can
enhance theirvalue as catalysts.The GCAP process
includes a policy review that identifies relevant
existing initiatives, strategies, policies and action
plans, for the GCAP to build on relevant existing
commitments and is additional to them. In some
cases, the GCAP vgacodeveloped with a
complementary plan such as the Sustainable Energy
and Climate Action Plan (SECAP) or similar, creating
efficiencies and complementarity in the process
(Izmir, Belgrade, Sarajevo). When the GCAP brings
the benefit of linking the city @velopment and
priorities to other external anchors, there is
additional value that can facilitate action and
external finance. For example, the importance of the
EU Green Deal to a country like Turkiye creates
further incentives for green action at cityelvel.
Similarly, the EU Green Agenda for the Western
Balkans creates an opportunity for investment
funding for welldesigned city actions in Sarajevo
and other cities in the region. Likewise, Sarajevo
used its GCAP plan to support its application to the
EU100 net-zero cities mission (only 12 cities were
selected from outside the EU) which will give it
access to additional funds from the Horizon 2020
Research and Innovation Programme for carbon
neutral actions.

118. Whether the GCAP becomes a catalyst of sectavide action depends on several factors, some of
which can be addressed or identified upfrontA variety of factors are emerging as potential
determinants of success. In most cities, these are based on the experience with the GCAP preparation
process ratherthan with its implementation, which has only been ongoing for a relatively limited time in
most cases.

City ownership of the GCAP is keWhere cities own the GCAP process and mobilise internal
resources for delivery, they appreciate a prioritised, brolgccosted, coherent set of actions with a
developed rationale that they can use for their budgeting, priority investment lists and discussions
with potential financiers. Motivated political leadership can embrace action and harness the
opportunity providedby the GCAP. In cities that had made significant progress implementing the
GCAP such as Sarajevo and Thilisi, political drive behind the plan is a key success factor. The city
must drive implementation. It is not likely that potential financiers activelyse GCAP as a source

of an investment pipeline unless it is actively promoted and used by the city itself in its dialogue
with other IFls, for example.

Cities vary in their capacity to create the most value from GCAPhe programme includes cities

of different sizes and at various stages of development. The GCAP preparation process requires
sufficient capacity in the city to handle the responsibilities stemming from the initial political
commitment. Successful GCAP preparation and approval must then bensiated into efficiently
coordinated implementation, monitoring and reporting. In this sense initial (and sustained)
political ownership is the necessary but not sufficient success factor if there is not capacity to
deliver. For some cities GCAP repredsra first instance of systematic planning in sustainable
urban development and is a great value but they might also subsequently lack the internal
capacity for systematic implementation. There are also large, developed, sophisticated cities in
the progranme as well that have already progressed with their priorities and have cresstoral
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planning capacities. For these cities, the full GCAP process with a new baseline development and
prioritisation might not bring as much additional value.

The level of fizal decentralisationn, t he citybdés ability to make i nd
investments and the ability to raise funds at capital markets is a factor in GCAP implementation.
This decentralisation is not always in place, and about half of all GrCF stweent is has a

sovereign guarantee rather than being fully guaranteed by the cities themselves. The involvement
of the central government may not always be a deterrent in the GCAP implementation process. For
example, Thilisi is among the cities that hav@ade the most progress and has the most followp
investments from EBRD. By comparison, several years after the GCAP completion, Yerevan, where
the GCAP was developed at around the same time, has had only one fetbovinvestment from

EBRD because of morémited fiscal space and a stricter approach to sovereign borrowing. EBRD
does internally review a cityo6s ability to foll
the likelihood of a further banking relationship with it before embarking on the m@srce-intensive
process of GCAP preparation. With the GrCF extension in 2020 the programme also extended its
flexibility regarding the appropriate counterparty. While it initially targeted municipalities with
sufficient autonomy to enact the GCAP, it ha®w started to work with other levels of

governments as well in cases where the national level of centralisation makes this relevant. Egypt

is a prominent example of this approach. No GCAP has been completed in Egypt yet. The process
began with a Memorandunof Understanding between EBRD, the central government ministry,

and the relevant governorate. Implementation will show whether these circumstances provide
sufficient momentum for the GCAP to become a catalyst for dityel action.

119. Secondary TQ objectives and targets are set at SO level without any cumulative framewdakel
ambition placed on them.All projects under GrCF have TQ Green as the primary transition quality. It is
also in the TQ Green wherdé programmelevel objective is set (environmental improvement at city
level). With respect to transition monitoring, all SOs contribute to framewdekel targets for TQ Green
(GCAP development, multiple GCAP investments, achievement of GCAP verifiaigietsd, while also
having their own GET indicator expectations (such as GHG reduction, or water savings). No such
frameworklevel targets exist for secondary TQ and while common benchmarks exist, there is no
cumulative frameworkievel ambition placed on tem.

120. Initially all SO were implemented with TQ Weljoverned as the secondary TQ. From the
framework extension in 2020 other TQs can be pursued as secondarihe initial transition

expectations of the first framework in 2016 were developed under the previ®transition concept and
translated to TQ Green and TQ Wglverned soon thereafter, with essentially the same benchmarks.
The TQ Weljoverned for the SO was operationalised according to common sources of transition in MEI
operations. These include intrducing public service contracts between operators and cities, bringing
tariffs materially towards cost recovery, implementing Corporate Development Programmes (CDPSs) or
Financial and Operational Performance Improvement Programmes (FOPIPs) targeting edsttions

and introducing private sector participation through incentieased outsourcing or management
contracts. The framework extension in 2020 extended the option for secondary TQs, so that each SO
can choose among Weljoverned, Resilient, Competitevzand Inclusive, depending on the nature of the
project.
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Well-Governed 51

Competitive - 6
Resilient . 5

Inclusive 4

13 13

Mumber of sub-operations
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. I . '
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. Competitive
nclusive
Resilient

Well-Governed

2022 data until end-October

121. Wellgoverned is the source of secondary transitioexpectations for a majority of GrCF SO
overall. However, in 2022 the majority of signed projects already had another secondary TQue to

the lack of another option under the framework until 2020, most operations have targets under Well
governed TQ. Aftethe flexibility was extended in 2021, about a third of newhsigned SO already
claimed another source of secondary transition impact. In 2022 (until October), the majority of new
projects had a different secondary TQ and the first four projects with Indieessecondary transition were
signed. Figurel3)

6.3.1. Well-governed emerging results

122. There are some emerging results in Weljoverned but many expected targets are delagd. Given
the relatively recent addition of other secondary TQSYellgoverned is the only secondary TQ where
results targets would have been expected for the projects signed in the first half of the evaluation
period. This evaluation reviewed the interhanonitoring for all projects signed in the first three years of
GrCF implementation (201€L8), for which their WG targets were generally supposed to have been
achieved by 2021 or earlier. Of these 15 operations, only six have reported achieving at leawsd of

their WG targets. Implementation delays are the main reason for rachievement so far, so it is
possible that more will still be achieved. One project had no targe¥9@67 Belgrade Green Boulevarjl
and one was cancelled after signingt9483 Minsk VK). Reported results achieved include the following:

Successful private sector participation by introducing Energy Performance Contrad®309
Chisinau Building$ and through majority private ownership of a new district heating company
(49407 GrCF- Banja Luka District Heating

Signed Public Service Contrac49161 UKT Tirana Water Company, 49407 Banja Luka District
Heating, 49437 Lviv Solid Wasté

Cost reductions 49407 Banja Luka District Heating 49366 Varna Climate Resilience Infra
Projec?

Tariffincreases 49559 Sofia Electric Buses Acquisitioh

(For detailed evidence for this finding seAnnex 11)
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6.3.2. Private sector participation

123. Theobjective of private sector participation has not been a strong focus in GrCF within the
context of general weakening of this objective in public sector project®rivate sector participation

(PSP) in the public sector, and especially the MEI ss#ctor, uised to be one of the pillars of the

transition concept operationalisation. This strategic orientation was gradually become less important in
operations even before the transition concept change in 2018.With the change to understanding
transition throughthe lens of six Transition Qualities, it was still possible to operationalise the elements
of private sector participation but it was not central to the approach to transition. While the first GrCF in
20186, still under the old transition system, containeé benchmark for PSP (Effective private sector
participation through incentivebased outsourcing or management contracts), the translation of
framework monitoring to the new T®Qased system removed without replacing this benchmark. The
second extension othe framework in 2021 introduced a benchmark for PPP contract or concession
award under the secondary TQ Competitive, which addressed the possibility of private sector
participation through urban PPPs. Overall, five of 66 GrCF projects have been idedtdi® having PSP
objectives4 Two of these report results in this area (see above). The PPP achieved in 2021 in Egypt
was a dry port in the city of 8 October 61830 GrCF2 W2- Project Gooseg.

6.3.3. Access to financial markets

124. As of the second GrCF, the GrCP ha®rked to help cities access local capital markets. This

represents not only transition ambition but also potential for financial additionality at programme

level. The second GrCF in 2018 brought new attention to helping cities access capital beyond publi

finance. It committed to developing the tools and skills they might need to attract private green

i nvestments, particularly in | ocal capital mar ket
eligible SO transactions that now included bondsnad support to develop cities
Roadmaps for attracting finance for green investments. At this point a new transition objective for the
framework was added under Weljoverned: Develop green finance roadmaps in 4 cities to address the

key elements required to access green finance markets, including green bonds. However, with the

following extension in 2020, the objective of developing Green Finance Roadmaps development was

moved under TQ Resilient, to be pursued at SO level and its framewerlel ambition abandoned. This

extension also added a further benchmark under TQ Resilient for SO that improve access to new

sources of financing or funding, including fully commercial bank debt, new access to bond markets or

the introduction of land value cature.

125. There has been some limited progress on access to finance so far. One Green Finance Roadmap
was developed and a municipal bond was recently issuedhe preparation of a Green Finance
Roadmaps (GFR) was initiated based on the agreement between ttenB and the Green Climate Fund
(GCF) for support to Gr e d@hisGCHKambng sthe(contponergsrincludéedt i e s
funds available for roadmaps to address the financial barrier of underdeveloped local capital markets.
The GFR objective it build the capacity of participating municipalities to address the key elements of
accessing green finance markets including green bonds. They should develop the skills that cities need
to attract private sector finance for green investments. According the Facility Agreement, the

roadmaps should include readiness assessments, tools and implementation plans to enable cities to
access green finance. One GFR has been completed so far. In 2021 Tirana, Albania became the first
and only city so far with with a GFR was develope(Box4). Moreover as of 2021 two projects have

been signed with TQ Resilient objectives to pursue new financial instruments for cities: The aim of the
51599 Izmir Metro Project lllis to support thedevelopment of a land value capture model and identify

47 See e.9.CS/AU/14-11: EvD Special StudyPrivate Sector Participation in Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure Projects
48 47582 GrCF- Thilisi Solid Waste; 47899 GrCFChisinau Buildings; 49407 GrCFBanja Luka District Heating;
49437 GrCF- Lviv Solid Waste; 51294 GrCF2 W-Sarajevo Pulic Transport Part 2
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and earmark specific revenues from relevant commercial /real estate activities. In tB8815 Project
Kasbah the Bank supported the issuance of the first bond by a local authority in Morocco.

Box4: Green Finance Roadmap Tirana

The GFR for Tirana was initiated in 2021 after the Tirana GCAP was completed in 2018.

The GFR was developed to help improve the m
sources of green finane, particularly from the private sector.

The consultant framed the GFR within five components: Green Finance is the core component. It
supported by two technical sector components, Green Buildings and Green Infrastructure, and twq
enabling componentsFinancial Reporting and Green Indicators Monitoring. The GFR, one of the K
outputs, was complemented by several technical reports and capacity building sessions.

Green Green Green Financial Green
Finance Reporting Indicators

- Monitoring

The GFR is organised under three outcome areas, and for each outcome area there areityrior

recommendations (15 in total) to be delivered to catalyse a pathway towards scalgu public and
private finance for GC development.

i Advancing green finance recommendationsnclude improvements to the consolidated financial
statements of the municipaity with audits to prepare for a creditworthiness assessment in orde
to obtain a credit rating and a future bond issuance for green projects.

i Strengthening capacities and systemsncludes incorporating green and climate criteria for
project planning and ludgeting.

i Scaling up green solutionsncludes expanding green infrastructure through policy and incentive
and building energy efficiency in the municipality.

Insights from developing the first GFR:

TAdapting to the city0s impementatiort Vhe iaitaldl oR poovet ®oK
ambitious in some respects for the readiness of the city and the political and regulatory contex|
A more detailed preassessment could be made in the future to tailor expectations to the contex
In the case ofTirana the issue was alleviated through a collaborative inception phase between
EBRD and the consultants to adjust the GFR methodology and components to the situation ar
needs. For example, the Monitoring, Reporting and Verification component was addet] the
financial reporting component was appropriately revised.

i Future GFR assignments should involve nationddvel entities early on. Depending on the
specific country context, some of the GC developmemrtated aspects of responsibility,
regulations, gending decisions, etc. come under the authority of upptvel government,

i Broadening stakeholder engagement might increase inclusion and ownershiftakeholder
engagement focused internally on the municipal staff. This could be broadened to benefit fram
broader range of perspectives including those of edzkneficiaries and those directly or indirectly
affected by the projects.

TEBRD and the consultants appreciated the n
including at senior political levels and identified this a key success factorThe municipal focal
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points were responsive and engaged. They actively adopted the role of intermediaries betwee
the consultants and the relevant municipal departments.

Efficiencies were gained from engaging the sae consultant on both assignments of the 2018
GCAP and GFRiein with the previously developed GCAP was an important link. The
municipality had a vision, green objectives and priority projects. The GFR assignment eventua
included elements of capacityuilding on green indicators monitoring as well that will enable th¢
municipality to more effectively monitor and report on the GCAP implementation and outcome
To maintain momentum and build on the process, the GFR could be provided to interested an
engaged cities that have recently completed the GCAP.

Source: Green Financing Roadmap Summary Report, AECOM 2022; Green Financing Roadmap, Tirana: Final Report, Lessons Learn
Report, AECOM 2022; interviews.

126. Sewral important horizontal initiatives and activities help information flow and knowledge,

internal and external stakeholder learning, and establishing connections among stakeholders across

all areas of operationsTo be o0cat al yt i c Gamrhemmust¢ffacdvelccorndcteranyt he pr
elements of the EBRD system to achieve synergetic effects inside and outside the Bank. This was

mentioned as a main GrCRttribute. The Board approval document for GrCF2 WII Extension 2 from
November 2021 Gtiesastn@envsrecogriséd as & l@ading player in city financing, with an

ever expanding programme comprising 53 suProjects, a growing network of Green Cities (now at 51)

and multiple tools for global outreach including an annual knowledge sharing everdgendance at

high profile climate events including COP and WUF, a Green Cities Officer (GCO) network and a

dedicated website www.ebrdgreencities.com. Moreover, the programme can harness the skills of the

SIG banking teams with their municipal finance exgence spanning more than 25 years and equally

the climate finance skdills of GECA (currently CSD

Impactful efforts of knowledge management

127. The GrCP brings new meaning to an historically strong, attractive portfolio of (mostly) MEI
operations. The Bak has substantial technical and financial expertise in this areaGrCP repackages

the elements of this expertise in a novel way that ultimately delivers synergetic effects from combining
strategic frameworks, investment projects, and a motivated change dit@n of local stakeholders to
implement them. During interviews the evaluation team met some initially sceptical EBRD bankers and
specialists who saw GrCP as rebranding old oplain
progressed and expanded, Banktaff better perceived and appreciated its systematic nature. An
effective central GC unit included a mix of bankers and environmental policy specialists. This was
subsequently expanded to include-eobility, digital/smart technologies and inclusion expéise among
others and created infrastructure and systems that effectively capture tacit and explicit knowledge
produced in the Bank and acquired externally. The knowledge is used to design new potential solutions
for a diverse group of municipal partnersrad clients who are keen recipients of and valuable
contributors to new information/ knowledge.

128. Direct engagement with municipal authorities on a strategic level means that the Bank has a

highif evel overview of the city 0nssthepdides andrggelatoryand nee
issues that help formulate relevant projectideasT he Bankds cruci al role in s
development of GCAP also helps establish trust and strong partnerships with municipal stakeholders.

49 BDS 21-140 Regional: Green Cities Framework & Window Il Extension 2
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This opens new opportunities foBank investments and for those by other financial institutions. One
banker pointed out, o0The Green City Programme r e
coll eague noted, ol nitial c-ckingexensisetisho omger@evam. mi g h
Gr CP provides good value for the Bankbo.

a
t

129. Internally the Bank created a core governance and organisational structure that effectively
manages information flows from bankers, technical and policy specialists, partner cities, consultants

and clients. It is used for internal monitoring and reporting and for monitoring city level impact and

shared across many channels, some of which have unrestricted access to programme data. The best
example of this iswww.ebrdgreencities.comTransparent disclosure of large volumes of information

about the GC methodology, approach, policy toolkit, GCAP approvals and public consultation events, GC
practice cases, events and resources enhances programme visibilitydastokes demand among
potenti al participants. I't also shows that the Ba
stakeholder engagement and disclosure of information about city approval and implementation of
GCAPs. As a fully publielynded initiative, GrCP is subject to few restrictions on disclosing sensitive

data.

130. Mayors of cities that are already GrCP members are also playing role of GC champions and

encouraging their peers to reach out to EBRIThis is especially true when mayors also lead tanal

associations of local authorities/mayors (case of Turkiye and Ukraine). There is evidence that city

leaders are eager to participate in GrCP events and that they find the association with the GC brand to

be very positive. There is always a possibjlthat programme patrticipation is used for political

dividends. However, aligning GCAP with both trigger and follow up investment projects creates
additional |l everage for a sustained prioritisatio

131. Like all hoizontal activities GrCP knowledge management is supported with donor fundify.

Compliance with the internal EBRD systems and requirements, including IT platforms and software,

puts certain limitations on filing and retrieving programme information interaly . EBRD&s | T ca
are currently being seriously reengineered to mat
one of a very few initiatives allowed to have a dedicated website. Its platform and design are more

advanced than the ebrd.com pldborm. This significantly improves user experience and the accessibility

of information. It is in fact far easier to find proactively disclosed information about GrCP externally than
internally. It should be noted that the evaluation team received all necry background information

from the GrCP team, which possessed the relevant skills and capabilities, always reacted promptly and

was very helpful. EvD found the programmeds infor
complete.

Effectivelearning loops and innovation

132.Gr CP provides good insights into the opportunit
learning and innovations.Evaluation has encountered various feedback loops in the GrCP design and
evidence of institutional larning based on reatime data/information from EBRD bankers and policy

experts, GCAP consultants, municipal stakeholders and external partners. The dual programme

leadership of banking and policy teams creates a good balance of practical actions, experitagon

and reflection on what has and has not worked. CS
policy elements and its constantly evolving approach, while bankers lead on managing relations with
municipal stakeholders and building a pipeline girojects aligned with GCAP priorities. All key decision
makers associated with the GrCP were very vocal a
internally and externally and indicated how internal thinking is going to address them.

50 Key donors include government of Japan, Austria, Taipei China, Sweden, Czech Republic, Poland, Korea, GCF and CTF
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133.The progrrapime dessx pansi on, the Bankds new i mpact
new EBRD strategic priorities (50 per cent of GET ABI, gender and inclusion, smart and digital solutions)
and Covidl9 resulted in a revised approach and methodology and expandedligy toolkit (see Section

6.1 for details). Finalised in October 2020, GCAP Methodology 2.1 created a stronger focus on (i)
resilience; (ii) gender equality, and (iii) economic and social inclusigrit was prepared on the basis of

the review of whatwork d or di d not work in the initial GCAP
the delivery of municipal services and mido longterm planning of green municipal investments. ICLEI,

one of the coauthors of the original methodology, did the review in thedt months of the pandemic

and delivered the results in July 20262 It included feedback from nine green cities that had nearly

prepared a GCAR Quickly delivered the review was nonetheless comprehensive and thoroughgoing. It
used a mixture of methods ad consulted a wide variety of stakeholders, although delivered fully

remotely due to lockdown.

134. Similarly, reflections and feedback loops are integrated into the various tools and instruments
used for advancing GCAP development and implementatiofror exanple the first pilot guidance of the
Smart Maturity Assessment included a review and enhancements based on feedback from the cities,
consultants and clients?# Connections with the recently established Digital Hub made it possible to
further expand opportuniies for applying smart and digital technologies to support cities as they realise
their ambitions to be green and climate resilient. Moreover, colleagues from the engineering, gender
equality and inclusion teams noted the iterations of their processes amiactices (such as the Gender
tag) in GrCF projects.

135.Consul tantsdé feedback is another pool of knowl e
and used for future actions.lt is delivered in the form of reports (explicit knowledge) and through

regular meetings with the GrCP team (tacit knowledge). All consultants produce Lessons Learned

Reports upon completing each GCAP. These contain useful material for future refinement femeex 9

with the synthesis of findings from the consultan

136. Learning and innovation at the city level is a primary objective of the GrCP. All activities

regarding the preparation, implementation andmonitoring of its execution are designed to provide

municipal authorities with new knowledge and skills from the reports of external consultants and from

EBRD Interviews with GCOs and some city leaders carried out for the deliype cases and attending

Gr events confirm that most stakeholders experience a steep learning curve. They also demonstrated

their readiness to teach others in the growing trend of horizontal exchanges where cities that have only
recently joined the programme visit others where GCARplementation is advanced. They can learn on

the ground about the specifics and challenges and how to overcome them (for example representatives

of two Kazakhstan GC visited I1zmir in autumn 2022). This was in addition to the field visits and

conferencesi n t he o0green citiesd of Western Europe (Stoc

137. The programme is constantly innovating and gradually adding new componentghe latest
components include the Green Cities Staup Innovation Challenge for companies that hawdeveloped
and deployed innovative solutions to achieve carbon neutrality in urban aread.aunched in

September 2022 by GrCP jointly with the EBRD Star Venture Programme, it announced the winners in
December 2022. This is another example of crosgepartmental collaboration enabled through the

GrCP core team that delivers solutions for partner cities to achieve their environmental objectives.

51 EBRD. Green City Action Plan Methodology, dbetr 2020.

52 ICLEI. Analysis of how EBRD can amend the EBRD Green Cities Approach to supporil®ayidis response.

53 Izmir, Yerevan, Thilisi, Tirana, Zenica, Lviv, Almaty, Chisinau and Amman.

54 This is SI@wide tool, rather than specific to GrCP.

55Infr anet post OTime to bepbdlinh:ovlahd oGr eCehma | Cietnigeesd , StNaorvie mber 2022. Se
https://intranet.ebrd.com/16155/time -to-be-bold-the-green<ities-start-up-innovationchallenge
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Proactive outreach and networking

138. The GrCP has substantially increased its outreach and networking agenda connectififferent

groups of municipal stakeholders from GCOs to mayors to CS@s the programme has reached more

cities across all regions of EBRD operations, its stakeholder engagement and outreach activities have
matured and expanded. This was also driven biyet dedicated expertise hired for the core GC team.

Stakeholder engagement and communication is at the heart of GCAP development. It hones to clearly

defined objectives and mechanisms, some of which are captured in the various internal and external
gudancesuch as OEBRD Green Cities Stakeholder Engage

139. GCOs play an important role steering the process of GCAP preparation, implementation and

moni toring on the municipality side as the main p
international/local consultants working on the plan.They facilitate relations with various municipal

teams, organise internal and public consultation meetings and provide annual reports on progress

achieved in GCAP implementation (see sectié? for details). This model was first tested in the very

first Thilisi GCAP and adopted as the key element of project governance at city level. GCOs are usually

public servants fran municipal administrations, although a dedicated GCO can be hired occasionally to
manage the process to fill an existing capacity gap. These positions are sometimes funded by the TC
provided by EBRD (case of Sarajevo).

140. The network of GCOs was created incber 2020 as the number of green cities was increasing
dramatically and required more internal coherenceCurrently there are members from all 35 cities
where a GCAP exists or is of being prepared. The network has an established action plan, participants
receive a bimonthly enewsletter with key programme updates from the cities, links to useful
documents, and highlights of past and forthcoming events organised either by the EBRD or by external
partners, where EBRD might facilitate GC participation. EBR@ds dedicated GCO events during

annual GrCP conferences and tries to celebrate their successes through awards.

141. Table3 summarises selected events organised or fattéted by the GrCP team in 2022. Some
focus on acquiring new skills and broadening the horizon of GCOs and municipal specialists by exposing
them to new solutions and technologies while others provide a platform for showcasing successful (or

failed)practc es from various green cities and | earning f

1 Online energy security workshop April 2022

2 GrCPevent at EBRD Annual Meeting (Marrakech, Morocco) May 2022

3 Online workshop on naturdased solutions June 2022

4 World Urban Forum (Katowice, Poland) June 2022

5 Online workshop on emobility September 2022

6 Online launch of Green Cities Stattp Innovation Challenge | September 2022

7 Green Cities Annual Conference (Vienna, Austria) October 2022

8 COP27 (Sharm EBheikh, Egypt) November 2022

Source: GrCP communications

142. The evaluationteanpar t i ci pated in two annual Gr CP confer
Annual Meeting in Marrakech. It demonstrated great interest and engagement and showed clear

evidence of peer learning and interest in more horizontal connections among mayors, municipal

officials, GCOs and external stakeholders and CSOs.
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143. GrCP also reaches out to a wide range of negpvernmental stakeholders who are very interested

in the climate change and environmental aspects of municipal development.ocal stakeholders are

usually engaged in the events in their own city or are invited to specific international events to

showcase their experience. At the EBRD Annual Meeting in Marrakech, the Green Cities event attracted
many CSOs and included city activists as panel members. There sangagement with regional and
international CSOs helping active citizens and local organisations to enhance their participation in the
decisiorrmaking and oversight of the activities of municipal and state authorities. Examples of

productive collaboratim with CSOs include the CEE BankWatch Network, which issued its own guide to
EBRDOds Green Cities for CSOs offering practical a
the municipality during the development and approval stages and during GCAP immaetation.

144 EBRDOGs approach to engaging with external stake
learned from other organisations, including other MDBsSome MDBs have used programmes like GrCP

to enhance green investments in cities but somewhatglected the role of stakeholder engagement,

which had consequences for the result (IADB caséjowever, intensive engagement and outreach, and
high-quality knowledge management that leads to institutional learning and continuous innovation

requires resouces that are not always available internally. Donor support is crucial for producing and
disseminating information and knowledge through various channels and ensuring incremental

improvement in programme activities, instruments and results.

145.Gi ven the programmeds overall objective of envi
implementation through municipal infrastructure, the overall objective was not expected to be

achieved by nowThis is therefore an interim evaluation of an ongoing programme that has only just
completed its first phase of growth. The evaluation has identified the characteristics that distinguish

this programme from other Bank frameworks and that have set it on tipath to successfully achieve its
objective. These include the design of the GCAP methodology, the combination of technical assistance

and investment, a new business model of cHgvel engagement, efficient internal governance and

constant learning that €ads to iterative improvements. There are also external factors of success that

are not fully within the Banké6s control but can b
noted some deficiencies in programme monitoring, which will preventribm making inferences about

the environmental impacts of GCAP implementation to substantiate future claims that it achieved its

overall objective if they are not addressed.

146. The programme brought climate mitigation and adaptation considerations to suppamplanning
cities in regions that have not been at the forefront of these efforts historicallyThis has been

especially important for secondary cities that have not been part of larger schemes and initiatives such
as the Covenant of Mayors or C40. Therge &n element of a demonstration effect that should be
harnessed and promotedo incentivise cities to join a programme such as GC. The programme does
this by dedicating resources to horizontal events for cities, by sharing experience, supporting the GCO
network and twinning events. While monitoring does not capture this and it is nearly impossible to
guantify in terms of green results, there is qualitative evidence that shows that these kinds of events
keep cities engaged and motivated in GCAP implementatio

147. There are many reasons to focus on cities in climate action. These include growing urbanisation
and population share, being one of the largest sources of carbon emissions and vulnerability to the
consequences of climate change. In the various contexia which EBRD works the illustrative case
studies show that the GrCP can deliver specific additional value here.
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Box5: GrCP contribution in the context of case study cities

Izmir: This large, developed city with extensive internal capacity can harness the programme
benefits and manage synergies with other strategic planning such as SECAP. Business and t
links to the EU ensure that climate considerations are on the politicalexgda. The high financial
additionality of EBRD investment is driven by the specific politigadonomic context. Sufficient
decentralisation supports independent decision making.

Sarajevo:ln a fragmented country with a complex governance structure that pents any
meaningful progress on EU accession climate commitments and harmonisation, strong politicg
leadership can deliver meaningful actions and commitments at the city (Canton) level. Low
internal administration capacity creates keperson risk and thee is the risk of losing political
ownership after a democratic change of leadership. Decentralisation together with complicateq
multitier governance necessitates sovereign guarantee. Within the context of GrCF Sarajevo i
one of the most successful citie in terms of number of EBRD investments.

Ulaanbaatar:Citizens recognize the great need for environmental improvement, which is a
political priority. Low internal capacity and high turnover of municipal staff means that the GCA
is not a living documentin the context of low donor coordination, large development partners
follow their own strategies in ong¢o-one with the central government and the UB municipality.
Mongolia is highly centralised and EBRD presence in the municipal sector is limited so far.

7. Insights and Recommendations

Key findings and insights

148. This interim evaluation finds that in its first five years of implementation the programme has

established a credible path to achieving its over
addressing environment al and climate change chall
transition results at citylevel,.The Bank proved its ability to conne

visions and directions, to offer relevant support ideveloping a roadmap of realistic and essential
actions and to provide financing for implementing the selected actions. However, the catalytic benefit
has not fully materialized yet and the upcoming phase will be key in delivering on the overarching
objective. An evaluation in 3 to 4 years is recommended. It will have to focus on the environmental
changes achieved and the transition results at municipal level.

How the Green Cities Programme is adding valu

149. The programme integrated climate mitigaion and adaptation considerations into the local

strategic context by informing and supporting urban planning in the regions and countries that have

not been at the forefront of these efforts historically.This has been especially important for secondary

cities that are usually not part of the larger schemes and initiatives such as the Covenant of Mayors or

C40. Demonstration effect of the programme has incentivised new cities to join and it should be

harnessed and promoted albeit with considerations abowiperational efficiency and resource
availability. The programmeds strong dwadadbnstratio
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effective horizontal activities, extensive pedp-peer learning opportunities and networking. The
programme monitoring des not capture this and it is nearly impossible to quantify in terms of green
results but qualitative evidence shows that these types of actions keep cities engaged and motivated in
developing and implementing their GCAP.

150.The Bank proved its ability to connect meaningf
to offer relevant support in developing a realistic and essential action pland to provide financing to

implement selected actions. This roadmap is then visible to many external stakeholders, including
potenti al investors, who might have a greater com
on the green investmenhprojects.

151. As the main GrCP tool the GCAP is well integrated into the existing strategic and legal framework.
In most cases, local ownership of the GCAP has been underpinned by guided, expertly supported
processes of technical assessment, public consultan and political deliberation. Nevertheless, these
processes and followon implementation depend on the powers delegated to municipal authorities and
the centrally imposed limits on municipal borrowing. Centralised governance models require that
national authorities be more involved.

152. Environmental and climate challenges are appropriately reflected in the priority policy and
investment actions identified. Lack of GHG emission monitoring might impede future monitoring of
implementation and integration intccity priorities that increasingly have emission targets.

153. By developing GCAPs the programme supports an analytical, comprehensive approach to the

c i t i enspathigmuaigpal infrastructure. The GCAP methodology developed in 2016 and refined in
2020 is elaborate and comprehensive and underpins programme implementation conceptually and
practically. Previous EBRD frameworks and programmes have not shown ssmphistication. The
programmeds key strength is the ability to connec
objectives with the provision of investment finance to implement actions. Both internal and external
stakeholders identified thislink between planning and investment as a key strength of the programme
and of the Bank as its main protagonist, contributing to its ability to facilitate concerted action. This
compares to initiatives by other MDBs that provide methodological support fities in developing

studies or strategic plans but that are not equipped to provide access to finance. While using
standardised methodology, municipalities can localise its toolkit to fit their context with the support of
the consultantsd there is room fa improvement, however.

154. The GrCP is a successful example of continuous learning and innovation achieved by connecting
participating cities b each other and with international expertise and centres of excellence in urban
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sustainable development. EBRD has a history of transititmtransition networking where countries of
operation can learn from one another. The GrCP offers a new level of egst, continuous connection
and learning for cities that are implementing similar actions in different contexts. Networks created
among different groups of stakeholders (i.e., mayors, GCOs) create new opportunities and are good
channels for promoting the @ ethos among peers. These activities represent significant programme
level nonfinancial additionality.

And how it could do moreé

155. The ambition is that the programme enhance its financial additionality at Programme level,

through bond issues and Green Finance Roadmaps. Whereas this potential exists piogress has

been limited so far. The second GrCF introduced more ambition of the Programme on facilitating éities
access to finance, especially beyond public sourc
proceeds and introduced Green Finance Roadmaps. Issuing green or sustainabiliked bonds

structured by the use of proceeds based on a GCAP or lidke KPIs based on the GCAP would be a

great programme achievement. It would establish the GCAP as a platform for impact investors and

directly link the source of its nodinancial additionality (GCAP) to financial mobilisatioDeveloping
programmelevelf i nanci al additionality is closely t-ied to
wide catalyst

156. In the next phase, more effort willberequite t 0 ensure that the municip
knowledge to implement, monitor, evaluate GCAP and plan its future iterati@me consistent and

ongoing Capacity building requires more robust localisation to respond to the real needs of municipal
authorities and to fill the gaps in their capabilities:

How the Green Cities Programme is adding valu

157. The programme has been leading the way from mainstreaming green actions to a systemic
approach to the green transition within the Bank. While it was initiated within the framework of the
initial GET appr aasgmand strategy were alrgadysspeareading the new
approach described in GET 2.1. It involves not only alignment with the Paris Agreement commitments,
but also enhanced policy action and structuring operations in specific thematic areas promoting
environmentspecific integration across targeted sectors.

158. The 2020 extension of the framework represented a steghange in how GrCP integrates SCF
priorities. The GCAP methodology revision in 2020 was prompted by the accumulated lessons of the
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first years of implementation and by the Cowitld pandemic, which demanded support to strengthen
citiesd r e-cuitidg prortiesevere irCorpomted at the pragmme-evel, rather than at SO
level, making them integral part of the GCAP development process. They became part of the city
strategy, policy, and investment actions, not just in operations financed by the EBRD. Crisis response
and resilience capabilitiesare particularly important in many green cities given the ongoing war on
Ukraine and its implications for many neighbouring countries.

159. Several crises have affected the programme, includj a global pandemic that required a very
dynamic response and altered support offer to ensure that municipal stakeholders have the essential
tools to strengthen their resilience. The evidence shows that the programme was successful in
demonstrating agiliy and taking a preactive approach to crises and incorporating the resulting lessons
into its own methodology. Extensive internal and external networks and a pool of consultants were
harnessed effectively to design and offer relevant solutions. In the ceint context of significant crisis
created by the war on Ukraine, the GrCP is quite able to serve as the basis for reconstruetitated
priorities in Ukrainian cities and for the challenges facing cities in affected countries.

160.The strength of the programme from the citieso
strategic planning with access to investment finance. This has practical relevance for EBRD banking
teams, which emph as iestablishirty a cradiBld\gmhéline ofvpaténtiabinvdstnent

projects. In this way, the programme has introduced a new business model that shifts from projects
responding to individual demand or need to a proactive approach of developing investment and policy

plans. The cities have already prioritised the GCAP actions, which are assessed on the basis of their
potential benefits and linked to wider strategic and environmental objectives to which they contribute.

This is a unique feature compared to implementingaditional stand-alone MEI projects. It also saves

some time and resources on the extensive project preparatory stage.

And how it could do moreé

161. The intention and @sign for sector integration within the programme has not yet fully materialised

in practice and is the next milestone in its systemic approach to GHhe GrCF SO have been almost

entirely within the MEI suksectors so far; only one energy distribution pject has been signed. Further
integration of renewabl e and urban energy project
catalysing additional GET investment should be realised. There is as yet no strong indication that the

GrCP is increasing GHiivestment in the Bank rather than continuing existing strong MEI GET delivery

and consolidating it under the Programmeg
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162. The first five years of programme implementation can be characterised as its initial phase that

was dedicated to establishing and promoting it and its growth within the regions and to new cities.

EBRD patrticipation in GCAP implementation has been &sing, while the Programme growth so far

has been enabled through expansion to more green
countries of operation (fitting the criteria) can benefit from GrCP participation, the expectations for the

next phase as expressed by the programmeds | eader

Programme to increase its focus on further implementation in participating cities and identify the
enablers for translating GCAP priority actions into investnt projects. This could be greatly assisted if
EBRD were to participate in implementing GCAP policy actions, whereas currently it is centred largely on
investments. The existing intention for GCAP policy implementation should be backed by sufficient
funding for norttransactional policy projects

163. The programme has succeeded in building an unparalleled internal ecosystem connectiaghking
and climate strategy functions with various policy and delivery departments across all regions of Bank
operations. It dedicates resources for strategic planning, management, monitoring and reporting,
stakeholder engagement and learning, enabled bysamall inter-departmental core team and involving a
larger group of irfhouse experts on a regular basis, under the guidance of MD/Directerel Steering
Group. It manages to overcome Banrkide system and process limitations thanks mainly to the
generous sipport of donors and relative autonomy due to its (citgd) nature. It has reinvented
traditional Bank functions and higkquality expertise through connections and synergies and its agile
delivery model reacts quickly to a very fluid environment. It sugses previously developed and
implemented frameworks in the Bank. But further improvements are required to ensure greater and
continuous local ownership and the localisation of a standard approach by better use of53ed
bankers and climate policy expestwho are key in managing relations with municipal, national and
other incountry stakeholders!

164. The frameworkds current transition impact moni
programmeds s i z edoesmnd pravidermaiat irdonn@atéon on thé outcomes and impact

along the benchmarks agreed with the Impact team at the owds This concerns especially the lack of

data collection on the achievement of verifiable targets of GCAP actions. In addition, the design of the

t

transition monitoring has not been updat alijnett o r ef

policy adion is not at all reflected in programme TI monitoring and reporting. If left unchanged, the
current approach will not yield the necessary data and analysis to substantiate the eventual
achievement of green transition results or the overall objective afgificant environmental change at
municipal level. The intentions for an endf-GCAP assessment and folloup are not currently specified
but this would be one way to close the existing monitoring g&p
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Two strategic recommendations

165. Recommendation 1. Strengthen the catalytic function of the programme and synergies across
sectors to derive maximum value from the prioritisation exercise through deepening GCAP
implementation with followon investments, including in the eargy sector, and accompanying policy
action. Policy action implementation requires netmansactional TC funding and a framewotlevel
benchmark to track it, which does not exist currently.

166. Recommendation 2.In the next extension of the framework to be braglt to the Board for

approval, the GrCP should clarify the ambition of providing support to cities in financial mobilisation
through Green Finance Roadmaps and municipal/ green bonds. If the experience of GrCF2
implementation shows that its objectives inhis area are not attainable for contextual reasons, this
should be specified. If the ambition of GrCF2 is still in place for the future of the programme, support to
cities in financial mobilisation should be enhanced. This should be supported by articuigtframework
level targets for this aspect of the programme to facilitate future accountability.

Two operational recommendations

167. Recommendation 3.Enhance the localisation of the approach to GCAP development and
implementation by optimising the use of R@ased inhouse expertise (bankers and climate strategy

and delivery specialists) and consultants, including local consultants, and through tailored continuous
capacity building actions matching the cityds ini

168. Recommendation 4. To enable the programme to translate its implementation and delivery into

credible narratives of successful Green transition, substantial improvement in its transition monitoring

and reporting will be needed. This in the firstinstance meangd i veri ng on the progr e
commitments under the current transition monitoring framework to provide adequate reporting on the
Bankds transition mandate. I n the next steps, t he
transition monitoring franework in line with its increased ambition in GrCF2.

Possible actions which could be considered for implementing recommendation 4 include:

Consolidate Tl reporting into a single report and deliver adequate data and narrative reporting on
the TQ Green berumarks for the next round of Tl reporting (September 2023), including progress
on GCAP verifiable targets and meaningful reporting on the overall programme objective.

Better integrate the Impact team representative into the core GC team to ensure thatoejng
quality corresponds to the intended substance o
and importance.

Consider incorporating new programme objectives/benchmarks to support the expanded
ambitions in urban resilience and crossutting priorities.

Incorporate citylevel progress updates. For each new (follesn) suboperation with a city provide

a one to twepage annex summarising citlevel progress in the GrCP, including on GCAP action
implementation, on the verifiable targets and GCAibjectives achieved, on environmental

impacts where relevant and on implementation challenges and opportunities.

Clarify the intentions and resources for enrdf-GCAP impact assessments and intentions for cities
at the end of their GCAP timeline in the negktension of the GrCF.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1.0verview of Green Cities frameworks

The initial Green Cities framework (GrCF, 48171) was approved by the EBRD Board of Directors in
November 201656 The totalhead oom approved for the GrCF was 0250
five years. While its geographical coverage was all EBRD countries of operations, the framework
intended to focus on Caucasus, Moldova and Belarus in the first instance, and further roll tmut

Western Balkans. The subperations (SOs) were to consist of sovereign and r@sovereign loans to
governments, municipalities, municipal owned utility companies and private companies providing
municipal services. The use of proceeds of the SOs were istyeents within municipal infrastructure
sectors, which also addressed climate change mitigation or adaptation. The framework included
specific eligibility criteria, and the requirements of process and standards were stipulated for all SOs. It
also introduaed the following definition of a Green City, based on the purpedeveloped Green City
methodology, developed by ICLEI/OECD.

Box6: Green City definition

A Green City is a city which shows high environmental performance relativedtablished
benchmarks in terms of iguality of environmental assets (air, water, land/soil and biodiversity),
ii) efficient use of resources (water, energy, land and materials) and iiijtigating and adapting to
risks deriving from climate change, whilenaximising the economic and social cbenefits and
considering its context (population size, soceconomic structure and geographical and climate
characteristics).

Source: Green Cities Framework (GrCF) BDSIF

The strategic context of the GrCF wd#&mly rooted in the context of climate change and the
comprehensive need for scaling up financing for adaptation and mitigation investments he

framework document noted the significant environmental impact of cities, which reportedly account for
70% of energy use and 80% of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, as well as being the sources of air and
water pollution and waste generation. Targeted investment with environmental benefits on cities could

contribute to delivering eabedivecas pentherPsrié agreemeritmat e ¢
Internally, the framework was presented as an instrument of the GET approach, noting that investments
in cities are seen asGEal Gkeywedmwsdnnel of deliverin

The GrCF introduced a new systematic approach prioritising investment at city level, underpinned

by the development of Green City Action Plans (GCAPEhe approach to implementation is tied to the
development of a GCAP by each participating City, a conditionality for each City joining the GrCF. The
engagement with a City typically starts through ¢t
of which the municipal authorities commit to the development and adoption of a GCAP. The EBRD

supports the development of the GCAPs through consultéee financed by technical cooperation (TC)

funds. The consultants carry out baseline diagnostics using a set methodology, identifying priority
environmental issues to be tackled. Based on the diagnostics, the consultants support the city in
articulatingthe Ci t yds vision, strategic objectives and p

56 BDS16207
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clear targets for achieving environmental improvements, and lists the key programmes to address the
priority areas, identifying priority investments and policy actis. The GCAP is approved and adopted by
the appropriate municipal authorities. The aim is that after the initial investment, subsequent projects

will be driven by the GCAP priorities, and may be financed from a variety of sources, including the
municipal budget, other IFIs or commercial lenders, including through municipal bond issuance. The
GCAP methodology was prepared for the Bank by the CSO Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI)
and OECD.

A GreenCity Approach is anintegrated, mui e ct or process whereby a

challenges are periodically identified, prioritised and addressed through targeted investments and
services, regulations and other relevant policy instruments withtheatimo enhance t h

environmental performance in a cosgfficient and financially sustainable manner, while at the same
time seeking to maximise the economic and social dmenefits .

Source: Green Cities Programme Methodology, EBRD 2016

Theoverallobj ecti ve articulated i n the {widecatdlystfor a me wor k
addressing environment al chall engesd at the City
were based on the pre2016 Transition Impact (TI) conceptThe owrall GrCF objective was to achieve
significant environmental improvement in at least one priority environmental challenge for each GrCF
country of implementation, by the end of the framework (5 years). The transition objectives of the
framework were articllated based on the pre2016 Tl concept. The key transition expectations included

i) improved framework for markets, through the implementation of GCAPs, but also public service

contracts (PSCs) and tariff reforms; ii) demonstration of new replicable belmaw and activities,

expected to demonstrate how the implementation of GCAPs can help address core environmental
challenges in a cos#fficient and financially sustainable manner; iii) demonstration of successful
restructuring, through TC delivery of corpate development programmes (CDPs) and Financial and
Operational Performance Improvement Programmes (FOPIPs), and iv) private sector participation,

through outsourcing and incentive based management contracts.

The Gr CFds rapid i mploweumfeamewark (GCR2, 30440 & 506¥4) being f o
brought for approval after two years, in October 20187 The initial framework was being rapidly

utilised, and a fast growing list of participating Green Cities started to emerge. The GrCF update

reported thatwithin 22 months of implementation the framework funds were mostly committed through

11 investment projects (0214m) in nine cities of
exceeding the available remaining headroom. Three GCAPs were completatatttime (Yerevan,

Thilisi, Tirana) with seven others under development. The new framework proposed a scafed
headroom of G700m for an expected duration of fur
similar instruments in the main municipal infistructure areas while addressing climate change and
environmental challenges.

GrCF2 was split into two implementation windows, with Window | dedicated to dmancing with Green

Climate Fund (GCFlT he al |l ocated headr oom f orofibaodngfromGOFd o ws
for Window | was anticipated to materialise through three tranches of Green Cities Facility (EBRD

FP) totalling 0228m, for concessional l oans (0180
into two Windows affected the eligility criteria for suboperations, whereby Window | was only open to

57 BDS18183
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operations in nine countrie& which had given their endorsement for the funding proposal. Window II
was open to operations in all CoOs. There were also some additional eligibility ¢ateed to the GCF
cofinanced operations.

The objectives of GrCF2 remained broadly consistent with GrCF, while pursuing enhanced ambition
through higher impact thresholds, strengthened GCAP methodology and facilitation of access to
finance. While the gereral approach of operations under GrCF2 remained rooted in the development
and implementation of GCAPSs to pursue significant environmental improvements at the City level, the
framewor k emhamdad elde \0.€Ohe aspect of thidbwas focosadd further
implementation of GCAP actions, with at least half of SOs being follmwprojects on existing GCAPs.

The methodology for GCAPs was also refined, introducing more attention to coherence with existing city
plans and strategies. It also improvethe process for stakeholder involvement and feedback loops in

the GCAP development. Another change was introdu

threshol dsdé6, which were made more stringento for
helping cities access capital beyond public finance. It committed to develop the tools and skills cities
might need to attract private green investments, particularly in local capital markets. As part of this

effort, the Bank would support selected ties in developing Green Finance Roadmaps for attracting
finance for green investments.

The transition rationale of GrCF2 was based on the Tased transition concept and targeted TQ

Green and Wellgoverned objectivesThe transition objectives of GrCF2exe articulated within the
Transition Qualities (TQ) framework. The key objectives on environmental improvements including policy
interventions were operationalised under TQ Green. TQ WeNerned comprised objectives around the
development and adoption 6CGAPs, as well as the strengthening of contractual and regulatory setups
at City level through PSCs and tariff reforms. The improved access to green capital markets and Green
Finance Roadmaps were also included under TQ Willverned. At this time the @insition objectives

and benchmarks of the original GrCF were also brought under the TQ framework and harmonised with
GrCF2, while the two frameworks continued to be monitored separately.

Both GrCF and GrCF2 were designed with additional TC support at fewmork, City, and project level,
and anticipated further subsidies through noATC grants and concessional financeAn important
element of the Green City approach is the significant amount of TC and further fi@ subsidies that
facilitate the viability ofthe GCAP approach and in some cases the affordability of the investments.

c
S

GrCF introduced framework | evel TC for GCAP devel

level GCAP manager position. In addition, similar to other SIG projects; prel pog- signing TCs

include support for feasibility studies, audits, gender advisory, PIUs, corporate development
programmes, CSO capacity building, as relevant. Nb@s in the form of grants would be provided for up
to one third of project costs for eligible jects. GrCF2 specifically introduced GCFoancing Window

but TCs and capex grants were to be used in bot
EBRD finance GrCF2 projected 0329m in additiona
capex grants, 039.5m in TCs). Notably, TC of 05

Roadmaps was added under GrCF2, with the expectation of four Roadmaps to be developed.

In February 2020 the majority of EBRD finance allocated for Window | (Wvas reallocated to Window

NWI»®The reall ocation of 0217m from W to WII was
Wi . At this point, no projects under W had been

approved) signed under WII with a pipeline which indicated thattheadroom in WIl would soon be
exhausted. The reason given for the underutilisation of Wl was the relatively later effectiveness of the
GCF facility, which did not become operational until second half of 2019. There was however an

58 Albania, Armenia, FYR Macedonia, Georgia, Jordan, Moldova, Mongolia, Serbia and Tunisia
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expectation that with fuure framework extensions further funds would be allocated to dmancing with
GCF.

An extension of GrCF2 in October 2020 added 0950m
introducing changes in the GCAP methodolod¥. This extension of Window Il was to beplemented

within the original timeframe of the GrCF2, by the end of 2023. Likewise, the eligibility criteria for-sub
operations of Window Il remained unchanged, while new use of proceeds were added, including nature

based solutions, climate resilience,anewables, smart solutions and urban regeneration. The extension

also described the effects of the Covid19 pandemic on the approach to the programme, manifested in

the revisions of the GCAP methodology to include a risk and vulnerability assessment, cenattbn of

gender equality and economic inclusion, consideration of the-benefits from green investments, a

smart maturity assessment, and consideration of Just Transition where appropriate.

The programme also extended its flexibility with respect to thappropriate counterpartyd while

initially the programme worked with municipalities which had sufficient autonomy to enact the GCAP, it

had now started to also work with alternative | ev
centralisation/ decentralisation makes it relevant, such as at regional or even central level; the cases of

Egypt and Moldova were provided as examples of this approach.

The extension changed the transition ambition of the framework: only TQ Green remained in
framework-evel focus, while secondary TQ options were extended for SOs with no framework level
targets. The main framework level transition objective of significant environmental change in each
country of GC operation through the implementation of GCAPs remained in placgar TQ Green.
However, the secondary Wedjoverned TQ, which until now was universal for all SOs, was made optional
0 each SO can choose between Wejbverned, Resilient, Competitive and Inclusive, depending on the
nature of the project. The secondary quiéy therefore ceased to have any framewoikvel ambition,

and would only be tracked at SO level. Notably, this means that the development of Green Finance
Roadmaps, initially under Weftoverned and with framework target of four Roadmaps developed, has
now been moved under Resilient and has no target.

In November 2021 a second extension to GrCF2 Window Il (53170) was approved, with a headroom of

a 2, 0 G:0MNile approved with its own project document as opposed to an addendum t&CG2, this

extension represented and additional headroom to Window I, still to be implemented within the

timeframe of GrCF2 by the end of 2023. There were relatively minor changes in the implementation

prospects; the anticipated investments now specificglimention guarantees, in addition to loans and

bonds; eligibility was lowered for cities over 50k population (from 100k previously), and GCAPs now
specifically mention a |ink to countries®6 NDCs. T
availablehea dr oom of the frameworkds both Windows (01, 6
need for such significant extension was explained by the existing pipeline of projects, as well as the

expansion of the framework operations to the power sector and umm&PPs.The implementation of this

second extension is not within the scope of this evaluation.

60 BDS18183 (Addendum 14)
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Annex 2.Green Cities frameworksd comparison of key characteristics

Window Il

GrCF GrCF2 GrCF2 extension of WII (GrCF2 | GrCF2 extension2 (GrCF2)
BDS16207, November 2016 BDS18183, October 2018 1) BDS21-140, November 2021
BDS18183 (Addendum 4), February 2020 BDS18183 (Addendum 14), (implementation out of scope of the
October 2020 evaluation)
Headroom & d250m d700m 0950m for Wind¢cd2,000m for Windoy
Financing plan
Wi Wil W W
EBRD i250(C | EBRD @350 1350 EBRD 0950 EBRD 2,0
Donor concessional Up to GCF concessional 0180 Concessional 0119 m
loan loans finance and grants Concessional 0250
Donor capex GCF capex 0301 TC 038 finance and grants
Donor TC Expected, not | GCF TC 0181 Local contribution 0171 TC a80
quantified| | Donor concessional 08n a1, 2 Local contribution 0360
Local contribution Expected, nol | loans m a2, 6
quantified| | Donor capex 021 050 m
DonorTC 06. 5 a15
Local contribution 0601 ad60
TOTAIlbefore
reallocation 0674 0475
Reallocation Feb 042170 +0217
2020 0133 0567
EBRD
Reallocation in February 2020
0217m of EBRD finance

Instrument

Sovereign andhon-sovereign loansto
governments, municipalities, municipal
owned utility companies and private
companies providing municipal services.

Sovereign and norsovereign loansto
governments, municipalities, municipally
owned and private companies, and other
sovereign entities together with bonds.
Some loansin LCY.

No change

Loans, bonds, and guaranteesto
sovereigns, state owned enterprises,
municipalities, municipal owned utility
companies, private companies, and
other sovereign entities.

Some loansin LCY.

Use of proceeds

Investments falling within themunicipal
infrastructure sectorsof urban transport,
including street lighting and automated
fare collection, district heating, water

and wastewater, solid waste or energy

Cover the mairmunicipal infrastructure areas
including district energy (both cooling and
heating), water and waste water, solid waste
management, lowcarbon and climate resilient
buildings (public am residential), urban

Cover thecore urban sectorsof
urban transport, water and
waste water, solid waste
management, district energy,

street lighting and lowcarbon

Cover thecore urban sectorsof district
energy, energy distribution, lowarbon
and climate resilient buildings, nature
based solutions, solid waste
management, street lighting, urban
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efficiency in public buildingsaand
addressingclimate change mitigation
and adaptation

transport, street lighting, automatic fare
collection and metro rolling stock and
infrastructure and, where it makes sense,
green smart solutionsand addressclimate
change mitigation or
local environmental chdlenges

and climate resilient buildings.
Beyond this, it will alsseek to
promote areas which have been
less prominent to date,
including nature based
solutions, more effective
integration of climate
resilience/adaptation (including
flooding), renewables, smart
solutions and urban

transport, urban drainage or water and
wastewater. Within these sectors also
continue to promote efective
integration ofresilience/adaptation
(including flooding), renewables,
digital, circular economy, urban
regeneration gender and inclusionand
crowdingin the private sector.Low
carbon and renewable powewill be
further emphasised.

regeneration GCAPs clearlyo addressing city
specific priority climate and
environmental challenges and the clea
link to Nationally Determined
Contributions (06NI
CoOs All CoOsstarting inCaucasus, Moldova | WI:Albania, Armenia, FYR Macedonia, Georgii No change No change
and Belarus ) and rolling out to the Jordan, Moldova, Mongolia, Serbia and Tunisig
Western Balkans other regionswithin WII:All CoOs
the Bankdés remit o
Eligibility - GET - GET No change No change exceptities w/ population

- Eligible sectoror climate change
mitigation/adaptation

- Covenant onGCAP with the City

- Addressing a GCARentified priority
environmental challenge in all
subsequent investments

- EU environmental standards, or
reducing pollution or GHG by at least
15%, or energy efficiency improvemen
by at least 15%, or promoting climate
change adaptation

- Eligible sectorand climate change or local
environmental challenges

- Minimum level of concessionality

- Covenant on GCAP with the City in trigger
investment

- Addressing a priority environmental
challenge per GCAP in all subsequent
investments

- Specific impact thresholds

A Mitigation projects: reduce GHG by at
least 20% or improve EE by at least 20%

A Adaptation projects Climate Resilience
Benefit Ratioof at least 10%

A Environmental impacts outside of CC: EU
environmental standards, oreducing
pollution or GHG by at least 20%, or
energy efficiency improvement by at least
20%

- Cities of population >100k

GCF specific:

>50k
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- Target CC impacts

- Investment cost per tonne of CO2 eq.
reduced below G0 50 /
projects in all sectorsother than urban
transport

Objective Overarching aim Serve as asectorwide | Overarching aim Serve as asectorwide Aim: Serve as asectorwide
catalyst for addressing environmental catalyst for addressing environmental catalyst for addressing
challengesat the City level challengesat the City level environmental challengesat the
City level Overall objective To help Green Cities
Overall objective Primary objective to scale up their green ambitions and
To achieve asignificant environmental To achievesignificant environmental Overall objective To help Green | achieve significant environmental
improvementin at least one priority improvementsand promote the Green Cities to scale up their green improvements
environmental challengefor each of the | transition quality within the targeted cities. ambitions andachieve
GrCF countries significant environmental
Implementation objective improvements
Implementation objective At least half of dl SOs to be followon Implementation objective
At least 50% of all verifiable targets in all| transactions under GCAPSs. At least half of transactions (under
GCAPs achieved within 5 yrs. Implementation objective GrCF2 and future extensions) are
At least half of transactions follow-on investments addressing
(under GrCF2 and future priority envirormental challenges
extensions) are followon identified in the GCAPs.
investments addressing priority
environmental challenges
identified in the GCAPs.
Transition Framework for Markets TQ Green Primary FWK level: TQ Green | Primary FWK level: TQ Green
objectives - GCAPs, PSCs, Tariffs - Environmental improvements - Environmental improvements | - Environmental improvements

Demonstration of new replicable

behaviour and activities

- Significant environmental
improvements

Demonstration of Successful

Restructuring

- CDPsFOPIPs

- Reduction of GHG or pollution, or
improved EE

- Policy interventions w/ environmental
benefits

TQ Wé-Governed

- Improve planning and supervision of green
activities through GCAPs

- Strengthen contractual and regulatory setup
(PSCs, tariffs)

- Access to green capital marketd Green
Finance Roadmaps

- Improve planning and
supervision of green activities
through GCAPs

Secondary SO level: selective

TQ Welboverned

- Tariff, PSCs, corporate
governance, procurement,
capacity building

TQ Inclusive

- Improve planning and supervisin of
green activities through GCAPs

Secondary SO level: selective

TQ Welboverned

- Tariff, PSCs, corporate governance,
procurement, capacity building

TQ Inclusive
- Inclusive policies/ practices, training,
capacity building
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Private sector participation
- incentive based outsourcing or
management contracts

Setting standards
- no specifics

- Inclusive policies/ practices,
training, capacity building

TQ Resilient

- Green Finance Roadmaps,
access to new sources of
financing, policy

TQ Competitive

- New technology,
restructuring, sustainable
land mgmt, capacity building

TQ Resilient
- Green FinanceRoadmaps, access to
new sources of financing, policy

TQ Competitive

- New technology, restructuring,
sustainable land mgmt, capacity
building, PPP contracts

ETI

80

70 baseline

75 for transactions that are (i) followon
transactions with a green cityand (ii) based on
a GCAP that explicitly ranks potential
investments on the basis of greening impact
and (iii) where the project is a top priority in this
quantitative GCAP prioritisation

70 baseline

75 for transactions that are
follow-on transactions with a
Green City that (i) addresses
priority environmental challenge
identified in @
meet an ambitious predefined
green impact thresholdor (ii)
promotes and helps

implement ambitious priority
policy actions, as identified in
the GCAP.

No change

TC

Fwk level

- GCAP & Policy Dialogued 3 0 0 k |
city

- GCAP managed 0 2 7 5 k

SO level

Presigning

-Feasibility Study

- Audit and restatement of financial
account s ; 025k pe

Postsigning

- Gender Advisory Services Programme
0 1 0300k per SO

- Project Implementation Support;
0 3 0500k per SO

Fwk level

- GCAP & Policy Dialog@@d 300k per

- Annual City GreerCities Networking evend
0150k

SO level

Pressigning

-Feasibility Study; @

- Audit and restatement of financial accounts;
025k per SO

-Gender Advisory Ser-v
300k per SO

Postsigning

- Trigger investments TC to
formulate GCAPs

SO level

Presigning

- Projectpreparation: to
develop an affordable, cost
effective and bankable
investment programme;
including, financial, technical,
environmental (eg. energy
audits), social, and gender
and economic inclusion
aspects as appropriate

- Trigger investments TC to formulate
GCAPs

SO level

Pressigning

- to develop affordable, cost effective
and bankable investment
programmes including, financial,
technical, environmentalsocial,
gender and economic inclusion
aspects as appropriate. In addition,
where applicable, PPP Advisory
support TC will be utilised, in close
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- Corporate Development, City Support
and Stakeholder Participation

Programmes; 0350k
-Civil Soci ety Cap
250k per SO

Technical Assistance and Capacity Building,
0 3 5 Opér citfy? Not cleay
Project | mplementat:i

SO
Green Finance Roadmaps 0500k p
Civil Soci ety Cagpkaci

(per city? Not cleay

Postsigning

- project implementaton
support;

- capacity building support to
build the capacity of city
administrators and key
stakeholders (such as
through CDPs and FOPIPs),

- promoting economic
inclusion, equal economic
opportunities for all genders,
Just Transition,

- civil society and stakholder
engagement capacity building
support;

- Green Finance Roadmaps

coordination with the PPP Unit within
SI3P

Postsigning

- project implementation support;

- capacity building supprt to build the
capacity of city administrators and
key stakeholders (such as through
CDPs and FOPIPs);

- promoting economic inclusion, equal
economic opportunities, Just
Transition;

- civil society and stakeholder
engagement capacity building
support;

- GreenFinance Roadmaps if
applicable

NonTC

Some of the subprojects under the GrCF
are envisaged to benefit froomon-TC
grants by up to onethird of the total
project cost

GCFo EBRD Funding Proposal 086 Green
Cities Facilityl2 (GGEBRD FP)
(Loans/Grants)

Green City Infrastructure Investment (Grants

Energy Efficiency and Sustainable Cities in
the Neighbourhood
Sida

Guarantee Fr ame

As appropriate to address
affordability issues, externalities
or compensate for the costs

of achieving higher stadards to
deliver transformative climate
change

mitigation and adaptation
outcomes

As appropriate to address affordability
issues, externalities or compensate for
the costs of achieving higher standards
to deliver transformative climate
change mitigationand adaptation
outcomes

o e 2T D GED G G

65



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

Annex 3.GrCF portfolio analysis

NB: All data in this annex originates from DW_Banking_Operational dataset as available on the EBRD
Tableau server at time of preparation of this report, unless stated otherwisgnalysis by EvD.

Data valid atmonth end October 2022

While the implementation of the second extension of the second Green Cities framework Windéw 11
(FwkID 53170), Board approved November 2021, is not within the scope of this evaluation, the
portfolio analysis includes the relevant data from this extension for completeness.

Data comprises the following frameworks:

Name of fwk Board Approval FwkID

Green Cities GrCF Now2016 48171
Green Cities 2- Window | (GCF) GrCF20 WI Oct2018 50440
Green Cities 2- Window I GrCF20 Wl Oct2018 50674
Green Cities 2 (GrCF2)Window Il Extension GrCF21 Oct2020

Green Cities 2- Window Il Extension 2 GrCF22 Now2021 53170

Annual business volumes

By the end of October 2022, Green City frameworkse port ed G1. 96bn of ABI in
I nfrastructure operations, of -sedior. GiCFaperaions G61. 88 bn
represented an increasing share of MEI ABI over the perio@rCF was approved in November 2016,

and the framework generated ver 010m ABI before the end of the
year ABI in 2017 was over @4d46d befODhe Tobiagi moreg

2019 the GrCF ABlI dropped to 0147m anBlrosedsocover ed
record volume of over 0800m. The majseator,whyjchwaE SOs
the sole contributor until 2021, when Transport and Energy SOs were signed, with one project in each
sub-sector. In 2018 GrCF operations alreadgpresented over a quarter of MEI ABI. After a drop in this

ratio in 2019 and recovery in 2020, the share of GrCF ABI rose to 60% of MEI ABI in 2021, and

remained at 63% of MEI ABI in 2022 at the end of October 2022.

62 BDS21-140: Regional: GreerCities Framework 2 Window Il Extension 2
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Sub-sector . MEI ABI share

40%

74%
96%

€724.1M 8% 27%

ABI - Reported Rates
ABI- Reported Rates

€4275M : oo 60%

63%

. 2022 data until October
2022 data until October

Investments

A total of 66 projects were signed assub-operations of the Green Cities frameworks, representing a
tot al i nvest me n tTodate,GRre havedéen tivd Gr@Ffranmewor@sGrCF (BA 2016,
OpID 48171) and GrCF2 which was split into two implementation Windows with individual OpIDs (BA
2018, 50440 & 50674). Window |l of GrCF2 was extended twice, the second extension in November
2021 was under a new OplID (53170). The frameworks represent a volume of investment (NCBI) of
01.89bn over -of@tossi gned sub

In addition to the suboperations of GrCFs, there were four projects signed, which the GC team
identifies as follow-on Green City investmentsThese projects outside of GrCFs represent two stand
alone projects (Gyumri Urban Roads, 46540; Chisinau Solid Waste, 47314) and two-splerations of
the Municipal Resilience Refugee Response Framework (48538)By the end of October 2022, these

four operations represented NCBI of over 032m.
Opld Board Approved Name Headroom
48171 2016 Green Cities 0250
50440 2018 Green Cities 2 Window | (GCF) 0133
50674 2018 Green Cities 2 Window |l 061,51
53170 2021 Green Cities 2 Window |l Extension 2 G2, 0C¢(

* after reallocation from WI to WII in February 2020
* after reallocation from WI to WII in February 2020, and with first Wil extension in October 2020

The generation of investment wunder the frameworKk
significantly accelerated in the most recent two years. The ABF 2021 and 2022 represents over

60% of the fr ame woTlh&kABbBrepditBd for 20R1randehe fir€l tkrémonths of 2022

was over 1. 23bn, or over 60% of t he ABI of al | G

63 Sub-operations: 50488 GAM Lagoon Remediation Projecnd 51044 GAM Solid Waste Crisis Responsél Shaer WTsSboth in Amman,
Jordan
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the entry of the Programra to new regions with a relatively small number of high value projects. This
relatively uneven distribution of the investment, highly concentrated towards the end of the time period,
means that large proportion of projects is still in signed status, prito disbursing. In terms of individual
projects, this means that 24 (our of total 66)
(53%) of the frameworksod G1.89bn NCBI

Figure16: GrCF investment (NCBI) split betweestages of project life cycle; at October 2022

Total NCBI Signed Disbursing Repaying
€1,888,905,950 €1,013,074,529 €519,906,634 €355,924,587
Number of projects 66 Number of projects 24 Number of projects 20 Mumber of projects 22
Number of countries 23 Number of countries 15 Number of countries 13 Number of countries 11

Figurel17: Green Cities NCBI by framework, number of operations and life cycle stage (2@022)

Framework Id Framework Name

48171 Green Cities - £239.6M

50440 Green Cities 2 - Window | (GCF) ! £€66.8M

50674 Green Cities 2 - Window |1 €1,217 6M
53170 Green Cities 2 - Window || Extension 2 _ €364.9M

£0M €400M £800M £€1,200M
NCBI

Life Cycle
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M Repaying
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2022 data until October

Figure18: Green Citieframeworks undrawn commitments as a share of NCBI (20162022)

Framework Id Framework Name
. Undrawn committment: €47 5M
48171 Gr Cit
s - Undrawn on NCBI: 20%
Und itt t: €62.3M
50440 Green Cities 2 - Window | (GCF) .u:d:x: o NCALS3%

=uera Green Ciies = Windew _
. - ) Undrawn committment: €328 .0M
- + W , 2
53170 Green Cities 2 Window [ Bxtension 2 _ Undrawn on NCEI: 90%

€0M  €200M  €400M  €600M £B00M €1000M  €1,200M
NCBI

2022 data until October
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Regional distribution

The largest region of GrCF investment has been Southern and Eastern Mediterranean (SEMED),

assuming 30% of GrCFs NCBI, followed Eastern Euragued Caucasus (EEC, 25%) and Sodfastern

Europe (SEE, 21%0.he largest region of GrCF operations based on NCBI so far has been SEMED with

30% of investment volume (0570m over 5 projects),
over 18 projects)and SEE with 21% of investment (0390m ovel
18% of investment volume, which came from only four projects. Central Europe (CEB), Central Asia

(CAS) countries have so far represented small share of investment (arounde&®h). There is a strong

pipeline of projects (in various stages, from Concept review to Board approved but not yet signed) for all
regions except CEB.

Figure19: Shares of GrCFs investment (NCBI) in EBRD regions at end Oct@?2

Region

. W oS

. ' W cEs

2 project(s 7 W EEC
W seE

W sEM

B TRK

Figure20: GCFs NCBI and pipeline per region
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Note: Projects impipeline are in grey pipeline projects are considred Active projects at all life cycle stages frpassing Concept review to
Board Approvedbefore signhg
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Figure21: Green Cities EBRD investment (NCBI) under Green Cities frameworks, number
of operations, by region

SEM
EEC NCE| under GrCFs: €£569M
S00M NCBl under GriFs: €471M Mr. of projects under GrCF: 5
Mr. of projects under GrCF: 19
S00m
~ TRK
400M NCBI under Gr(Fs: €337M
w r. of projects under GrCF: 4
[#]
= SEE
300M NCBlunder GrCFs: €385M
Mr. of projects under GrCF: 26
200N
200M CAS
MNCE| under GrCFs: €64M CEB
Nr. of projects under GrCF: 8 MCE| under GrCFs: €62M
100M Nr. of projects under GrCF: 4

oM

While the four key implementation regions of the Programme (SEMED, EEC, SEE, TRK) represent
between 21 and 30%of the investment volume each, this investment has not been distributed evenly
across years.The framework first rolled out in EEC and SEE, and these were the major regions of
activity in 2016-2019, with only one project in TRK realised within that perioBrom 2020, TRK and
SEMED caught up in terms of investment volumes through the realisation of a small number of high
value projects.

Figure22: Temporal distribution of investment (ABI) per region, 201862022

Region

oo . W s
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£240M W seEE
500M M sEm
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500M
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400M
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300M
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100M

om L
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* 2022 data until ME202210

In terms of number of projects per region SEE leads with 27 projects, followed by EEC with 18
projects. The proportion of investment under the frameworks is not reflected in the same distribution of
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number of projects. The initial regions of thBrogramme rollout have the largest number of projects
under the frameworks. SEE has 27 signed suiperations, and EEC has 18 subperations. This
mismatch between total investment per region and number of projects stems from significant variation

ofaverge project size. Average project size at apprc
These two regions then represent significant proportion of the portfolio, while comprising only five and
four projects respectively. The average project sizetinh e i ni t i al GC regions is i

(EEC) and 0414m (SEE) .

Figure23: Average size of project at approval per region, signed projects

€113.89M

SEM 5

€36.25M

EEC 18

4
€14.41M
e A

Sector distribution

Sector distribution of GrCFs is dominated by urban transportpmprising over 60% of NCBI and 22
projectssThe maj ority of Gr CF investment has been in u
foll owing sector by some distance is municipal se
(18%). In additon, a number of projects classified in this category are in fact urban transport projeéts

this includes Skopje, Amman and Ankara bus projedsas well as Timisoara tram projec® The

cumul ative NCBI of these pr oj e@heesestofthe sectoesmare 190 m, o
represented relatively little in comparison, with steam and aionditioning (district heating projects)
represented by six projects and 0107m (6%), waste
water and waste waterby & r oj ect s and 085m (4%). Energy subsec
el ectric power distribution with 0G70m investment
project in ports operation with 030 investment (2

64 50185, 52505, 51474
6552471
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Figure24: GrCFs sector distribution per region and number of projects, NCBI
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Portfolio class and sovereign risk

The overwhelming majority of investment (95%) is in the State portfolio class, and just over a half

(55%) in Sovereign riskThe overwhelmingnajority of projects is in State portfolio clas8 this is 62

projects, r

i nvest ment

this is largely split by country, atiough in a few countries both sovereign and nesovereign projects
have been implemented.
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Figure25: Sovereign and norsovereign investment per country
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Private sector mobilisation

Private sector mobilisation is not a strondgeature of GrCFsThree suboperations have so far been

associated with direct private sector mobilisatiod one via a parallel loan, and two via Unfunded Risk
Participation (URP). One of these also achieved a syndication with a commercial lender. Iniaddibne
operation 62868 ENA Investment Programreported a syndication with a public sector entity (FMO).

Table5: GrCF Private sector mobilisation

Op Id Operation Name Type Amo un i
51599 GrCF2 W2 Izmir Metro Project IlI URP 35.0m
48348 GrCF Izmir Metro Project I URPs 40.0m
Syndication 25.0m
48666 GrCF Warsaw Metro Line Il extension Parallel loan 43.1m
TOTAL 143.1m
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Annex 4. Green Cities Theory of Change

The objectives and transitiorexpectations of the GrCP have remained broadly consistent over the
implementation period, allowing for the reconstruction of a unified theory of change (ToCljhe
overarching objective of t hewidpcatwlgstfa addressigas t o bec
environmental <challengesd. The odgpifcantenviranmentalr t he f
improvement in at least one priority environmental challenge at city | evel, contril
transition of the GrCF countries of operatiorf8.The intial focus of GrCF and GrCF2 on TQ Green and
Wellgoverned was in the first extension of the latter (2020) broadened to include also other secondary

TQs.

There are four broad types of inputs in GrCP, leading to mutually reinforcing results chains collgety

leading to the overall GrCP objective of significant environmental improvement at city level, as well as
contributions to secondary TQsT he f r amewor kds operation through tl
their prioritisation of investments and policy meages is meant to distinguish GrCP from a traditional
projectby-project approachd utilising synergies of coherent actions and the mobilisation of finance for

the implementation of GCAP priorities.

The Programmeds approach i s olGraetreQGitpActomRlads by t he
(GCAPSThe engagement with a city typitrgget |l y st art s
i nv e s} imdacobuse of which the municipal authorities commit to the development and
finalisation of a GCAP. The EBRD suppott® tdevelopment of the GCAPs through consultancies
financed by TC funds. The municipal authorities are taking ownership of the document and ensure

it is approved and implemented in line with the local legal and regulatory requirements. The aim is
thataftert he i ni ti al EBRD i folleveuspt niennvt e)tajeoebmgtidse@livem t (0
by the GCAP priorities.

EBRD provides finance for the implementation of investments, as well as subsidiyhe GrCF was
designed with anticipation of EBRD finance to be blended with concessional loans and capex

grants where appropriate. The expectation is that follewp investments may be financed from a

variety of sources, including other IFls, DFIs orcommer al | ender s, or indeed
own funds. In this way, the GrCP becomes not the sole financial source of the GCAP

i mpl ementation but a 6catalyst for addressing e
Programme.

GrCP is supported bgignificant TC fundsIn addition to the TC provided for the development of

GCAPs, TC funds are used to support GrCP at framework, city, and project levelaRdepost

signing TCs include support for feasibility studies, audits, gender advisory, Projegilementation

Units (PIUs), corporate development programmes, as relevant. GrCF2 also introduced TC for the
preparation of Green Finance Roadmaps, a tool to facilitate the access to cities to green capital
markets.

GrCP includes omponents of horizontal knowledge management and learning, intended to

connect all its activities across sectors and geographies to improve effectiveness over timghere

are networking and learning events organised, as well as efforts to gather, systemsatiand apply

lessons in GrCP implementation. These activities are supported via TC funds and internal core

EBRD budget, including staff contributions.

66 The target for this objective was for thisisgni f i cant envi r on me ffiot eadh ofthen@r€Foceuatri@d nit n t @r @FE,c uwh idc h
t hen ¢ h anorg thah 50 per cént of the Green Citigs f or Gr CF 2.
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Annex 5.GrCP strategic relevance

The Green Cities Programme harnessed the expectetrategic institutional orientation towards green
transition and positioned Sustainable Infrastructure at the forefront of climate financeWhile the first

GrCF was still developed under the previous Transition Impact concept, which was designed to support
impacts in transition to free market economies, the Programme was already designed with the vision to
harness what was to come afted Transition Impact understood as transition to economies that are
sustainable, which would with increasing urgency meafirnate change mitigation and resilience. This
vision allowed the Programme to transform EBRDOGSs
well established but sitting somewhat uneasily within the private sector development orientation of the
previous transition concepté” to be at the forefront of the green transition and climate change

mitigation finance of the Bank.

The strategic setting of the GrCP is firmly rooted in the context of climate change and the

comprehensive need for scaling up financindor adaptation and mitigation investments.The

framework document noted the significant environmental impact of cities, which reportedly account for

70% of energy use and 80% of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and are the sources of air and water
pollution and waste generatior® Targeted investment with environmental benefits on cities could
contribute to delivering each countryds climate <c
Internally, the framework was presented as an instrument of the GBpproach, noting that investments

in cities keycbhanrelofdelivedng GET tafgeis

The Green Cities programme is fully aligned with and actively pursuing key institutional priorities as

articulated in the successive Strategic and Capild=rameworks in the area of Green Economy

Transition (GET)The GrCF was first approved in 2016, in the framework of the first Strategic and

Capital Framework (2012 020, SCF) . The S CFnevenmgherproperdonofo havi n
activities that incomporate sustainable energy and resource efficiency components and considerably
steppedup operations in energy security  a a grong@ infrastructure project preparation offer

together with increased financing for sustainable infrastructure projects’™ In the current SCF 2021

2025 one of three strategic themes is suplpeorting
goal is to raise the share of green finance to at least 50 per cent and to reduce net CO2 by 25 to 40

million tonnes by the end of the EF period7! This SCF already refers to GrCP directly in its sectoral
strategic directi on f @heBalkdedogsiinnozaiive approachestassit r uct ur
sovereign lending, including the Green Cities programme, which will be an important gament in the
strategyperiod 6 The SCF is operationalised in Strategy |
2022 -2472 sets up an incremental goal of 45 per cent share of green finance (GET %ABI) for 2022. In

the key areas for operational prioritisabn of GET, scaling up policy engagement on ambitious low

carbon and climate resilient pathways includes a specific reference to Green City Action Plans (GCAPS).

67 See e.9.CS/AU/14-11: EvD Special Study: Private Sector Participation in MunicipaldaBnvironmental Infrastructure ProjectsThis

evaluation covered the period of 200£2012. It found a gradual loss of status oPrivate Sector Participation (PSR a strategic priority over

the period in the Bankds MEI |appfoa@aamhspwewkcefély PEIPsampoi mti vegsr eeuduc
with a PSP dimension became limited, cautious and highly selective.

68 BDS16207: Regional: Green Cities Framework (GrCF)

69 BDS16207: Regional: Green Cities Framework (GrCp)L1

70 BDS15013 (Final). Strategic and Capital Framework 2012020

71 BDS20030 (Final):. Strategic and Capital FrameworR021-2025, p. 8

72 BDS21-152 (Final). Strategy Implementation Plan 2022 2024
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The Green Cities programme has been leading the path from mainstreaming to systemic approairh
Green transition within the Bank.The initial GET Approach for 2018020s pel | ed out t he B
specific commitments to green finance and alignment with global commitments and objectives,
including Paris Agreement targets. While the Programme wasiatgd within the framework of the initial
GET approach, its design and strategy already spearheaded the upcoming evolution of the approach
from mainstreaming to systemic, articulated in the following GET 2.1 approved in 2020 for the period
2021-2025.74 GET 2.1 scales up the ambition and calls for a more systemic approach to increase
impact both through increased scale of operations and through achieving impact beyond own financing
by creating green market opportunities for other actors. This approaclvatves not only alignment with
the Paris Agreement but also enhanced policy action and structuring operations in specific thematic
areas promoting environmental integration across targeted sectors. GrCP is highlighted, as part of
enhanced policy action, a®ne of the key instruments for defining green strategies and related action
plans at municipal level, formulated through broad stakeholder engagement with a clear definition of
objectives and intermediate milestones. It specifically prioritises workatcy | evel , rei ter at
as significant GHG emitters as well as essential actors for accelerated climate and sustainability action,
a n dhe potential contribution of activities in this sector to the green, inclusive and resilient transition
qualities including support to connect local climate policies with national goals. Under EBRD Green
Cities, the Bank also assists municipalities in the development of Green City Action Plans T h i s
attention to policy work at city level links to the GET2.1 i€ on the thematic area of Cities and
Environmental Infrastructure, but also other focal areas relevant to the GrCP including Energy Systems
and Green Buildings and crossutting thematic areas of Energy Efficiency and Climate Resilience. In its
assessmentof regional relevance, GET2.1 foresees high thematic relevance combined with high
business opportunity for Cities and Environmental Infrastructure thematic priority in Central and Seuth
eastern Europe, and Eastern Europe and Caucasus, and medium levehefmatic and business

relevance in Central Asia and Turkiye.

Through its main tool, GCAP, the Programme has been progressively incorporating crogatting

priorities, including resilience, gender and inclusion, digitalisation, and recovery/reconstructiofihe

initial GrCF in 2016 introduced a new approach to municipal infrastructure planning and delivery as a
means to scaling up green finance and achieving GET targets. The GC approach was specifically defined

a ssystematic and multisectorald , r e 6 therdeveloppentof Green City Action Plans (GCAPs) as

the key tool for delivery. The foll owing Gr CF in
at project level where relevant, and increased its climate ambition with higher eligibilititeria,

exceeding existing GET requirements. It also introduced minimum Climate Resilience Benefit Ratio
requirement for adaptation projectsBox8). Fnally, it also introduced more focus on green finance
mobilisation. The extension of the Framework in 2020 represented a stepange in the approach and
Programmelevel integration of SCF priorities. Internally, the Programme revised its GCAP methodology

in 2020 prompted by the accumulated lessons of the first years of implementation but also by the

Covidl9 pandemic and the need to support citiesd res:c

The revised methodology includes

a Risk and Vulnerability Assessment (RVA) to determine whidfzens and assets are vulnerable to
external shocks such as pandemics;

consideration of gender equality and economic inclusion throughout the GCAP process;
consideration of the cabenefits from green investments such as increased gender equality,
economi inclusion and improvements in public health;

73 BDS15196 (Final) Green Economy Transition Approach
74 BDS20082 (Final) Green Economy Transition Approach 2022025
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a Smart Maturity Assessment (SMA); and
consideration of Just Transition where appropriaté.

This represents an important integration of crossutting priorities at the Programméevel, rather than
just a sub-operation leveld it means that these considerations are integral to the development of the

GCAP and the priority policy and investment actions within the whole Action Plan, not just in operations

to be financed by the EBRD. In addition, this extensienx t ended t he i ntetoded
promote areas which have been less prominent to date, including nature based solutions, more
effective integration of climate resilience/adaptation (including flooding), renewables, smart solutions

and urbanregengationd . The most recent extension of the

intention to expand into the renewable power sector, with investments in smsdlle or integrated
renewables or energy distribution. This extension also makes a referencartaking a clear link
between projects and Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), which is also integrated in the

use

Fr

revi sed GCAP methodol ogy. The GOARsmentibutetoacdtp c u ment

specific genderresponsive lowcarbon pathwayand the programme as a whole ticks all the boxes of
the Bankds Strategiéc. and Capital FrameworKk

Minimum Climate Resilience Benefit Ratio requirement for adaptation projects

Introduced by the second GrCF (2018), the minimum requirement of 10 per cé&itmate
Resilience Benefit Ratiofor all sub-operations with climate adaptation impacts is referred to as :
highly innovative measure developed by EBRDT he r at i o aloggforicaicelatimgé t
are setting global precedent for best practice in evaluating and reporting on climate resilience
impacts. The EBRD is exploring how this approach could be established as a common standa|
amongst IFIs for assessing climate resilieec p r o jThe GETsHandlbook sets out the
methodology of approach to climate adaptation projects, including the ratio, referred to as
0Climate resilience outcome ratiod.

The innovation in this approach to adaptation finance measurement lies in the vasation of the
actual outcomes (adaptation benefits) as opposed to considering adaptation finance solely
based on the additional costs that adaptation measures incur.

In the context of Green Cities, one project has been identified as introducing the caltion of

the adaptation benefitsd the Split water Purification Project, Croatia (5131)expects to deliver
reduction of water losses up to 47 per cent and needed abstraction from the local aquifer whilg
improving local water quality. According to the pegt document these benefits would result in a
climate resilience outcomes ratio, measur.i
total costs, of 699 per cent.

Overall however, developing and designing innovative climate resilience projectsiissdt a
straightforward process within the Bank, even in the context of Green Cities. For example, a
potential locally and regionally innovative project on an orbital forest for the city of Tirana to
address issues with urban heat and flooding has been development since at least 2019. This
is despite the fact that the EBRD i nvest mg

Source: BDS18183 : Green Cities Framework 2 (GrCF2); Annexes to the Green Economy Transition Handbook, January 2022; BB%18
(Addendum 7): Croatia: GrC& Split water Purification Project

The ability of GrCP to lead on the key institutional priorities was reflected in the references to the
Programme in the current SCF (2022025). The SCF pr i or i Prgmoting dudainabilgy
and innovation through the application of digital technology in infrastructure design and

75 BDS21-140: Regional: Green Cities Framework@Window Il Extension 2
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implementation, including integrating smart infrastructure elements into all urban operations, through

widening and deepeni ng mnCitiesPsogranpne 6ofTheh®r Bagmladnme Gii

referred to as a component of promotion of Equality of Opportunity, whereby GCs are a vehicle to
enhanced access to services via the integration of gender and inclusion aspects. Finally, in its directions

foraccel erating digital t r a n s iAlt futwenGreent GityeActiSrPransr e f er s

generated by the Bank wil/| include O6smart cityo

public services to generate real time data allowing range of benefits, including reduced pollution,
improved environment and the more efficient delivery of public services. This is particularly important
as evidence suggests that digitalgnabled cities have mitigated Covid9 impacts better. 76

The Grea Cities programme is fully aligned with the approach articulated in the relevant sector
strategies. The initial GrCF in 2016 was approved in the framework of the 2012 Municipal and
Environmental Infrastructure (MEI) strategdy.It referred to its alignmentwith this strategy in that it
identi fi es mkeyplagers paddressingelsnatachange. Gr CF i s at t he
following MEI strategy for 2012024, 78 where it is a key element of Priority 1: Providing access to
enhanced infrastructure It is used as a vehicle for:

Providing financing to at least 100 cities to promote green and sustainable investments;
Scaling up high GEfmpact investments in water and wastewater, urban transport, solid waste
management, district energy and energy éffency sectors;

Scaling up impact in cities through repeat investments supporting the green agenda;
Promoting the switch to less carbointensive solutions and support projects with renewable
energy and/or resourceefficiency components;

Strengthening prgect preparation and implementation process.

Green Cities are also a component of delivery on Priority 2, Driving sector sustainability, via Improving
public governance and strengthening the institutional and regulatory context (reference to GCAPs); and
Priority 3 Bridging infrastructure funding gaps via Implementing diversified and innovative financing
schemes (with reference to Green Finance Roadmaps). No other sector strategies have strong
imperative for the framework, although some strategies implemerttan toolkit include enabling

elements, such as enhancement of legal and regulatory environment for green bonds in the LC2
Strategy7?®

76 BDS20030 (Final). Strategic and Capital FrameworR021-2025

77 BDS12126 (Final) Municipal and Environmental Infrastroture Sector Strategy

78 BDS19069 (Final): Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure (MEI) Sector Strategy 202024
79 Local Currency and Capital Markets Development Strategy, 202024
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Annex 6. GCAP and City portfolio

Data on Cities in the programme and status of GCAP preparation originates from intemahitoring
data provided by the GC team. Analysis by EvD.

Data on GrCF sulmperations from DW_Banking_Operational dataset as available on the EBRD Tableau
server. Analysis by EvD.

All data valid atmonth end October 2022

Number of cities in the GreerCity programme and status of GCAPs

Cities from all EBRD regions of operations are represented in the Green Cities Programme; this is to
date total of 58 cities which have formally joined the ProgrammeAll regions are represented in the
Programmeso with EEC and SEE, where the Programme started, leading with 18 cities each, followed by
CAS with 8 cities. TRK, being a separate region but also a single country, has currently 4 cities in the
Programme. According to the GCAP methodology, a City formally decigsesommitment to develop a
GCAP and become an EBRD Green City as part of one of the following mechanisms:

A loan or project agreement with EBRD fartrigger investmentproject; or

AMemorandum of Understandingwith EBRD stating a City will undertake @&BRDfinanced

sustainable infrastructure investment project in two years; or

ACommitment Letters ubmi tt ed to EBRD outlining a- Cityds
financed sustainable infrastructure investment project in two years.

The cities counted irthe 58 total in this overview are those that are reported to have joined by one of
the three methods. There are a number of other cities at earlier stages of the process, from discussions
on potential joining to trigger projects being at some stage of pipee preparation. These cities, which
have not yet formally joined, are not considered in this overview.

For cities that are part of the Programme, there have been 24 GCAPs completed, out of which 20

GCAPs formally adopted at City leveEEC has the larget number of cities with completed GCAPs at

10, followed by SEE with 9 completed GCAPs. There are 3 completed GCAPs in CAS, and 1 each in TRK
and SEM. There has not yet been a GCAP completed in CEB.

80 This excludes Greece and Cyprus; regions represented @entral Aia (CAS), Central Europe and Baki¢CEB), Eastern Europe and
Caucasus (EEC), Soutfiastern Europe (SEE), Southern and Eastern Mediterranean (SEM), Turkiye (TRK)
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Figure26: Number of Green Cigs and GCAPs by region

CAS Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adopted GCAPS
CEB Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adepted GCAPs
EEC Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adopted GCAPs
SEE Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adopted GCAPs
SEM Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adopted GCAPs
TRK Cities joined
Completed GCAPs
Adopted GCAPs
Grand Cities joined
Total Completed GCAPs
Adepted GCAPs

5

Table6: Overview of cities in the Programme and status of GCAP

CITY Joined by GCAP preparation| Nr. of projects under NCBI
status GrCF under GrCH

KAZAKHSTAN

Almaty Letter Completed 0 -
Semey MoU Started 1 8.3m
Shymkent MoU Not started 1 7.0m
UstKamenogorsk MoU Started 1 8.8 m
KYRGYZ REPUBLIC

Bishkek | MoU | Started 1 16.0m
MONGOLIA

Ulaanbaatar | MoU | Adopted 2 19.8 m
TAJIKISTAN

Dushanbe | MoU . Completed 2 45m
UZBEKISTAN

Samarkand MoU Not started 0 -
Central Europe and Baltics \ \ 4 62.0 m
CROATIA

Karlovac Trigger Project Not started 1 3.0m
Pula Letter Not started 0 -
Split MoU Started 1 20.0 m
POLAND

Walbrzych MoU Started 1 4.8m
Warsaw MoU Started 1 34.2m
ARMENIA

Gyumri* Letter Adopted 0 -
Yerevan* Letter Adopted 2 80.4 m
AZERBAIJAN

Ganja Letter Started 2 225 m
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BELARUS**

Minsk Letter Completed 1 0.8m
Novopolotsk MoU Not started 0 -
Pinsk Letter Not started 0 -
GEORGIA

Batumi Trigger Project Adopted 1 55m
Thilisi Letter Adopted 6 227.6 m
KOSOVO

Pristina Letter Adopted 1 50m
MOLDOVA

Balti Trigger Project Adopted 2 16.5m
Chisinau Trigger Project Adopted 1 10.0 m
UKRAINE

Dnipro MoU Not started 0 -
Kharkiv MoU Not started 0 -
Khmelnitskyi MoU Started 1 13.0m
Kryvyi Rih MoU Not started 0

Kyiv MoU Completed 1 70.0m
Lviv Trigger Project Adopted 1 20.0 m
Mariupol MoU Started 0 -
SouthEastern Europe 26 384.6 m
ALBANIA

Tirana | Letter | Adopted 1 14.2m
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

Banja Luka Trigger Project Adopted 3 18.3 m
Brcko Trigger Project Started 1 6.5m
Mostar MoU Not started 0

Sarajevo Trigger Project Adopted 6 80.0m
Zenica MoU Adopted 1 10.0 m
BULGARIA

Sofia Letter Adopted 1 4.2m
Varna Trigger Project Adopted 1 10.2m
MONTENEGRO

Podgorica Letter Not started 0 -
NORTH MACEDONIA

Kumanovo MoU Not started 0 -
Skopje Letter Adopted 3 1155 m
ROMANIA

Bucharest Trigger Project Not started 0 -
Craiova TriggerProject Adopted 1 24.2m
lasi Letter Started 1 20.4m
Medias Trigger Project Started 1 7.7m
Timisoara Trigger Project Started 1 20.3m
SERBIA

Belgrade Trigger Project Adopted 3 38.0m
Novi Sad Letter Started 2 15.0m
Southern and EasterrMediterranean \ \ 5 569.5m
EGYPT

6th of October | MoU | Started 1 29.8m
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Alexandria Letter Not started 1 250.0 m
Cairo Letter Not started 1 250.0 m
JORDAN

Amman | MoU | Adopted | 1 | 28m
MOROCCO

Agadir Trigger Project Not started 1 36.9m
TURKIYE

Ankara MoU Started 1 57.1m
Gaziantep MoU Started 0 -
Istanbul MoU Not started 1 75.0m
Izmir Trigger Project Adopted 2 205.0 m
GCAP status O6Startedd is based on reported GCAP basadorno @emitted SCARr t i ng

contract starting date

* for the purpose of this overview, project 52868 GrCF2 WZENA Investment Program in Armenia was assigned to Yerevan
** All operations in Belarus are suspended as of March 2022

Table7: GCAP budgets and source of financing (GCAPs with existing contract)

Contract

GCAP

GCAP

completion

adoption

Thilisi Czech Republic |287,000 Adopted 01/08/2017 | 01/09/2017
Yerevan Czech Republic |498,000 Adopted 01/08/2017 | 12/09/2017
Tirana Austrigf 285,000 Adopted 01/04/2018 | 07/06/2018
Zenica Austrigf 300,000 Adopted 28/10/2019 26/12/2019
Batumi SSF 250,000 Adopted 20/11/2019 | 16/10/2020
Ulaanbaatar Korea 300,000 Adopted 22/11/2019 19/12/2019
Gyumri SSF 250,000 Adopted 26/11/2019 | 20/12/2019
Sofia SSF 300,000 Adopted 27/11/2019 | 25/06/2020
Chisinau Austrief 300,000 Adopted 27/11/2019 21/05/2020
Banja Luka Austrigf 300,000 Adopted 10/12/2019 | 06/10/2020
Sarajevo Japan 300,000 Adopted 13/12/2019 11/05/2021
Lviv Czech Republic | 300,000 Adopted 29/12/2019 | 12/07/2021
Skopje SSF 300,000 Adopted 21/07/2020 | 27/10/2020
Izmir SSF 300,000 Adopted 28/07/2020 | 17/12/2020
Amman Austrigf 300,000 Adopted 27/11/2020 | 08/06/2021
Craiova Austrief 290,000 Adopted 21/01/2021 28/01/2021
Belgrade Japan 500,000 Adopted 31/03/2021 | 09/06/2021
Pristina Austrigf 290,000 Adopted 19/08/2021 02/09/2021
Balti Sweden (Sida) |300,000 Adopted 23/11/2021 23/11/2021
Varna SSF 300,000 Adopted 17/12/2021 | 10/08/2022
Kyiv Sweden (Sida) |300,000 Completed 22/12/2021
Dushanbe SSF 300,000 Completed 25/07/2022
Almaty Austrief 300,000 Completed 10/10/2022
Minsk Sweden (Sida) |300,000 Completed 13/12/2019
Mariupol Sweden (Sida) |300,000 Ongoing 18/03/2021
Bishkek Japan 350,000 Ongoing 14/04/2022
Novi Sad GCF 300,000 Ongoing 05/10/2020
Khmelnitskyi Sweden (Sida) |300,000 Ongoing 24/03/2021
Semey* Austrigf 300,000 Ongoing 01/10/2021
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UstKamenogorsk* Austrigf 300,000 Ongoing 01/10/2021
Ganja SSF 350,000 Ongoing 13/06/2022
Split Taiwar? 350,000 Ongoing 05/03/2021
lasi Taiwar? 350,000 Ongoing 21/10/2021
Warsaw Taiwarf * 300,000 Ongoing 19/11/2020
Ankara TaiwarP 350,000 Ongoing 06/08/2021
Walbrzych Taiwarf 370,000 Ongoing 14/06/2021
6 October City SSF 350,000 Ongoing 25/07/2022
Medias SSF 275,000 Ongoing 03/05/2022
Gaziantep** SSF 275,000 Ongoing 28/04/2022
Timisoara SSF 350,000 Ongoing 09/05/2022
Brcko CEl 275,000 Ongoing 29/08/2022
Source:GC team monitoring, data valid at October 2022

Notes:

* Joint contract for Semeyand UsKka menogor sk at 0600k has been split equally

** Contract value for Gaziantep at US$ 300k has been converted
E Funds sources from Austria include: Austria, Austria DRIVE, Austria MEI bilateral fund, CREATE Fund

O Funds from Taiwan include: Taiwan Busines&€BRD TC Fund

x For Warsaw and Walbrzych the budget amount indicates the volume of TC donor funds; thes€x@APs were cinanced by Poland

Timeline of GCAP preparation and GrCF investment by region

NB: only cities which have either started GCAP preparation contract or have at least one GrCF sub
operation are included in this overview

Central Asia

Figure27: Timeline of GCAP and GrCF implementation in Central Asia

Country City
KAZAKHSTAN Almaty GCAP 114wks

Semey .
Shymkent .
Ust-Kamenogorsk .
'RGYZREPUBLIC  Bishkek L]
MONGOLIA Ulaanbaatar . GCAP 60 wks .

AJIKISTAN Dushanbe + GCAP 95wks

GCAP durationvas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swdperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

There are3 completed GCAPsn CAS, out of which 1 also adopted. Completed but not yet adopted are
GCAPs in Almaty and Dushanba&lmaty is the only city in theProgramme, which has a completed GCAP
but no GrCF investment. There is a GrCF spieration 51583 Almaty Electric Public TransportBoard
approved in March 2022, which has not been signed to dat&emey, and UstKamenogorskstarted
GCAP preparation contrds in October 2021. They have one investment under GrCF eaShymkent

has not started GCAP preparation. There is one GrCF investment sigBéshkek started GCAP
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preparation contracts in April 2022. There is one GrCF investment signeliaanbaatarhas a
completed GCAP since November 2021. There was one GrCF investment prior to GCAP and one follow
up. Dushanbehas a completed GCAP since July 2022; there have been two GrCFap#drations signed

(cumul atively

Central Europe and Baltics

of

| ess t han

@ peniod bf GBAP )prepatationt. h

Figure28: Timeline of GCAP and GrCF implementation in Central Europe and Baltics

Country City

CROATIA Karlovac
Split
Walbrzych
Warsaw

GCAP durationvas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swudperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

wer e

There areno completed GCAPs in CEBVarsawstarted GCAP preparations in Nember 2020, at the
same time as signing its only superation so far.Split and Walbrzychstarted GCAP preparations in
March and November 2021 respectively, following singing one operation each in December 2020.
Karlovachas one suboperation as a triggeiproject but GCAP contract has not started yet.

Eastern Europe and Caucasus

Figure29: Timeline of GCAP and GrCF implementation in Eastern Europe and Caucasus

Country City

ARMENIA Gyumri
Yerevan GCAP 44 wks

AZERBAIJAN Ganja

Minsk

GIA Batumi
Thilisi GCAP 37 wks

KOSOVC Pristina

OVA Balti
Chisinau .

NE Khmelnitskyi

Kyiv

Lviv

Mariupol

GCAP 64 wks

GCAP 86 wks

GCAP 64 wks

GCAP 67 wks

L GCAP 53 wks

GCAP durationvas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swdperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

GCAP 115wks .

GCAP 71 wks .

Gear Bewks @
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EEC region has seeth0 completed GCAPs, out of which 8 also adopte¢hot adopted remain Minsk
and Kyiv). The two earliest GCAPs were in this regioMerevan and Thilisi.

While YerevanGCAP was completed in August 2017, its first operation was signed in August 2021. This
was 52868 GrCF2 W2- ENA Investment Programgssigned to Yerevan for the purpose of this overview;
the project is however an investment with the national electricity distribution company ENA with the
objective of nationwide improvements in the distribution network; according to the project description
this will include benefits for both Yerevan and Gyumri estimated at about 50% of the overall investment.
Solely Yerevaselated investment was then a bus project signed in November 2021.

The other Armenian cityGyumri completed its GCAP in November 2021ak no GrCF sulmperations

aside from benefitting from the electricity distribution investment noted under Yerevan. However, the
team identifies 46540 Gyumri Urban Roadswhich was signed outside the Green City Framework as a
stand-alone operation, as a parof the Green City Programme. Its relation to the programme is not clear
however; this project was signed in May 2016, two years before GCAP preparation started in September
2019, and it was not identified as a trigger project.

Thilisi represents one ofthe most extensive GrCF implementation in terms of follawp projects. There
was not trigger suboperation, but the city has 6 signed followip operations after the completion of
GCAP in August 2017. There was one operation signed each year 2@020, and 3 operations in
2021.

Balti has a completed GCAP and one trigger project and one folam
Batumi, Lviv, Pristina,and Kyivhave completed GCAPs and one swiperation each.

Chisinauhas a completed GCAP and one suiperation. In addition, the team identifie€17314 Chisinau
Solid Waste which was signed outside the Green City Framework as a staatone operation, as a part
of the Green City Programme. This project was signed in Decemd@20.

Khmelnitskyi and Ganjahave started GCAPs in March 2021 and June 2022, and have 1 and 2 sub
operations respectively.

Minsk has a completed GCAP; its sufiperation49483 GrCF2 W2- Minsk VK originally signed in
November 2018, was largely cancelledBRD is unlikely to have any further suiperations in Minsk as
Belarus has been suspended from EBRD operations in April 2022.

Mariupol started GCAP contract in March 2021; there is no GrCF spjeration in the city.
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South-Eastern Europe

Figure 30: Timeline of GCAP and GrCF implementation in Soulastern Europe

Country City

ALBANIA Tirana GCAP 60 wks
Banja Luka . GCAP 75wks .

BOSNIA

Brcko .
Sarajevo [ ] [ ] . e .
JORTH MACEDONIA Skopje . ®
lasi L ]
Medias .
Timisoara L]
SERBIA Belgrade [ ] . L]
Novi Sad . .

017 2018 2019 2020 >
201/ <0ls <015 020 202l 2022

GCAP durationwas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swdperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

There are9 completed and adopted GCAP# SEE cities.

Tiranacompleted a GCAP as one of the first three cities in the Programme in April 2018, and signed its
only suboperation just before that, in March 2018.

Sarajevois the city with most implementation within the framework in the region, with a total of 6
signed operations and GCAP completed in December 2019 (this was not formally approved by the city
until May 2021).

Belgradesigned its trigger sukoperation in July 2017 but did not start its GCAP preparation until August
2018. This was protracted (essentially on hold for a period of time) and not completed until March
2021. Since then, two followup operaions were signed, in December 2021 and August 2022.

Banja Lukaand Skopje have both a completed GCAP and 3 swiperations, one prior, one within and
one after GCAP preparation period.

Varna, Zenica, Sofiaand Craiovahave all completed GCAPs and one swiperation each. These were
trigger projects signed before or during GCAP preparation in March, June, October and December 2018
respectively.

lasi, Medias, Timisoaraand Brcko have started GCAP preparations in 2021 @8 and 2022; they all
have one signed sukbperation signed in 2021 (lasi, Medias, Timisoara) and 2022 (Brcko).
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Novi Sadstarted its GCAP preparation in October 2020 already but this has not been reported
completed so far. There are two subperations in he city, signed in December 2019 and December
2021.

Southern and Eastern Mediterranean

Country City
EGYPT 6th of October ®

Alexandria .
Cairo .

ORDAI Amman GCAP 108wks

Agadir ®

GCAP durationwas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swdperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

There is1 completed and adopted GCARn SEM, this is in Amman.

Amman completed GCAP in November 2020, and had so far one sojperation, signed in December
2020. In addition, the team identifies two sulpperations of another framework as part of the Green
City Programrme: 50488 GAM Lagoon Remediation Projecand 51044 GAM Solid Waste Crisis

Response- Al Shaer WTShoth under the Municipal Resilience Refugee Response Framework (48536).

These were both signed in December 2019, within the time period of GCAP preparatioyear before
the GCAP completion in November 2020.

Alexandriaand Cairoare the cities with the largest GrCF sutperations overall, with investment of
0250m each for metro systems. Neither of them

City of 8h Octoberhas one suboperation signed in September 2021, and GCAP preparation is
underway since July 2022.

Agadir has not started GCAP preparation and has just signed its trigger sageration in October 2022.
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Tarkiye
Figure32: Timelineof GCAP and GrCF implementation in Turkiye

Country City

TURKIYE Ankara [ ]
Gaziantep
Istanbul .
o T o

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

GCAP durationvas calculated from contract start to GCAP completion
Grey barrepresents start of GCAP contract where GCAP has not been completed to date
Circlesrepresent date of signing of GrCF Swdperations in the city; their size is relative to NCBI

There is1 completed and adopted GCAR TRK, this is in lzmir.

Izmir completed its GCAP in July 2020, and has two saperations; a trigger signed in June 2018, and
a followrup signed in July 2021.

Ankara started its GCAP preparation in August 2021, and has one saperation signed in December
2020.

Istanbul has not started GCAP preparation, and its suiperation was just signed in October 2022.
Gaziantepstarted GCAP preparation in April 2022, there is r&rCF suboperation.

Table8: GrCF sulmperations by city

CITY OpID | Operation name GC framework| Date signed NCB I

Central Asia 8 | | 64.3 m

KAZAKHSTAN

Semey 50142 | GrCF2 W2 Semey Solid Waste GrCF2 W2 | 16/06/2021 8,254,536
Management

Shymkent 53239 | GrCF2 W2 Shymkent WWTP Capacity GrCF2 W2 | 23/09/2022 7,004,502
Extension Project

UstKamenogorsk 50141 | GrCF2 W2 UstKamenogorsk Solid GrCF2 W2 | 02/07/2021 8,750,239
Waste Management

KYRGYZ REPUBLIC

Bishkek | 51598 | GrCF2 W2 Bishkek Buses | GrCF2w2 | 16/09/2021 16,000,000
MONGOLIA
Ulaanbaatar 46581 | GrCF Ulaanbaatar Solid Waste GrCF 09/05/2018 9,764,445
Modernisation Project
49511 | GrCF2 W2 Ulaanbaatar District GrCF2 W2 | 10/01/2020 10,066,438
Heating Project
TAJIKISTAN
Dushanbe 49375 | GrCF2 W2 Dushanbe District Heating| GrCF2 W2 14/04/2021 2,516,610
Project
52789 | GrCF2 W2 Dushanbe EMobility GrCF2 W2 | 01/07/2022 2,013,288
Central Europe and 4 62.0 m
Baltics ‘ ‘
CROATIA
Karlovac 52899 | GrCF2 W2 E2 KarlovacDistrict GrCF2 W2 E2| 11/07/2022 3,000,000

Heating Project

L ¥ Yosectopoganme X X T ¥ ] 89



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

Eastern Europe and
Caucasus

Split 51317 | GrCF2 W2 Split water purification GrCF2 W2 | 23/12/2020 20,000,000
project

POLAND

Walbrzych 51556 |GrCF2 W2 WALBRZYCH BUILDINGS GrCF2 w2 23/12/2020 4,771,277
THERMOMODE

Warsaw 48666 | GrCF2 W2 Warsaw Metro Line Il GrCF2 W2 26/11/2020 34,215,355
extension

ﬂ

ARMENIA
Yerevan* 51749 | GrCF2 W2 Yerevan Bus Project GrCF2 W2 | 24/11/2021 20,000,000
52868 | GrCF2 W2 ENA Investment Program GrCF2 W2 10/08/2021 60,398,631
AZERBAIJAN
Ganja 52399 | GrCF2 W2 Ganja Solid Waste GrCF2 W2 | 12/05/2022 10,000,000
52419 | GrCF2 W2 Ganja Street Lighting GrCF2 W2 12/09/2022 12,500,000
BELARUS
Minsk | 49483 [ GrCF2 W2 Minsk VK | GrCF2w2 | 20/11/2018 840,000
GEORGIA
Batumi 48104 |GrCF Batumi Bus GrCF 13/07/2017 5,500,000
Thilisi 47582 | GrCF Thilisi Solid Waste GrCF 27/11/2018 15,000,000
51207 | GrCF2 W2 Thilisi Bus extension GrCF2 W2 | 29/11/2019 80,000,000
51392 | GrCF2 W Thilisi MetroProject GrCF2 W1 29/04/2020 50,000,000
52565 | GrCF2 W2 Thilisi Bus Phase Ill GrCF2 W2 | 24/11/2021 70,000,000
52577 | GrCF2 W2 Thilisi Municipal Services GrCF2 W2 | 09/09/2021 9,600,000
52825 | GrCF2 W2 Thilisi Solid Waste GrCF2 W2 | 01/07/2021 3,030,000
Extension
KOSOVO
Pristina | 50591 |GrCF2 W2 Pristina Public Buildings | GrCF2 W2 | 12/04/2022 5,000,000
MOLDOVA
Balti 50503 | GrCF Balti Trolleybus GrCF 03/06/2019 2,500,000
Balti 52019 | GrCF2 WiBalti District Heating Phase| GrCF2 W1 | 24/12/2021 14,000,000
2
Chisinau 47899 | GrCF Chisinau Buildings GrCF 06/12/2016 10,000,000
UKRAINE
Khmelnitskyi 50729 | GrCF2 W2 Khmelnytskyi Solid Waste| GrCF2 W2 | 07/10/2020 13,000,000
Project
Kyiv 50839 | GrCF2 W2 Kyiv District Heating GrCF2 W2 | 02/09/2021 70,000,000
Lviv 49437 | GrCF Lviv Solid Waste GrCF 01/06/2018 20,000,000
South-Eastern Europe 26 | 384.6 m
ALBANIA
Tirana | 49161 | GrCF UKT Tirana Water Company | GrCF | 19/03/2018 14,202,015
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Banja Luka 49407 | GrCF Banja LukaDistrict Heating GrCF 13/11/2017 8,347,000
49668 | GrCF2 W2 Banja Luka Water Phase GrCF2 W2 04/09/2020 6,000,000
2
51214 | GrCF2 W2 Banja Luka Water Phase GrCF2 W2 | 13/09/2019 4,000,000
1
Brcko 52273 | GrCF2 W2 Brcko Water GrCF2 W2 | 12/04/2022 6,500,000
Sarajevo 48252 | GrCF Sarajevo Water GrCF 11/05/2017 20,000,000
50246 | GrCF2 W2 Sarajevo Public Transport| GrCF2 W2 | 05/02/2020 15,000,000
Project
51113 | GrCF2 W2 Sarajevo Public Buildings GrCF2 W2 | 29/07/2020 8,000,000
51294 | GrCF2 W2 Sarajevo Public Transport| GrCF2 W2 | 05/02/2020 20,000,000
Part 2
51784 | GrCF2 W2 Sarajevo Public Transport| GrCF2 W2 | 29/10/2020 10,000,000
Part 3
52520 | GrCF2 W2 Sarajevo Public Transport| GrCF2 W2 | 12/04/2022 7,000,000
e-Mobility
Zenica 49431 | GrCF Energy Efficient Refurbishment GrCF 27/06/2018 10,000,000
of Zenica Hospital
BULGARIA
Sofia 49559 | GrCF Sofia Electric Buses Acquisition GrCF 15/10/2018 4,175,000
P
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Varna 49366 | GrCF Varna Climate Resilience Infra GrCF 28/03/2018 10,160,615
Project
NORTH MACEDONIA
Skopje 50185 | GrCF Skopje Bus project GrCF 28/01/2019 9,947,912
50376 | GrCF2 W2 Skopje Wastewater Projeci GrCF2 W2 | 20/12/2019 58,000,000
51752 | GrCF2 W2 Skopje Bus Rapid Transit GrCF2 W2 | 21/04/2021 47,600,000
Project
ROMANIA
Craiova 50083 | GrCF2 W2 Craiova Urban GrCF2 W2 | 04/12/2018 24,200,000
Rehabilitation
lasi 51703 | GrCF2 W2 lasi Green Buildings GrCF2 W2 21/10/2021 20,449,898
Medias 52456 | GrCF2 W2 Medias Infrastructure Loan  GrCF2 W2 | 04/10/2021 7,732,221
Timisoara 52471 | GrCF2 W2 Timisoara City Trams GrCF2 W2 23/12/2021 20,300,000
SERBIA
Belgrade 49267 | GrCF Belgrade Green Boulevard GrCF 11/07/2017 20,000,000
51421 | GrCF2 W2 Belgrade Public Buildings GrCF2 W2 | 23/12/2021 5,000,000
53745 | GrCF2 W2 BelgradeWater Phase 2 GrCF2 W2 | 12/08/2022 13,000,000
Novi Sad 51441 | GrCF2 W2 Novi Sad Bus Fleet GrCF2 W2 31/12/2019 6,997,600
Renewal
53206 | GrCF2 W2 Novi Sad Electric Buses GrCF2 W2 07/12/2021 8,000,000
Southern and Eastern ) 569.5 m
Mediterranean ‘
EGYPT
6th of October 51830 | GrCF2 W2 Project Goose GrCF2 W2 | 09/09/2021 29,796,658
Alexandria 49905 | GrCF2 W2 Alexandria Metro GrCF2 W2 27/12/2021 250,000,000
Cairo 52385 | GrCF2 W2 E2 CML2 Sustainable Urbi GrCF2 W2 E2| 25/07/2022 250,000,000
Transport Loan
JORDAN
Amman | 52505 | GrCF2 W1: Amman Electric Bus Proje  GrCF2 W1 | 31/12/2020 2,800,000
MOROCCO
Agadir 53815 | GrCF2 W2 E2 Project Kasbah GrCF2 W2 E2| 13/10/2022 36,871,712
TURKIYE
Ankara 51474 | GrCF2 W2 Ankara BusProject GrCF2 W2 | 07/12/2020 57,100,000
Istanbul 53615 | GrCF2W2E2 Istanbul Metro Il GrCF2W2E2 | 14/10/2022 75,000,000
Extension
lzmir 48348 | GrCF Izmir Metro Project Il GrCF 08/06/2018 80,000,000
51599 | GrCF2 W2 Izmir Metro Project il GrCF2 W2 | 28/07/2021 125,000,000

* for the purpose of this overview, project 52868 GrCF2 WZENA Investment Program in Armenia was assigned to Yerevan
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Annex 7.GCAP outcomes monitoring

Monitoring of GCAP implementation and outcomes

Monitoring of GCAP actionsmplementation and progress on targets and objectives is the
responsibility of the cities.As part of their Green City commitments, cities are required to set up
structures and assign responsibilities for the monitoring of GCAP implementation and progré$s
setup of this institutional monitoring framework and specific monitoring tools is part of the GCAP
preparation, and is therefore completed and approved together with the GCAP.

GCAP consultants design the monitoring plans and tools as a part of GCARmaration. As part of

GCAP preparation, consultants are required to prepare a monitoring plan. This is a plan which translates
the GCAP objectives, targets and actions into a document to enable the city to track action
implementation and the development brelated indicators from the indicator database. According to

the methodology, the monitoring plan should be incorporated into and approved as a part of the GCAP,
with key city personnel identified to execute the plan upon approval. The consultants alsepare the
monitoring tools based on EBRD templates; these are usually large spreadsheet tables, which will
underpin the monitoring, and comprise of:

Progress monitoring plan; for the monitoring of action implementation and the related medium

term targets;

Impact monitoring plan; based on the tracking of the development of the Indicator Database of
contextual environmental indicators, which is used in the initial phase of GCAP preparation to

establish diagnostics and baselines for the technical assessment.

The EBRD Green City team collects monitoring from cities annuallihe GC team has dedicated

internal resources to collect implementation monitoring from the cities. Cities with GCAP adopted for at
least 6 months prior are included in the annual monitorgncollection. The first round of this monitoring
was carried out in 2020. The monitoring for 2021 and 2022 was provided by the team for the purpose
of this evaluation.

The data collected by EBRD GC team is at activity implementation level only, thus bréadkthe link
established in the GCAP monitoring plan between the actions and the targets of the GCAP objectives
and the contextual (environmental) indicators to which the actions are intended to contributdhe
EBRD spreadsheet template of data collectias based on the full list of GCAP actions for each city, for
which cities provide statusNo action/ In preparation/ Under implementation/ Completeg, together
with a brief description of the implementation. This allows to gain understanding of the projpamtof
actions that are being implemented or have been completed. However, this simplified template does
not maintain the link of GCAP actions to mediuterm targets to which the actions are supposed to
contribute, nor does it maintain the link of the aabns to the contextual environmental indicators. While
the monitoring of actions maintains their grouping under strategic objectives, and sometimes (not
systematically) mention the actual mediurerm targets for the actions, these are not monitored or
provided updates on.

The GCAPs develop links between the actions and the medium term targets under strategic
objectives, as well as links between actions and the broader environmental indicator§he monitoring
plan developed by the consultants in the processf GCAP preparation includes verifiable targets for
indicators at action (or cluster of actions) level, which are achievable during the GCAP implementation
period. Likewise actions are linked to the indicators from the Indicator database.
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In general, the @APSs link:

9 actions to strategic objectives;

9 actions to verifiable mediurderm indicator/ targets;

9 actions to context (state or pressure) indicators to which they contribudehese are indicators

from the indicator database used for developing the city djaostics/ baseline.

Table9: GCAP actions and targets vs. EBRD monitoring, illustrative examples

GCAP |

EBRD monitoring

Objective: Sustainable mobility & transpo
Action 111: Renewing the urban bus fleet
Targets:
- average age of vehicles to be 8
years and the maximum 12 years b
2023
- 50% of vehicles to be compatible
with Euro 3 or more
Link to indicators:

A CO2 rediction

implementation

GCAP objectived action & target and link Status Description Mentions targets or
to context indicators?
Chisinau Under No description No link to target

No link to context
indicators

Objective: Sustainable resource and wast
management
Action 411: Extending the waste collectior
services to the suburbs
Targets:

- 100% collection coverage in the

suburbs

- 90% collection rate for tariffs
Link to indicators

A Quality of soil and underground

Under
implementation

No description

No link to target
No link to context
indicators

charging infrastructure
Targets:
- 500 charging points installed by
2023
Link to indicators
A State: Air quality (1, 1.1, 1.2 1.3),
GHG emissions (8, 8.1)
A Pressure: Transport energy (10.1,
10.3)

not have a clear number of
private EV charging points in
Tirana

water
Tirana Under [ €] there ar e 1/Nolinktotarget
Objective: Sustainable energy implementation | points across the city, at the No link to context
Action SE1: Deployment of electrieehicle public par ki ng | indicators

Objective: Resource management
Action RM3: Instalment of smart water
metersin buildings

Targets:

- 50% of commercial properties and
25% of homes with smart water
meter

Link to indicators

A State: Drinking water quality (3),
Water use (5)

A Pressure: Water consumption (25,
25.1), Water supply (26, 26.1)

Completed

The status of theproject for the
installation of Smart devices has
been completed during 2020.

No link to target
No link to context
indicators
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Objective: Energy efficiency in buildings
5.3. Energy Efficiency in residential
buildings programme
Targets:
- 20% buildingheat loss reduction
- 15% precast panel buildings
refurbished as a cumulative impact
of policy and investment
Link to indicators
A Energy savings
A CO2 mitigation

Batumi Completed | Batumi Municipality provides Links to action targets in
Objective: Modernise and expand potable adequate supply of drinking wate| action description; does
water and wastewater services services throughout the not provide target update
W1: Investment in the modernisation of municipality. According to the No link to context
potable waterdistribution of underserved data of 2020, 100% of the indicators
areas of Batumi population of Batumi Municipality
Targets: was provided with drinking water
- Modernised service for 80% area o without a schedule.
newly acquired territories by 2025
- Reduce nonrevenue water to 25%
on average
Link to indicators
A Nonrevenue water
A Average of daily number of hours o
continuouswater supply per
household
Ulaanbaatar Inprogress 'The OEner gy Per|Nolinkto target

Contracting for Residential
Retrofitting in
project developed by GGGI
Mongolia. The project requested
grant financing from NAMA to
design a financing mechanism to
retrofit 132 residential buildings.
Pilot projects are being
implemented. 1008 buildings for
insulation to be financed by a
grant of $18m from NAMA/GCF

Facility.

No link to context
indicators

These illustrative examples show how EBRD monitoring of GCAP implementation is confined to progress status of actions GElRs
establish verifiable targets for actions, these arnot carried over to the EBRD monitoring (Batumi example the only where these targets are
mentioned in action description). The data for action targets are not being collected.

Likewise, links between actions and context indicators established in GCARs rgot carried over in monitoring. This means that even though
selected high level context indicators are being monitored at city level by EBRD, it is not possible to make links betweapleted GCAP

actions and the movement of those indicators.

Themonitoring available on the EBRD side consists of outputs (status of action implementation) and,
separately, selected high level context indicators updates. It does not contain updates on action

targets (middevel outcomes) or links of action to context idicators. This means it is not possible to
establish the causality or contribution between the actions and the citlevel environmental indicators.

By not requesting the updates on the monitoring plan developed as a part of the GCAP, EBRD does not

t he
gn.

have dat
GCAP

on

desi For

act

measur abl

ons i

ndi cator s
ndi cated

e i

actionsd out
6compl et edd

of
as

completed to the extent expected in the GCAP design or whether theyeneg. completed to the extent
the city was able to resource them. It is also not possible to know whether the physical completion of
the actions achieved the expected targeted outcomes.

Even investments under GCAP implemented by EBRD do not collect datathe related verifiable

targets. While overall monitoring of GCAP action implementation is dependent on the information
provided by the cities themselves, it would be possible (and probably expected) that GCAP actions which
are financed by EBRD would atude the related GCAP targets in its own monitoring. This is not currently

carried out either.

While the full monitoring and reporting according to the monitoring plan is the responsibility of the
cities, it is not clear that this is systematically happaing. The monitoring of GCAP and related targets
is the responsibility of each city and the GCAPs contain sections where they outline the organisation,
scheduling, department responsibilities and resourcing for the monitoring and reporting. The
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consultantsalso prepare the monitoring templates for progress and impact monitoring. Some GCAPs
also include actions for the cityds own capacity
of GCAP actions. Nevertheless, it is not clear that this momita is systematically being carried out

according to these plans. EBRD annual monitoring does not collect this data, and it is not clear that the
cities themselves have the capacity, resources or incentive to carry out this reporting. It is possible that
some cities have maintained the internal structures and monitoring plans developed as part of the

GCAP to systematically report not only on action status but also on the progress towards the verifiable
outcome targets for those actions. This was for exangphot the case in the case study cities for this
evaluation.

The revised ToR for GCAP consultants now contain provisions for more support to the cities with

monitoring. The new ToR for consultants used with the revised GCAP methodology now contains a

prov si on for the consul tants t o gudethefisstnonitoringe ci ty i
exercise to understand the status of implementing each action included inthe GE@AP wi t hi n 6 mc
of the GCAP completion, as well as provide related caggdiuilding following this first monitoring based

on identified capacity gaps. These provisions are likely the result of the first generation cities not being

in all cases able to maintain the monitoring plan setup without further support.

With the reporting available on the EBRD side, it will not be possible to make inferences about the
environmental i mpacts of GCAP i mpl ementation, t
6significant envi r on rnenntige, basedan tedsEAP dasign, icvotlld/be | e v e
possible to link GCAP cumulative implementation to changes in environmental indicators. This would
require resources but by no means to the extent that would be required for a quantitative impact
research study. It would allow foan informed qualitative contribution analysis, which could link
implemented actions to theachievement of the medium term targets, and to their contribution to the
movement of the environmental indicators with a reasonable level of confidence. This deed also

within the spirit of the GCAP methodology, which does expect this reporting and evaluation to be carried
out. Both the original GCAP methodology (which underpins the development of all first generation
GCAPs included in this evaluation) and thevised version of the methodology from end 2020 make it

clear that monitoring of GCAPs needs to link the actions to the contextual environmental indicators

used for diagnostics baseline, based on which the objectives and actions themselves were developed
and prioritised. E.g. the revised methodology stipulates that:

0
I

Related transition impact monitoring

The transition monitoring of the Programme is centred on the overall transition objective of significant
environmental improvement at the city level While the first GrCF was still designed under the previous
transition impact concept (theoverdl obj ecti ve being included under ¢
and processes0f6), it was s olmsedsydtemeand transitiomtehclantarksd i nt
were harmonised across the subsequent frameworks and extensions. While originally TQ-®ierned

was the secondary TQ for the framework (and all saperations), from the extension of the second

framework in 2020, secondary TQs are selective for all saperations. TQ Green is the only

81 EBRD Green City Action Plan methodology, 2020; p.34 [emphasis added]
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representation of a framewaork level ambition, while secdary TQs are monitored at subperation level
and do not have frameworlevel targets.

While the Transition Impact monitoring is reasonably well designed to substantiate the achievement

of intended objectives, the actual monitoring is not carried out noreported beyond outputs.The

transition monitoring of TQ Green covers the appropriate basic proxy indicators to substantiate the
delivery and achievement of the ultimate overall objective. This is especially true in conjunction with the
GCAP methodology,hich provides for a development of sophisticated baseline as well as GCAPs which
develop |inks between the actions and the verifia
links between actions and the broader environmental indicators. GR#also develop comprehensive
monitoring plans and tools. The implementation of the GCAP monitoring at city level is the responsibility
of each city, within their obligations under the Programme. The EBRD internal Green City team carries
out annual monitoing exercise with the cities to collect data. However, the data collected by EBRD GC
team is at activity implementation status only, thus breaking the link established in the GCAP
monitoring plan between the actions and the targets of the city objectiveadthe contextual
(environmental) indicators to which the actions are intended to contribute.

Preparation and adoption of GCAPshe implementation of GCAP contracts is monitored and the
information on their completion and adoption in each city is availkb(as are the GCAPs
themselves, published on an external website).

Multiple GCAP investmentsThe GC team monitors the status of action implementation for all
GCAP actions through annual monitoring request to the cities. The average number of investments
within GCAPs is then reported through TIMS. This is broadly adequate, even if improvements in
approach could be made to make the monitoring more meaningful within the spirit of the

indicator; for example prénvestment or support actions (such as feasility studies) here are

counted as investment if they constitute a separate action in the GCAP.

EBRD followon investments:The proportion of EBRB i nanced i nvesotnmsednt s as
embodies the expectation for the Programme to grow in depth (rather thaistjin breadth), and

for EBRD to participate in the financing of the implementation of the GCAPs. Here likewise some
improvements in reporting could be made. One observation is that in the TIMS monitoring projects

in the pipeline were included in the foll-on count to increase their proportiol82 Another
observation is that in its list of cities that
Frameworksd the reporting includes Amman, Chi si
had one invesment project under GrCF each to date. While this probably could be characterised

as borderline inadequate reporting, the data on EBRD own investments are internally available

and this indicator can be fairly easily calculated.

Achievement of verifiable tagets: This indicator refers to the CGAP actidimked measurable

target s; the benchmark asks for the achievement
set in the GCAP, within 5 years after the respective GCAP finalisation (including bothsinvents
andwelldef i ned policy measures).d The TIMS reporti

of this is not yet possible as GCAPs had not yet been in implementation for 5 years, and adds that
OGCAP i mpl ementation pr oEOBRD6s. iTshicsl olsaetltye rmopnairtto
as the substance of this benchmark is concerned the GC team only collect data on the

implementation status of the actions, but not on the achievement of the expected targets.

Moreover, in the internal monitorig actions are not linked to those targets any more, and they are

likewise separated from the contextual environmental indicators to which they are contributing.

82 There is no convinimg reason for including projects in the pipeline in the count of follesn projects in this count. Within the spirit of this
indicator project can be considered delivered when at least signed with the client.
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This means that no more than aggregated status reporting is currently possibléhis is already
covered in the 6action implementationd (output)

Significant environmental improvement:The latest TIMS reporting on this overall Programme
objective consists of solely one sentence: 08 ¢
showing improvement in environmental indicators either towards to the higher benchmark or

within the same benchmark. 6 This cannot be cons
expectation of this Programme:

0 The purpose of TIMS is to be impact monitognThe setting of the benchmarks follows certain
logic, which approximates the results causal chain and should ensure that this logic is translated
in the reporting. The rationale of this benchmark is not to see whether any arbitrary
environmental indicata in the city showed an improvement. The rationale is to establish a
reasonably credible contribution between actions, their outcomes and this impact. The practice
of not monitoring measurable targets of implemented actions, and not retaining the linkstoé
actions to the environmental indicators, while collecting staralone data on selected
environmental indicators does not serve the intended purpose here.

o If this benchmark should be appropriately reported on, the minimum information provided would
include: reporting separately on each city where this objective is considered achieved; including
information on which environmental indicator has improved, which priority environmental area
of the GCAP diagnostics it corresponded to, which were the actionshaf GCAP that were
related to this indicator and to what extent they were implemented (verifiable targets), and
making a reasoned assessment of the possible cumulative contribution of these actions to the
movement of the indicator.
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Annex 8. GCAP action implememation

Data in this annex originate from 2022 GCAP action monitoring provided to the evaluation by the GC
team. Analysis by EvD.

This aggregation of data from GCAP monitoring is based on the 2022 monitoring round data provided
by the Green Cities teamThesource data on the status of GCAP action implementation was collected
from cities by the GC team in 2022. Only cities, in which GCAP has been adopted for at least 6 months,
are approached to provide the update in the implementation status. Out of currgn#4 completed

GCAPs, this round collected monitoring data from 14 cities.

Table10: Cities included in 2022 monitoring of GCAP implementation

GCAP status

GCAP completion \ GCAP approval |

2022 monitoring

Thilisi Adopted 01/08/2017 01/09/2017 Yes
Yerevan Adopted 01/08/2017 12/09/2017 Yes
Tirana Adopted 01/04/2018 07/06/2018 Yes
Ulaanbaatar Adopted 22/11/2019 19/12/2019 Yes
Gyumri Adopted 26/11/2019 20/12/2019 Yes
Zenica Adopted 28/10/2019 26/12/2019 Yes
Chisinau Adopted 27/11/2019 21/05/2020 Yes

Sofia Adopted 27/11/2019 25/06/2020 Yes
Banja Luka Adopted 10/12/2019 06/10/2020 No
Batumi Adopted 20/11/2019 16/10/2020 Yes
Skopje Adopted 21/07/2020 27/10/2020 Yes

1zmir Adopted 28/07/2020 17/12/2020 Yes
Craiova Adopted 21/01/2021 28/01/2021 No
Sarajevo Adopted 13/12/2019 11/05/2021 Yes
Amman Adopted 27/11/2020 08/06/2021 Yes
Belgrade Adopted 31/03/2021 09/06/2021 No

Lviv Adopted 29/12/2019 12/07/2021 No
Pristina Adopted 19/08/2021 02/09/2021 Yes

Balti Adopted 23/11/2021 23/11/2021 No
Varna Adopted 17/12/2021 10/08/2022 No, less than 6 mo from adoption
Minsk Completed 13/12/2019 No, not adopted
Kyiv Completed 22/12/2021 No, not adopted
Dushanbe Completed 25/07/2022 No, not adopted
Almaty Completed 10/10/2022 No, not adopted

As discussed in the first section of this annex, data available consist of the status of action

implementation but outcome data is not available. Therefore, this analysis consists of the aggregation
of the progress of GCAPnplementation, for which data exist. Data includes only actions of the 14 cities
for which monitoring is available.

Actions in GCAPs are classified as Investment or Policy; these categories assume about half of the
GCAP actions each on averagénvestmentactions comprise also actions that are preparatory such as
feasibility or other preinvestment support actions. Overall across the 14 monitored GCAPs, there are
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585 actions, out of which 306 Investment (52%) and 279 Policy (48%). 16 Investment and 38 Bwli
actions are reported as completed, and another 160 and 78 as Under implementation, respectively.

Figure33: All monitored GCAP actions by status of implementation

Policy

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 1e0 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 320
GCAP Actions

Implementation status
B o Action

. In Preparation

. Under Implementation
M Completed

In sector distribution, most GCAP actions are in Urban traport, followed by Water, Energy and Solid
waste. In the monitored GCAPs, the most represented sector is Urban transport with almost quarter of
all actions (23%, 134 actions), followed by Water (16%, 93 actions), Energy (15%, 88 actions) and Solid
waste (14%, 80 actions). Actions classified as Climate adaptation and resilience are at the end of the
distribution (4%, 26 actions), just above actions aimed at general institution capacity building (3%, 16
actions).

Figure34: All monitored GCAP actions by sector classification
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In terms of implementation progress, in most sectors around half of actions are either Under
implementation or Completed.In most sectors the share of actions Under implementation or
Completed are in the range of 47% to 58%. The exception are actions in Industry sector, of which only

6% are Under implementation.

Figure35: All monitored GCAP action®y sector classification, status of implementation
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An overview of progress of GCAP action implementation for each city is presented in the following set

of figures.

Figure36: GCAP actions by city and sector classificatiostatus of implementation

Amman
Urban Transport  Investment 3
Palicy 1
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Palicy 1
Land use and Investment 1
Biodiversity Policy _ 1
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and Resilience Policy 2
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GCAP Actions

GCAP adoptedune 2021
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Urban Transport Investment
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Policy Bl
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Chisinau Gyumri
Urban Transport Investment Urban Transport Investment
Policy Policy
Water Investment Water Investment
Energy Investment Policy
Policy Energy Investment
Solid Waste Investment -
Policy
Land use and Biodiversity Investment
Solid Waste Investment
Policy .
Buildings Investment oy
Industry Policy Larndruseyul Investment
Institution & Capacity Buil.. Policy v Policy
4 5 Buildings Investment
Industry Investment
GCAP Actions
Policy
GCAP adOpteMay 2020 Climate Adaptation Investment
and Resilience Policy
0 e 8 10
GCAP Actions.
GCAP adopteddecember 2019
Izmir Pristina
Urban Transport Investment E Urban Transport Investment
Water Investment Water Investment
Policy Palicy
Energy Investment Energy Investment
Policy Solid Waste Investment
Solid Waste Investment Palicy
Policy Land use and Biodiversity Investment
Land use and Biodiversity Investment Palicy
Policy Buildings Investment
Buildings Policy 2 Palicy
Industry Investment Industry Palicy
Policy Climate Adaptation andR.. Pelicy
Institution & Capacity Buil.. Policy Institution & Capacity Buil.. Investment
3 1 3 4 5 6 7
GCAP Actions ‘GCAP Actions
GCAP adoptedecember 2020 GCAP adopte@®eptember 2021
Sarajevo Canton Skopje
Urban Investment Urban Transport Investment
Transport Policy Policy
Water Investment 7 Water Investment
Policy 2 Policy
Energy Investment Energy Investment
- - Policy
Policy 2
Solid Waste Investment
Solid Waste Investment
Policy
Policy
Land use and Investment
La_nd_use?nd Investment Biodiversity Policy
Biodiversity Policy
Climate Adaptation Investment
Buildings Investment and Resilience Policy
Indust Poli
— e 0 2 3 4 5
0 & GCAP Actions
GCAP Actions
GCAP adopte@®ctober 2020
GCAP adoptedday 2021
Sofia Thilisi
Urban Transport Investment Urban Transport Investment
Policy Palicy
Water Investment Water Investment
Energy Investment Palicy
Solid Waste Investment Energy Investment 2
Land use and Biodiversity  Policy Palicy
Buildings Investment Solid Waste Investment 1
Climate Adaptation and Investment Palicy
Resilience Policy Land use and Biodiversity  Investment
2 3 Palicy
GCAP Actions Buildings Investment
Palicy
GCAP adoptedune 2020 Industry Investment
Policy 3
Climate Adaptation and R.. Pelicy
H 3 4
GCAP Actions

GCAP adopte@eptember 2017
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Tirana Ulaanbaatar
Urban Transport Investment S 1 Urban Transport Investment [N 2
Policy Poiy  [EREE
Water Investment [ Water Investment A 1
Policy Energy Investment [N 1
Energy Investment [N 1 Policy
Policy E Solid Waste Investment [ 1
Solid Waste Investment [N 1 Land use and Biodiversity Investment [JIIN 1
Land use and Biodiversity Investment [N Buildings Investment [
Poliy S Policy
Buildings Investment [N = Climate Adaptation andR.. Investment | 2
Pelicy B 0 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 8 9

Climate Adaptation and R.. Policy - H

GCAP Actions
Institution & Capacity Buil.. Policy = 2
o 1+ » a2 a4 < ¢ 5 s+ o GCAPadopte®ecember 2019
GCAP Actions

GCAP adoptedune 2018
Yerevan Zenica
Urban Investment N 2 | UrbanTransport  Investment [N 1
Transport  policy I - Paliey 2
Water Investment _‘3 Water Investment 1

Poicy | e ireesemert. I -

Poll I
Energy Investment 1 B s
Solid Waste tnvestment TR 1
Policy I - pol
olicy I

Solid Waste  Investment [IESNN1" INE Land use and investment R 1

Policy 11 Biodiversity Policy B
Land useand Investment Buildings Investment [ 1
Biodiversity policy 1 Climate Adaptation Investment [ 1
Industry Investment [l 1 and Resilience Policy 1

Policy I 0 1 2 3 a

Q 2 4 [} 8 10 12 14 16 18 GCAP Actions
GCAP Actions GCAP adopte®ecember 2019

GCAP adopte@eptember 2017

Table11: GCAP action implementation status by city

GCAP No Action [IRNRFEParSHon Under‘ Completed
adopted Implementation

Amman Jun21 37
Batumi Oct20 a7
Chisinau May-20 36
Gyumri Dec19 64
Izmir Dec20 a7
Pristina Sep21 29
Sarajevo Canton May-21 49
Skopje Oct20 1 1 22 4 28
Sofia Jun20 1 5 11 17
Thilisi Sepl7 4 7 17 7 35
Tirana Jun18 4 7 28 4 43
Ulaanbaatar Dec19 13 6 22 2 43
Yerevan Sepl7 36 8 15 33 92
Zenica Dec19 2 6 10 18

147 146 238 54
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Annex 9.GCAP Lessons learned

This Annex presents a synthesis of lessons learned from the GCAP procédse basis for this synthesis

ar e

GCAP Consul

tant so

Fi

nal

reports

(Lesso

ns Le

delivered by the Consultants after the finalisation of & GCAP. The purpose of the Final report is to
identify the lessons for the production of the GCAP including difficulties faced during the assignment
and suggestions for improvements. The reports are delivered to EBRD GC team and are intended for
| earni

internalu t i

sati

on as part

of

t he

Programmeds

are therefore not made public. The reports were provided to the evaluation by the GC team.

This synthesis presents valuable insights and lessons emerging from the firgeneration of Green
Cities GCAP implementationT h i s [

synthesis 1is

based

on 21

Final

to the evaluation team. By definition these reports are only available when the GCAP process is
finalised. This meant that all the reprts are based on processes initiated and carried out under the

i ni tial

GCAP met hodol

0gy

and

consul

tant sd

ToR.

changes and additions to the GCAP process, some based on the experiences and lessons fromrte fi
generation of Green Cities. In this respect, while some of the observations distilled from the reports may
be seen as having only partial applicability to the current methodology, they are meaningful in at least

two respects: i) as a part of an egost evaluation of the first generation of Green Cities under the

Programme; and ii) as an evidence of learning processes the Programme employs for continuous
internal improvements. That said, majority of the key lessons reflecting on the key success factérs o
the GCAP process remain valid and are not related to the particulars of the GCAP methodology.

Table12: Reports included in this synthesis review

City Country Lead Consultant Date of report
Thilisi GEORGIA Empress/Enviros Octl7
Yerevan ARMENIA EY Aprl8
Tirana ALBANIA ARUP Juk18
Ulaanbaatar MONGOLIA RWA Dec19
Minsk BELARUS Mott MacDonald Feb20
Zenica BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA PWC Feb20
Batumi GEORGIA AECOM Mar-20
Chisinau MOLDOVA RWA Mar-20
Lviv UKRAINE Mott MacDonald Mar-20
Gyumri ARMENIA Atkins May-20
Skopje NORTH MACEDONIA Atkins Aug20
Sofia BULGARIA PwWC Sep20
1zmir TURKIYE AECOM Sep20
Banja Luka BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA Atkins Now20
Sarajevo BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA Atkins Dec20
Craiova ROMANIA Mott MacDonald Feb21
Belgrade SERBIA Mott MacDonald Mar-21
Amman JORDAN AECOM May-21
Pristina KOSOVO Mott MacDonald Oct21
Kyiv UKRAINE Atkins Dec21
Balti MOLDOVA RWA Jan22
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Lessons emerging from GCAP process

In the first generation of GCAPs thergvere clear emerging common areas of lessons and
opportunities for improvement. The majority of first generation of GCAPs were generated in the two
regions of the Programme rollout, Eastern Europe and Caucasus (CEE), and South Eastern Europe
(SEE). There wsalso one representative each from Central Asia (CA), Turkiye, and Southern and
Eastern Mediterranean (SEMED). This group is far from homogenous; it comprises countries (and cities)
at various stages of transition from early transition countries (e.g. Gg@, Mongolia), to uppemiddle
income countries (Turkiye) and EU member states (Romania, Bulgaria). Yet, there were some clear
areas of the GCAP process that were subject to reflections and lessons across the board, indicating
areas for potential improvenent and strengthening the case for the identification of key success
factors. The main lessons learned are summarised in this section, accompanied by a selection of
examples and observations from various citie3 these examples are intended to be illustttave rather
than exhaustive.

The Basics

The nature of GCAP and its formal approval

There is a need for clarity about the nature of GCAP as a strategic planning document vs. an
operational action plan. This can vary city by city depending on their specifieeds and context. But
there should be an understanding and agreemend at the city level first and foremostd of the nature
of the GCAP and its position in the city planning structures.

Chisinau report encapsulates this lesson: The GCAP is a documéat ultimately guide green
investments at city level. For some, this is a strategic document, whilst for other is an operational
planning one. In Chisinau, the driving force behind the GCAP was the need for green investments,
integrating all policy actionsaand investments. Since the GCAP defines action ideas and estimates
a financial implication and environmental results, it was avoided to name the GCAP as an action
plan, naming it a strategic planning for a green city.

Likewise in Ulaanbaatar, the municigidy avoided to name the GCAP as an action plan, and
preferred to name this document as a strategic investment plan.

Kyiv report suggests that The GCAP should not be considered as a strict policy document which
must be adhered to and formally adopted andriplemented in its entirety. It should be labelled an

oinfrastructure and policy gap assessmento rath
recommendations for possible investment supporting project preparation in line with ongoing
initiatives.

Skopje report ecommended that the GCAP should not be pitched as a Policy document for the city
but rather an advisory one.

This clarity is important also because it deter mi
positioning of the document has further implicatons for other aspects of its implementation, not least

its approval and the | evel at which this approval
processd6 for the GCAP approval, and wunderlying th
formalisation facilitates the GCAPOs i mpl ementat.
change. This expectation has borne out in some cities, while the experience from others shows a more
complex reality.

In Yerevan, one of the first GCARaunched, the approval by the Council of Elders was seen as a
significant success: the consultant was invited
document was presented for adoption. This is also highlighted as success and the eventual

expression d ownership and commitment to GCAP implementation.
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Experience from Skopje goes as far as to suggest the removal of the formal approval requirement:

Any requirement for formal adoption should be avoided and the document should serve an

advisory function ory, providing an environmental intervention gap assessment, avoiding any

obligation of the City to adopt the action plan formally, or incorporate large investment

programmes into their budgets. From this experience, by enforcing strict adoption, responsible
departments viewed any current review as criticism and any future plans as additional pressure.

In addition, there was some perception that the policy document that will be adopted may lead to
enforced pressure on already capacity and financialtpnstrained departments. Nervousness

seemed to exist around formally and |l egally ado
budget is around G06m.

Reports from Belgrade and Craiova note that GCAPs are more likely to be meaningfully adopted

and followed throwgh if they are attached to or embedded within an existing plan, such as a

General Urban Plan. The reports contend that the formal GCAP approval is generally a political
statement of support, rather than a lpenuine st a
implementing a General Urban Plan (or similar) would be. Similarly Pristina report notes that by

attaching the GCAP to an existing plan or process, it is probable that there would be a stronger
obligation to both develop and the implement it, than a ahd-alone plan.

In the case of Belgrade the consultants established good contact with Urban Planning Bureau and

were able to align the GCAP; but in reality many of the investments will be delivered under other

plans, rather than being specifically drivenyothe GCAP. On the other hand in Craiova while the

process of General Urban Plan update in principle offered an opportunity for alignment, there was

not enough engagement between the two teams and this led to limited streamlining of the GCAP

to the City pan.

In some cities the combining of the GCAP with the Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP) or similar
process was seen as strengthening the formal status of the document. This was the case for

example in Belgrade, Sarajevo, lzmir.

Reportfrom Kyivnotes hat despite the cityds engagement wh
necessarily translate to the commitment in implementation: The level of engagement eased the

approval process in the following stages. However since finalisation of the plan, it has lme¢n

followed by forthcoming ownership and leadership into the implementation stage.

City ownership & responsibilities

Readiness and engagement of the city prior to the start of the GCAP process, and clarity on the
responsibilities and resources this wilentail is necessary for smooth implementation. The GCAP

methodology is clear in its understanding that the development of GCAP will place requirements on

the city itself. The foreseen role of therocess,ty i s
but rather to lead this process and make genuine commitment to its success. This requires political
leadership, engagement, and mobilisation of internal resources in setting up appropriate institutional
structures. The clarity on the nature of GAAas discussed above is also a factor in the creation of the
cityds expectations and their allocation of resou
readiness and ownership were achieved at varying levels.

There are various examples of sing city leadership and commitment. Balti report for example
notes that he decision making level of the city was engaged throughout the entire project
implementation, with two vicemayors directly coordinating the work.

Likewise in Craiova, the City estdished a Focal Point group which acted as a steering committee
for the development of the GCAP. This was extremely useful to have in place from an early stage
as it gave good access to stakeholders and data while we were developing the plan. This included
representatives from the Public Services Department, PR Department and experts in energy,

transport and environment, which were the key a
team were not engaged and senior representation from this team on thieogp would have been
beneficial.
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In Lviv, it was clear from the outset that the City authorities had a clear understanding of the
environmental challenges they face and had already started to address the most pressing

problems. There was also a high levef support for the GCAP projects at all levels of the City
administration. The city established a 6GCAP un
formal organisation, but a combination of four people from the City Investment Department and

the Qty Institute, which oversees strategic projects. The Unit included the Heads of both

organisations. This initiative was extremely helpful throughout the project.

In Yerevan, the city welcomed the fact it had been selected as a pilot city for the GCAP

development and declared its readiness to support the process. As the process started it was

clear, however, the City did not plan any active participation in the GCAP development. Similarly in
Gyumri, while the Mayor continuously expressed his high esteenttw support of the GCAP

Programme, political commitment and ownership was only party achieved.

The Belgrade report notes that stronger municipal ownership of the plan is needed as it would
encourage ownership and help integrate the GCAP into the wider noipal context. However, this

has to be balanced against the risks of nedelivery and the benefits of having the consultant

drive the programme.

The Belgrade GCAP development suffered from initial lack of city engagement and significant

delays. Therepar notes that despite the mayords early i
institutional commitment to the project in the early phases which were characterised by delays in
mobilising a working group and a GCAP/SECAP coordinator for the city. Thiglesinimal

engagement from other city stakeholders. The process was effectively stalled for a period of about
seven months after the initial phase. It was then revived thanks to EBRD involvement, and

successfully completed. The consultant reflects on theotential reasons for the initial lack of
progress, and suggests that the way of signing
project, where commitment to GCAP was a condition attached to a specific investment was a
contributing factorasitoul d have been perceived as an Oexte
concludes that the formal MoU, which was later signed for the-mgobilisation of the project,

specifically managing involvement in the GCAP and SECAP (independent of other investments),
presented a much clearer mandate for stakeholders to engage.

Similarly in Kyiv, the required internal structures at the city level were no tin place at the beginning

of the project, and were not assigned for almost ten months. This resulted in an absence of

ownership, leadership and accountability from the city for their own Plan. This effectively paused

the project and caused significant delays. However, once the GCAP teams were created, the
Coordinators and Working Group were deeply engaged and provided d&otfeedback in the

developing of the actions process. This contributed to producing a robust plan.

The establishment of internal structures within the city to manage the process while engaging the

right stakeholders at the right levels is also a subjecf attention. This partly stems from the
understanding of the nature of the GCAP as disc
initial assumption was that the department resp
project, which includedthe GCAP commitment, would also be responsible for the GCAP

development. Likewise in Ulaanbaatar, it was initially the department implementing the trigger
investment, which was responsible for GCAP. The responsibility for the GCAP coordination was

later re-assigned to the Policy and Planning Department, which had however limited capacities in

terms of implementation knowledge and experience in the sectors covered by GCAP. The report
concludes that it would probably be more appropriate to work with a techaicdepartment as a
counterpart, for instance the Urban Planning Department. The more integrated the approach, the
better 6 usually, the Urban Planning Department is the entity that integrates all the elements in

one design document.

In some cases, the respnsibilities of the city were not clear. For Amman, the report notes the

Technical Committee and particularly the Steering Committee experienced misunderstanding of

their roles and responsibilities and the GCAP process itself. Although this is the resguilisi of

the city point of contact, there has not been much evidence in any GCAPs the consultant has
developed that this has been done correctly.
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In Banja Luka, the city administration did not take a fully active role in the majority of the GCAP
tasks. This caused the problem that feedback came late and at points in the process where
considerable work had already been included in the drafting of various elements of the GCAP.
Likewise the data collection and technical assessment was entirely done by then@dtant Team
with minimal engagement of the City Administration staff. A more technically responsive
relationship, where there was a greater understanding of the tasks and timescales, as well as
ownership, with the City Administration would have been bdiugal.

In Batumi the report reflected on the fact that despite setting up two Project Governance bodies
(the Internal Advisory Group and the Steering Committee) the City did not engage in much detalil
with the process and deliverables that were produced/the Consultant team. The consultant
team started engaging with the City Lead at the beginning of the project but it was evident from
the onset that there were certain communication barriers such as language and capacity issues.
Developing open and twavay communication with the City Lead proved to be increasingly
challenging as the project progressed.

Lack of engagement was a serious issue in Minsk. The report notes that it is by no means clear
that the City has fully bought into the idea of the GCAP anald a weak understanding of the
project cycle of projects and their priorities and strategies financed by IFIs. Culturally, it became
apparent that the concept of setting an ambitious muf e ar o0 gr een pl andé with
not accepted. Moreoverthe use of indicators which suggested failure of current aspects of the
City performance clearly caused significant political disquiet as did engagement with civil society
and nongovernmental agencies. Overall the City has failed to allocate adequate neises

(political, project management and technical) to ensure good delivery.

Within the context of the cityds supporting inst.i
shown to be crucial to efficient and effective GCAP process implementatian many cities. Especially

when matched with a knowledgeable and weltonnected local coordinator on the consultant side, the

GCAP process has best chances for smooth implementation.

In Craiova the city has a very proactive and enthusiastic GCAP co@tinwho worked hard to

secure inputs from both the City officials but also ensured that it received appropriate attention

from the Cityds Mayor. This was a very signific
In Pristina, while there was a coordirtar nominated early on, the person nominated was not

employed by the Municipality which caused problems in terms of their status and ability to

effectively coeordinate with other City officials. Despite attempts to formalise her role within the
Municipality, this was not successful and resulted in a much lower level of support being provided

to the Consultant. Towards the end of the process, there was very little input at all from the Green

City Coordinator, such that the Consultant Team ‘Galinator basedin Pristina facilitated most

meetings with the Cityods Political and Techni ca
feedback was provided.
I n Sarajevo, the consul trempedted and toonectel specalistywthdo nat or

was also leadng on the development of the Cantonal Environmental Action Plan, which helped to
better understand key issues on delivering and developing the plan. However, additional
resources had to be allocated to this consultant because the main point of contacttire
administration did not speak English and all communication including progress emails had to be
translated to both languages.

The Belgrade report highlights that an early appointment of a committed GCAP coordinator in the
city is critical. The absencefisomeone performing this role was, in the view of the consultant, the
root cause of substantial delays. The report recommends clear ToR for the GCAP coordinator so
that this person can be in place prior to the GCAP consultant being appointed.

InYerevant he report notes that the project manager
whose responsibilities covered actual implementation of large investment projects, such as road
infrastructure, and was not really interested in the GCAP. Likewise thieralas lacking direct
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levers to the personnel of the relevant departments to actively participate in the different activities
supporting the GCAP development. The report concludes that the leadership and focal point on
behalf of the city is absolutely cruai to the progress and facilitation of GCAP development and
approvals, and should be carefully appointed in the first stage of the project

The Batumi report reflects that open and twavay communication with the City Lead was
increasingly challenging, andwggests that the city be required to nominate a dap-day lead
person with sufficient English language skills who is empowered to promptly respond to requests
from the Consultant team or can effectively escalate issues within the city administration.
TheMinsk report notes that the City GCAP Coordinator of the City was lacking availability or
resources to actively develop the GCAP, and strict procedures were preventing communication
between the Consultant and any other staff of the City, which has led ttoaof delays and a GCAP
developed by the Consultant with minimal local input.

Process
Mobilisation/initialisation

The initialisation of the GCAP preparation on the part of the city is a crucial foundation of the process.

While the methodology is clear orthe importance of city ownership and commitment, there is less

specificity on how to actually achieve this, and where the responsibility lies. In some cases of
responsibilities formally assigned to tdvessexi ty f e
were more consultantdriven than expected. Some reports recommend carrying out of pt@CAP city

readiness assessments, or underpinning all GCAPs with an EBRiy MoU clearly setting out the

expectations and responsibilities for all parties.

Forexa mp | e, Banja Luka r eampcrets srmeemnd mmod dloeforé sy & praed i n
selecting a city for the development of a GCAP, the EBRD should undertake a more detailed pre
assessment of the City Administrativemwléiathe apaci t
GCAP process, with a particular focus on GCAP implementation, monitoring and leadership. This

could also help build a stronger relationship with the City Administration and would raise

understanding of the City GCAP team and likely incredabeir engagement and ownership. In the

case of Banja Luka, there was, in some cases, a lack of understanding of the GCAP ownership and
responsibility at the outset. The same recommendation was made in Gyumri and Sarajevo reports
(developed by the same led consultant).

For I zmir, the report points to a possible 6sco
stages of the GCAP process and during deliverable review periods, putting pressure on consultant

time during the later stages of the projet.

Positive experience from Skopje reiterated the importance of early identification of a core project

team, and clear ownership of the GCAP. The city team early, clear direction and ownership of the
process by the Mayor ds owefeiwall engagddiwithdhe coasaltartts t h at
immediately at project inception, and this resulted in quick mobilisation and excellent support to

activities. The report recommends that this should be ensured for all GCAPs before the consultant

is contracted to sart.

Yerevan, one of the first GCAPs, struggled with active city engagement, and the consultants

suggested that an MoU signed between the EBRD and the City spelling out the role and

responsibilities of each party, including the consultants.

The Kyiv expegnce led to a recommendation for the City departments and teams to be given

prior notice of the start of the GCAP, and be given suitable time to prepare. Only then should the
consultant be engaged and begin their contracted obligations. This would help eresbuyin but

also help with the timescales for delivery. Similar recommendation was made in Skopje.
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City capacity and capacity building

The Green Cities Programme includes cities of different sizes at various stages of development. The
process of GCAP ygparation requires sufficient capacity on the side of the city to fulfil the
responsibilities stemming from the initial political commitment. Successful GCAP preparation and
approval needs to be then translated into efficient coordination of its implemerdtion, monitoring and
reporting. The GCAP methodology includes provision for three capacity building workshops in the
course of the GCAP preparation as a standard. Standardised GCAP methodology supports rigour and
consistent quality in GCAP development. Heever, not all cities have the same level of internal
capacity to be able to successfully lead and own the process from the start. This issue can be further
exacerbated in some cities by high staff turnover. Assessment of institutional capacity at the owsof
the process and adjusting the methodology for possible strengthening of the capacity building
elements where needed may be desirable.

In Zenica, the report suggests that capacity building sessions are better when integrated into the
process, insteadof scheduled at the end. The experience of capacity building value was mixed
and depended greatly on whether the city can both identify a need which is specific enough to
respond to, and then can mobilise the individuals to attend on the day. An alterwvatiapproach to
capacity building would be to focus more on the practical aspects of GCAP implementation, with
smaller group discussions focused on the steps and structures needed for effective
implementation.

The Sarajevo report links the above discussedadinesspreas sessment of the
capacity building needs and to the fact that the city needs to be able to subsequently implement
the GCAP without consultant support: where possible, capacity gaps should be identified at an
early stage bythe EBRD, which would then enable the Consultant Team to conduct specific
capacity building sessions to guide the beneficiary through the process and make sure they are
able to drive the process further, when the beneficiary is responsible for implementthg GCAP
actions and reporting progress to the EBRD.

In Sarajevo also the report pointed out that some gaps in capacity were filled in by the consultants
where their Stakeholder Engagement Expert provided support to the administration with the
preparation of the documents needed for the GCAP adoption and approval by the Cantonal
Assembly. Such support however is not available after the GCAP compledidime report suggests
that more capacity building sessions could be included as part of the GCAP impletagon and
integration processes, although this would require additional resources.

The Banja Luka report also notes that the methodology does not consider a specific assessment
of the institutional capacity and capability of the City Administration asmpaf the GCAP process.
This would help the Consultant Team to identify, at an early stage, the most suitable form of
capacity building throughout the process, to address specific knowledge or skill gaps the City
Administration faces. In the case of Banjauka, this has been an ongoing challenge and one
which has become more prevalent since the project has commenced.

The Chisinau report notes that the capacities of the Municipality representatives were limited and
generally, there is a shortage of human resirces and the fluctuations of personnel is quite high.
Taking into account that the estimated timeframe for the GCAP development process is 14
months, there are high chances that Municipality personnel who were involved in the development
stage will no langer be engaged at the implementation phase.

Through the implementation of the capacity building workshops with the representatives of the
Ulaanbaatar municipality the consultant reflected that the capacities of the municipality
representatives were veryitnited, and the capacities built will likely also be eroded through high
staff turnovers.

For Gyumri, the report notes that the methodology does not consider a specific assessment of the
institutional capacity and capability of the City Administration g&rt of the GCAP process. This
would help the consultant team to identify the most suitable form of engagement and include
capacity building sessions at relevant moments throughout the process to address specific
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knowledge or skill gaps the City Administiian faces. The report concludes that the city is
currently limited in its institutional capacity to adequately monitor and engage in the development
of national and international policy landscape. While seeking opportunities to leverage financial
and technical assistance resources, this is truly a restrictive factor for maintaining an adequate
level of engagement in the development possibilities for the environmental protection programs.
The Skopje report also suggests that capacity building events couleldiaggered across the whole
GCAP deadline, to provide iterative support to City project teams to manage the process and
prepare for the next stages.

Prioritisation of actions

Prioritisation of actions for the GCAP is a critical step in the preparation pcess. The balancing of
priorities of various stakeholders and political interests with the outcomes of the dathased technical
assessment and expert recommendations, and arriving to a plan which is wethunded and respects
the inter-dependence between mdividual actions is not always straightforward. There are choices to be
made between more holistic and allencompassing plans and more streamlined sectefocussed ones.
Some questions were raised with respect to the eligibility of certain actions to be éguded in a GCAP.

Balancing priorities
The Banja Luka report notes that there was also additional complexity when the steps of
assessment were not aligned. For example, an action may have scored relatively high in the
technical assessment but was not pogar with stakeholders and political representatived a
water section action scored relatively highly in the technical assessment, but was ranked as low
priority in both the stakeholder and political prioritisation. This issue highlights the direction and
importance of GCAP ownership. As this is a political document subject to political approval, the
political prioritisation comprises the final deciding step. However, this approach has risks in
relation to potential political change in the leadership of th€ity Administration.

Interrelation between actions and sectors
In the case of Amman, it was advantageous to merge stakeholders with different areas of
responsibility for the participatory exercises, as this facilitated valuable cressctoral
conversatiors and information sharing. Even when not directly beneficial to the GCAP document,
these 'silobreaking' discussions were an added value of EBRD's engagement with the city.
In Izmir during the challenge prioritisation workshop, the tables were split bytsténdicator to
allow for attendees to focus on their expert areas. The more popular tables were those where the
City had a good track record in with past and existing projects, whereas the tables that were less
popular were those state indicators where mre significant gaps and challenges had been
identified. To help counteract this, the consultants recommend that rousidble exercises are
crosssectoral. This would also be beneficial in that, it would help avoid polarised responses for
each state indicata, providing a range of perspectives.
The Amman report noted that while at the prioritisation stage it may be simplest to consider all
options as independent, the GCAP is prepared it is helpful to think about actions as packages
within an interdependentprogramme.
In Sarajevo the prioritisation exercise was conducted separately for sector action types, such as

transport. This allowed identification of key &
Canton Administration and the stakeholders but wemsot prioritised in holistic/ integrated
approach.

Banja Luka: the interdependence of actions needs to be kept in mind: The environmental impact
if actions varies significantly but some low impact actions need to precede more impactful ones. A
data colledion action might not have any direct environmental impact but will lay the groundwork
for developing infrastructure with maximised impact.
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Batumi: Consideration needs to be given to how the suite of Green City Policy Options and Actions
will work togethe as a programme of initiatives. It is understood that a key focus of GCAPs needs
to be on infrastructure investments, but their success will typically require a range of enabling
actions (e.g. capacity building and awareness raising).

Depth vs. breadth 6§ GCAP
The Skopje report points out that due to the mulsiectoral nature of the study, and the competing
nature of stakeholders, it is difficult to limit the GCAP to a very small number of options. Therefore,
honing down 100 options to 25 is a significanthallenge which faces repeated contest from
stakeholders from all sides.
In Sarajevo there were recurrent comments from stakeholders on the level of detail and spatial
tailoring of actions. The consultants suggest that the definition of the level of détaf the actions
should be agreed at the commencement of the task. Similarly, the cost estimates should be
considered as higHevel estimates not indepth assessment of Capex and Opex.
The Kyiv report comments that it was occasionally hard to strike al®ace between a range of
strategic level identification of actions and policies, and highly-ilepth, focused action for each
sector and subsector. Some stakeholders understood the strategic nature of the GCAP in so
much as it identifies priority areas fointervention, with targeted projects indicting potential scope.
While others expected a detailed full feasibility review of smatiale schemes to be completed for
every potential action.
In Tirana the prioritisation process resulted in a broad range sfctors of interest, which in turn
led to a GCAP with many actions. Consequently, the consultants were able to apply limited
resources to the costing and analysis of each action. This limited the utility of that analysis for the
municipality.
The prioritsation process resulted in a broad range of sectors of interest, which in turn led to a
GCAP with many interdisciplinary actions. The consultants suggest that future action plans could
be more valuable for the cities if they were more aggressively focusat did not claim to be
comprehensive in nature. [Sofia/Zenica]
The Sarajevo report suggests that the final number of priority actions should be fully deliverable
for the administration within the GCAP period. The accumulated budget calculated for those
actions should be within reach for the Canton to raise sufficient capital and ensure appropriate
management to guarantee implementation.
I n I zmir actions were divided into O0basketsd by
during action developmen this complicated matters when constructing the final report, resulting
in a more voluminous report than first anticipated. On reflection, retaining a sectmsed
structure to the final report would have been more time efficient and reader friendly.

Prgject eligibility
The Craiova report suggests that there may be some benefit in developing clear criteria for what
cannot be a GCAP project. When developing initial options, stakeholders proposed actions which
may not be appropriate to the GCAP such as cayiiy improvements and the airport and capital
works to road infrastructure to increase capacity. There are cases that could be made for some of
these projects, for example reducing GHG emissions from power plants by transitioning from coal
to gas. Howeverpolicy in some of these areas is unclear and it may be useful to have a definitive
l'ist of criteria for excluding projects to avoi

EBRD coordination

There is practically universal appreciation of the role of the EBRD team in tle®ordination,
management and guidance of the GCAP preparation, problem solving and mediation with city
representatives where needed, as wel | as techni

ca
has al so been | inked t o ersmppanderngagemeentionse ofthekdyhe ci t y o
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determinants of the success of GCAP preparation. In some cities more involvement of the local

Resident Office staff in the GCAP process could have helped to develop stronger relationship with the
municipality. Some corsultants highlighted that the exact balance between close management by

EBRD and sufficient degree of freedom for the consultant may be difficult to formally determine. In a
compl ex process delivering for 0t wedcardmuncationsd (t he
and feedback channels are key.

Banja Luka: EBRDO&s intervention and support was
leadership to take a larger role and ownership of the process in the final stages of the GCAP
review, public caisultation and endorsement stage.

The Zenica report notes that a description of the project refers to the City as a client, but the
contract is concluded between the EBRD and the Consultant. The division into who is the
"customer" and who pays for servicesan lead to both uncertainty and conflict over priorities, and
for the Consultant uncertainty about the approval and signing of protocols. This is a general
challenge when the funding entity deploys consultants to provide technical assistance to a third
party beneficiary. Overall, we've found that EBRD employees are supportive and sustainable, and
with the development of relationships, roles have become more clear and comfortable.

Batumi: The biweekly calls held between the Consultant and EBRD teams waraseful platform

to feedback key project updates such as progress on deliverables, upcoming tasks or milestones,
as well as current or emerging risks to project success and any other business. Ad hoc ways to
communicate with the bank, such as through enila, were a sufficient way to raise any updates or
concerns that needed addressing more promptly, outside theaweekly calls. However, in some
instances, a more proactive stance from the Bank to the city could have helped keep things
moving, especially wih regards to reviewing key deliverables or the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) process.

In Chisinau the cooperation with EBRD is considered to have been successful and results
oriented. Whenever a challenge related to implementation of project time, the EBRD Regional
Office offered support for the Consultant and reached out to Chisinau Municipality in order to
ensure their commitment.

In Belgrade there were no scheduled regular formal progress meeting and progress against the
programme was predminantly tracked by the consultant. There were advantages to this, in that
less time was spent on internal progress discussions and it felt more genuinely like the consultant
team were working on behalf of the City than EBRD. However, it meant there weas tirect
management of the programme which might have contributed to some of the delays. It is difficult
to define what the optimal balance is between close management from EBRD and giving the
consultant and the city freedom to develop the plan.

In Amman the consistent biweekly discussions with the City and EBRD provided continuous
opportunity for feedback and improvement. Meetings with EBRD sector specialists was extremely
helpful in developing the actions and mapping their integration with ongoing HBBrojects.

The Sarajevo report notes that EBRD®O6s engag
strongly helps to encourage the beneficiary
In Skopje, the efforts of the local EBRD staff were integral for the succedghis GCAP
development. Potentially increased level of involvement of EBRD staff in some of the public events
would further demonstrate and cement their handen and participatory approach to development

of the GCAP, thus maintaining the momentum and gitas gained at the Kickoff meeting.

Moreover, an induction for local bank staff before the start of the process on the GCAP
development, would help streamline and kicktart the projects more smoothly.

In Ulaanbaatar the main support came from EBRD Londoffice. This was mainly technical

support and overall guidance. Beside this, the consultant recommends to have a strong
engagement on behalf of the EBRD Regional Office since they are operating in the county and
striving to build a working relationship ith the municipality.

me n
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I n Izmir the consultant team appreciated EBRDOSs

managing the City, setting expectations alongside discussing and resolving queries and challenges
that developed throughout the GCAP process.

Impact of Covid19

Many of the GCAP preparation processes were disrupted by the Covid pandemic. This had some
adverse effects in delays, inability to travel, or suoptimal stakeholder engagement. On the whole
however the programme demonstrated resilience to the Covid disrgions and GCAPs were continued
to be delivered. Some digital tools developed to mitigate the disruptions were found to be value
enhancing and remained in the toolbox beyond the necessity created by the pandemic.

The Sarajevo report notes that due to Covi® there was an opportunity to innovate and move
from the traditional methods of presentation to a webinar style, which helped to reduce travel
related emissions. The Administration was reluctant at first to carry out online engagement, but
later agreed t was appropriate. The feedback from the online sessions was positive. Based on this
experience, the consultants suggested that digital technology should be considered in the future
for other capacity building sessions and/or engagement.

The Balti reportnotes that the pandemic had a strong direct impact on the engagement with the
municipal representatives and the stakeholder consultation. Meetings were organised online, with
only few exceptions. This also highlighted further challenges such as insuffitissthnological
capabilities of the city to participate in online meetings and limited adequate competencies to
engage with stakeholders in an online environment. The consultant made efforts to overcome this
situation by supporting the municipality with thnical assistance

In Amman offline engagement activities were well adapted to an online platform, for instance by
using social media to ask members of the public to submit questions to the discussion panel
instead of having a live, physical audience alh¢ event. However, there were difficulties in terms
of physiotalkedf @angage ment -todapepengagerentiadtivitiesscan hava ¢ e
a vital role in reaching hard to reach demographics, especially those who do not have regular
access to theinternet or are not familiar with social media platforms. A significant challenge was
recreating the learning experience delivered through fate-face activities.

For the Banja Luka GCAP, following discussions with the EBRD and the City Administrativasi
agreed that the three GCAP Capacity Building Workshops would be held using a suitable online
collaboration platform.

The Belgrade report reflects that delivering online courses is a very different experience to
delivering live courses, which in itséls a fairly specialised skill set where there is a multilingual
and multidisciplinary audience. The consultants used tools such as regular Q&A opportunities,
open questions, chat tools, and online polls in the sessions.

In Kyiv Covidl9 presented a signficant challenge to project implementation, but new ways of
working, engagement methods and a collaborative approach helped to mitigate these challenges.
Many of the alternative practices used will be carried forward into future commissions to
supplement raditional approaches.

Likewise the Pristina report notes that the online questionnaire was a good tool for collecting
public views to support workshops and actions. Irrespective of the need to do this because of
Covid, this tool allowed stakeholders to ecoment on the potential options by completing a mixture
of open and closed questions.

In Skopje Covidl9 did not present a serious problem to this commission, as the vast majority of
the study had already been completed.

Strateqgic Environmental AssessmentSEA)

A number of GCAP preparation projects were delayed by the uncertainty of the need of conducting a
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) as part of the GCAP. This depends on local legislation and

L1 D D D 113



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

in some cases it was not clear whether GCAP does fillthe requirements for a SEA. While the GCAP
methodology includes reference to the confirmation of the need for SEA as part of the preparation
process this was not always straightforward or budgeted for.

Craiova consultant suggests that an EBRD position the principal of the applicability of the SEA
directive to GCAPs would be valuable. In this case the local decision maker was uncomfortable
issuing an opinion on the need for an SEA and ultimately neglected to do so. A guidance note from
EBRD may help ecision makers to have confidence either way. It would also help resolve the
ambiguity around whether SEA should be routinely priced for in GCAP bids. This could be based on
our analysis here or independent work by the ESD team in EBRD.

The Minsk report siggests that ideally, there would be clarity as to whether SEA is required at the
outset of an assignment for a GCAP. This would simplify both the tender process and

programming. That said it is not surprising that there is lack of clarity about applicatiof SEA for
GCAP: The requirements may differ country by, but considering the EU SEA Directive the GCAP the
most probably should not be seen as a 'plan or programme' under the Directive (as it is not
'required by legislative, regulatory or administratiygrovisions') and thus SEA should not be

applied.

Likewise Chisinau report recommends clarity prior to launching GCAP, and notes that in case a full
SEA is required, then two aspects should be considered: a) timiéhg SEA procedure can start

only after the GCAP actions are defined and it lasts on average between 4 to 6 months. This will
have a direct consequence on the GCAP development timeline; and b) budgetary implications

the effort to prepare a SEA is estimated at between 50,000 to 75,000 EUR. This@unt should

be supplementary allocated to the overall GCAP development budget.

In Ulaanbaatar EBRD prepared a document which provides reasons why GCAP would not require a
SEA. According to the national legislation of Mongolia, the SEA is to be appliextrategies and
programme level documents. There were no previous SEA experiences in the country. As this
document presents a list of potential projects and due to the fact that each project will have to go
through a feasibility stage, the legal experts ¢ie Municipality decided that there is no need for a
SEA.

Yerevands GCAP devel opment was significantly
was not expected by the consultants. This was unforeseen also considering the fact that the City
had just adopted the Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP) to follow up on its commitments to

the Covenant of Mayors and SEA was not part of the development process.

Technical assessment

It is not within the scope of this evaluation to review and assess thpegifics of the GCAP methodology
in terms of the approach to the environmental diagnostics, the pressustate+esponse approach, or

the suitability of the indicators used. Most of the reports reflected on these aspects of the methodology,
and proposed vaious potential improvements. These features of the methodology are not covered in
this synthesis due to their technical nature, which goes beyond the purpose of this report. The issues
presented here reflects briefly on selected more general elements oetmethodology.

Local data availability

The majority of GCAPs experienced some difficulties with local sources of data for the baseline
diagnostics indicators. The issues included the extent of city engagement in data collection, existing
data gaps, and mked geographical or time scope of the data. Various ways of overcoming local
shortcomings were devised in response. This however further translates into the GCAP
implementation and monitoring where local capacity or resources are not sufficient to continusly
source and collect data trends. Some projects proposed data management actions in the GCAP to
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alleviate this constraint. Some reports also suggested the development of a future platform for data
collection and analysis, which would facilitate data maagement for Green Cities.

Chisinau experience showed that data availability for the indicators was quite scarce and had
significant gaps in terms of consistency throughout the years. There were cases when the data is
not measured at all, the data is not reasured at city level and data available for the national level

is not relevant and/or cannot be disaggregated for Chisinau, and available data is too old and not
reflecting current situation in the city. Whenever possible, efforts were made to suggest an
additional, relevant alternate indicator for the sector for which data was available, together with
suitable benchmarks.

The Balti report noted that data monitoring on environmental indicators and GCAP sectors are not
a common practice at city level. Mordata were available at national or regional level. Therefore,
the consultant had to use qualitative data and other proxy data for missing indicators from GCAP
dataset. Still, the municipality was very responsive and made all the efforts to provide all the
information they had from all municipal enterprises under their coordination.

Establishing the Green City Baseline was relatively straightforward for Lviv. The assistance of our
City counterparts, regional ( Ob bcal¢etim) wa§ howdvér,st i c a
vital in achieving the desired result. The situation would be different for a city where the required
data (especially for the Indicators) is not so readily available.

In Amman it was crucial to have key contacts within GAM who eithvere data holders or could
readily access or put the Project Team in touch with data holders. EBRD's ongoing work in Amman
meant that the consultant were able to draw on them for information on data sources.

The Amman report also noted that data colleicin was challenging in that there was a significant
lack of data. Additionally, duplicated datasets often had different data. It was helpful to challenge
the provided methodol ogy indicators in each ci't
interpretation of the indicator and associated data. Where feasible and in agreement with EBRD,
the City and technical experts, alternative metrics or impact measures have been sourced to
supplement those required under the Green Cities methodology.

In Sofia the datacollection and processing of both quantitative and qualitative datad emerged

as one of the most critical and challenging tasks in the GCAP development process. Data
collection was cumbersome, slow and demanding, with much delays in responses from the
Municipality and other stakeholders involved.

The Administrationds engagement in developing t
the GCAP process, including updating of the database, is continuous and seamless after the
Consul t andorptetedv m thd case sf Banja Luka, the data collection, as well as the
technical assessment, was entirely done by the Consultant Team with minimal engagement of the
City Administration staff. This was due to a lack of capacity and time but potentiallsoa

knowledge of the CGAP process.

In Batumi much of the data available and collated was provided for only one year, or for a
maximum of two to three years. This limited the ability to derive and reliably analyse trends. Data
for certain indicators was notwvailable. The Consultant team attempted to source data from
different municipal and national departments and, where that failed, from desktop research.

There was lack of data on a municipal level; data which is disaggregated is typically disaggregated
on a regional level. The team suggested several additional indicators that would be most relevant
to certain actions to begin collecting data on during the monitoring and evaluation process. The
absence of some data means that it is especially crucial thate city begins data collection to
establish a baseline that will inform the M&E process, although this is beyond the scope of works
for the consultant teams conducting GCAPs at this time.
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Methodology

Some reports reflected on the methodology more broagl and suggested various elements for
improvements or future inclusion. Some of the later reports, while still completed under the initial
methodology, noted that the revised methodology already addressed a number of the lessons learned
from the first generation of GCAPs. One element to highlight is that attention needs to be paid to level
of development and appropriate contextualisation of indicators and their interpretation.

1 The Gyumri report articulated this concern: The resource use indicators thatdiavlow specific
numbers, such as energy use per person, energy use per square meter, or vehicle ownership per
person, are closely tied to economic development and economic welfare of the population. It is a
common fact that these indicators grow with théacreasing wealth of the society, and later start
declining due to sustainability policies and actions. Simple favouring of low resource intensity
levels of these indicators may disregard the fact that this may be a result of low affordability,
supressed @mfort, low service quality or poverty. The report recommended to i) exclude indicators
that mirror quality of life rather than environmental issues to remain focused on achieving
environmental outcomes; and ii) include measures to correct indicators fa@duced comfort in
order to avoid masking poverty as environmentally sustainable.

1 Some local stakeholders also reflected on the need for contextualisatiérduring the data
validation workshop held in Chisinau, several participants noted that the benchmaffior a few
indicators are defined from the perspective of developed European cities. Taking into
consideration a city such as Chisinau, with its struggling economy, the benchmarks for several
indicators seemed highly ambitious to the participants.

Successfactors

City ownership

The ownership of the GCAP process and outcomes at the city level emerges, unsurprisingly, as th
key determinant of success. This city ownership and commitment is crucial not least because the
remains responsible for the GCAimplementation and monitoring/ reporting, which is not further
supported by consultants.
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Green City officers

Among the institutional set up and support on the side of the city itself, the role of the Green City g
coordinator stands out in many cities as the key factor of success. An engaged, resourced and
motivated officer, empowered with authority and acceds both the political power brokers as well ag
key technical and civil service roles can be an efficient enabler of the GCAP process. This role the
remains important in the follow up stages of GCAP implementation and monitoring, where the
support of the @nsultants is no longer present. There is a possibility that this in some cases create
a Okey person riskd if broader institutiona

Stakeholder engagement

Meaningful engagement of all relevant internal and exteahstakeholders is key to building
ownership, support and alliances for eventual delivery of actions. To some extent this also builds
foundations or strengthens the relationship between EBRD and key stakeholders at the city level.

Political context

Apat from initial political commitment to the projectandthebuy n of t he ci tyds
representation, the political landscape can change with new elections and change of administratio
Some cities can experience periods of protracted political instéibyj or face localised or global crises
which alter priorities and necessitate resource reallocation. External factors play a role in the
development and sustainability of GCAP and can be only mitigated to some extent. Building wide
stakeholder consensuspublic awareness and support, and formalising the GCAP though democral
representation play important role in this respect.

Consultantds experience

While recognising each cityds specific cont
methodology and process in another city also facilitates more efficient new implementatihearning
and knowledge management activities of the Programme facilitate the transfer of consultant
experiences and lessons learned across cities and framework companies.

Assessment of the reports and look forward

The consul t anproside aéandidadsesamen af the saccesses and challenges of the
GCAP preparation in the first generation of Green Citi@$e reports contain a wealth of valuable
experience, and in aggregate support the view that despite overall diversity of contekex¢ are key
common success factors across the landscape. While some of the reports created by the same
consultants were prone to some repetitiveness across cities, this does not take away from the
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important reality behind these observations. The internaharacter of the reports supports an honest
assessment of the challenges encountered, while many reports dedicate space to various suggestions
for improvements in future iterations.

The existence of these reports points to a system which is based on contins learning and iterative
improvements These reports form a part of evidence in support of continuous learning integrated in the
Green Cities Programme. Together with other learning elements (which are discussed elsewhere in this
evaluation) the feedba& loops created here show commitment to a culture of knowledge creation and
management, and understanding that a Programme such as Green Cities has to exist and evolve in an
environment of constant change. This practice of final lessons learned reportsifraonsultants will
continue to be an important source of feedback, due to i) extension of the framework to new
consultancy companies; ii) the revisions of the methodology, which will bring new experiences and
lessons; and iii) expansion of the Programme tew contexts, including Central Asia and SEMED.

The evidence of lessons being absorbed and utilised can be seen in the revisions to the GCAP
methodology.While all the reports included in this synthesis were reflecting on processes conducted
under the intial methodology, some of them already acknowledged the existence of the revised version
and credited it with improvements following previous recommendations. There were various sources
driving the changes in the revisiod the extension of the overall cocept of the programme to a more
encompassing climate resilience one with better articulated approach to vulnerability assessments,

smart city assessment and attention to socieconomiccebenef i t s; t he Progr ammea:
review of the methodology ath covidimpact assessment; as well as other forms of feedback. It is

however |likely that the consultantsd reports cont
example, an extended guidance on tchmnemitmenttoyth® s r espo

process and setting up institutional structures in support. The revised methodology also stipulates that
EBRD in cooperation with the city will conduct a relevant policy review and confirm the need for a SEA.
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Annex 10. GCAP Assessment

This annexpresents an extract from a review of GCAPs prepared by an external consultafihe

consultant reviewed all existing finalised GCAPs available by 222 according to a set of standardise
criteria. The review was based only on the publicly available fiGCAPS; interim products that

consultants produce in preparation for the GCA were not available or usethis means specifically the
technical report (diagnostics), or the policy review. These elements were only reviewed to the extent that
they are refleced in the final GCAPs. In addition, as is the case for all parts of this evaluation, only
GCAPs based on the initial GCAP methodology were available for the review.

Abbreviations

BEI Baseline Emissions Inventory

CAPEX Capital Expenditures

EBRD EuropeanBank for Reconstruction and Development
GCAP Green City Action Plan

GHG Greenhouse Gas (emissions)

OECD Organisation for Economic Goperation and Development
OPEX Operational Expenditures

PSR PressureState-Response Framework

SECAP SustainableEnergy and Climate Action Plan

GCAPs included in the review

City Country

Amman Jordan

Balti Moldova

Banja Luka Bosnia and Herzegovina

Batumi Georgia

Belgrade Serbia

Chisinau Moldova

Craiova Romania

Gyumri Armenia

1zmir Tarkiye

Lviv Ukraine

Minsk Belarus

Pristina Kosovo

Sarajevo Bosnia and Herzegovina

Skopje North Macedonia

Sofia Bulgaria

Thilisi Georgia

Tirana Albania

Ulaanbaatar Mongolia

Yerevan Armenia

Zenica Bosnia and Herzegovina
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Introduction

This report contains a synthesis of findings and conclusions from a structured review of 20 Green City
Action Plans (GCAP). GCAPs constitute a central pillar of the Green Cities Programme. GCAPs are action
plans that outline various policy instruments, suainable investment projects, and other initiatives to
address the predominant environmental challenges in an urban area. They build on a systematic

process to assess environmental challenges based on specific indicators and prioritise the challenges
with the help of stakeholder consultations. Among other things, GCAPs assign implementation
responsibilities and identify potential sources of finance for the proposed actions.

The basis for this review are 20 GCAPs that were assessed and evaluated using defieed set of

criteria. The main reference for the assessments is the GCAP methodology. Information was collected in
a database to systematically retrieve and aggregate information for the synthesis. The written
assessments were captured in fact sheets t detailed analyses of each city GCAP. In addition,

answers to key questions were coded into binary and categorical responses to facilitate further
comparisons, analyses, and visualizations. For this report, key insights, contributions, and challenges of
the GCAPs were identified based on a systematic comparison of the coded information stored in the
database. While the individual comparability in assessments may vary, this form of analysis allows
detection of systematic trends and tendencies at the aggrate level and helps to identify strengths and
weaknesses of the GCAP development process.

To put the overall assessment into perspective, i
Green City: OA Green City fisrrinemena asets,uses respurcesv e s t
sustainably, mitigates and adapts to the risk of climate change, and ensures the social and economic

cobenefits of environmental policies.d6 Taken toget

conclusion tha o if most actions are going to be implemented as proposeiithe GCAPs hold the
potential to promote the development towards this ideal in a meaningful way.

With few exceptions, the GCAPs generally include a systematic identification and prioritizatfon o
environmental challenges and derive relevant actions to address them. They provide a substantial
amount of detail on the actions in terms of their context, the challenges they aim to address, and their
objectives and benefits. While there is variabiliip the quality between GCAPs, the developed actions
correspond to the stated objectives in general. Nevertheless, this document also identifies a number of
opportunities for improving the GCAP methodology. These suggestions include banning the
consideratin of fossil fuetbased solutions, clarifying the methodology used to estimate the physical
impact of actions, providing guidelines for a more systematic, comparable assessment of financing
options, and ensuring that investments in the transport sector agreen and sustainable while

promoting stronger investments in green spaces, bligreen infrastructure, and land use.

Analysis

The 20 GCAPs analyzed for this review come from various EBRD regions and cover 15 countries.
Yerevan and Thilisi were the firstittes in our sample to adopt a GCAP in September 2017. While there

is some variation, the average development time was 18 months. Balti is the last city among the cities
under review to finish developing a GCAP in November 2021. Possibly due to the outb#aCOVIELY9,

the time of development is slightly shorter for cities that finished the GCAP development process before
2020. The pandemic forced several cities to delay key aspects of the development process such as
stakeholder meetings to online formatsthereby causing slower development.
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Key Environmental Challenges Identified

At the heart of the GCAP methodology lies the establishment of a baseline and the corresponding
identification and prioritization of key environmental challenges. For this, th€€GP methodology
proposes a guiding process that consists of the application of the presstgtate-response (PSR)
framework and the consultation of key stakeholders. The former categorizes and structures various
indicators that capture environmental pressuas, the resulting state of the environment, as well as
associated responses by the government, residents, and private sector. The resulting assessment of
the state of the environment based on international benchmarks is being supplemented by further
input from stakeholders. displays the resulting priority environmental challenges as identified and
mentioned in the GCAPSs. Air quality and challenges related to climate change are the environmental
problems that are mentioned most often in the GCAPs. They alesely followed by concerns about
(surface) water quality and green spaces. In turn, challenges related to soil quality and land use are
mentioned the least.

Figure 37: Priority environmental challenges identified in the GCAP
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NB: Several cities listed more than one priority challenge. For three cities, environmental challenges were not clearlytigedr

Consideration of the Local Context

The methodology requires the GCAP to provide a review of the institutional context accounting for both
the political context, the administrative context, and the financial context, and discussing the financial
and administrative leeway of the municipalityds shown inFigure38, most GCAPs conduct this review

at least to a satisfactory degree.
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Extent to which GCAP considers...
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Local Governance Structure

Accounting for the institutional context is important for the design of feasible GCAP actions. Many
GCAPs outline the spatial coverage and geneealministrative setup of the respective municipality. At

the same time, municipal administrations are usually embedded in a multilevel context in which
regionaHevel and nationallevel authorities likewise exercise influence on environmental policymaking.

In this regard, several GCAPs provide andapth consideration of this multlevel structure when

discussing the local governance structure. A good treatise can be found in some GCAPs, for example, in
the GCAP of Ulaanbaatar. Such identification of legiste and executive actors responsible for the
different policy areas decreases the likelihood of hitting unexpected legal hurdles in the implementation
phase.

Local Financial Context

Cities have different levels of ability to mobilize finance, which ispartant for the implementation of
actions and is discussed to varying degrees in the GCAPs. Most GCAPs outline different sources of
finance for each action as proposed by the methodology. Additionally, some cities like Belgrade
conducted an exante analyss of delivery and implementation risks to identify implementation hurdles
and adjust priorities accordingly. Such detailed assessments indicate that the feasibility of different
funding options was thoroughly assessed. In consequence, the likelihood of iempenting the proposed
actions is likely to be higher.

Another good example of outlining the financial context is the GCAP of Balti in Moldova. First, the GCAP
does not only assess the (limited) capacity of the municipality to service loans when discugsin

financing options, but additionally assigns priority sources of funding to the actions depending on their
purpose and characteristics. Second, the Balti GCAP provides a timeline that summarizes the actions
and their corresponding investment (CAPEX) angevational expenditures (OPEX). The timeline

enhances transparency and facilitates determining whether the estimated costs and corresponding
financing are likely commensurate over time. Third, the Balti GCAP is the only GCAPs that explicitly
considers gree municipal bonds for funding and refinancing of green projects. It is an innovative
financing option that future GCAPs should take into consideration more often.
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Existing Strategies

Another cornerstone of the GCAP development process is a review of theicie s 6 e xi sting pol
strategies, and plans as well as the regional, national, and international legal framework in which they
are embedded. In this regardi-igure39 highlights that local strategies are overall very well considered.

It suggests that the GCAPs provide important coordination platforms between various sectoral plans in
the partner cities to improve the environment. Synergies were, in particular, notibée if a city was
developing a Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan (SECAP) in parallel to the development of the
GCAP. This cdevelopment was, for example, the case in Belgrade which is also a signatory of the
Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Ergy. The parallel development notably improved the-awte
assessment and calculation of GHG emissions reductions due to a comprehensive and systematic
Baseline Emissions Inventory (BEI). On the one hand, this example underlines that having a clearly
defined methodology for the calculation of the GHG emission reduction potential of GCAP actions would
improve comparability between GCAPs and enhance the internal coherence between the piaeasing

the implementation process. On the other hand, having twor(more) major strategy plans under
development in a city runs the danger of establishing and running dual structures and processes. In this
case, the added value of both plan$ if jointly consideredd may be relatively low due to comparatively
low costbenefit ratios in face of the substantive financial scopes of both programs.

National strategies like green growth or climate strategies are considered thoroughly in most GCAPSs. In
comparison, strategies at the regional level are less often accounted forhNg we can only speculate
about the reasons, one explanation for this underrepresentation is that environmental policymaking is
largely conducted both at the local and at the national level. As a result, there would be little pelicy
making power at the rgional level and, accordingly, no regional strategies to consider. In this case,
there is little reason to suspect that the GCAPs duplicate existing initiatives at the regional level.

Extent to which GCAP considers...
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Stakeholder Involvement

A thorough, regular, and meaningful stakeholder engagement process enhances the usefulness of the
GCAPs and their implementation chances. It ensures that the views of key partners and local
stakeholders are meaningfully reflected in the final GCAP. Importly, stakeholders should represent
various relevant actors including, among others, businesses, NGOs, academia, public
agencies/institutions, and public utility companies. The methodology provides specific guidance on this
as well as on the suited process
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Stakeholder Engagement Process

Overall, most GCAPs provide a relatively clear outline and discussion of the process through which
stakehol dersd views were refl ect eKguredd. Neverthelgss, i or i t
many GCAPs do not describe the preferences of the stakeholders that participated in this process.

Therefore, it is often difficult to assess to what extent the input of stakeholders,particular those

representing civil society, is taken into account in the final prioritization of actions. Nonetheless, only a

small number of cities provided little or even unsatisfying transparency on this process. This concerns,

for example, the GCABf Sofia While the GCAP mentions that stakeholders were involved in the

prioritization of the actions, it does not provide any details on the process of stakeholder inclusion, such

as the number and format of workshops conducted, or which stakeholders wencluded. In some

cases, like Izmir, it seems that the stakeholder process consisted almost exclusively of administrative

officials which would then not achieve the purpose of engaging with the urban population. In

comparison, Balti and Ulaanbaatar prode good examples of how to document and implement the

stakeholder process. Both the Balti GCAP and the Ulaanbaatar GCAP describe not only the stakeholder
events themselves but also the purpose and main outcomes of each meeting. Moreover, the process in

Balti consisted of 11 meetings, which is substantially more than the five meetings required by the GCAP
methodology and is indicative of strong stakeholder involvement. Furthermore, they used an online
survey to include t he vgriaitezationgpfocesshOseral, GCAPSwould i t i z e n
benefit from institutionalizing the stakeholder process better, and from making protocols/summaries of

the views and concerns raised in the meetings publicly available. Both would raise transparency and
accountability.

Does the GCAP provide clarity on how meaningfully
were stakeholders’ views reflected in prioritisation of actions?

10.04

2.54 2 2

0.01

T T T T T
unsatisfactory marginally partially satistactory very
unsatisfactory satisfactory satisfactory

N=20

Social Considerations in the Stakeholder Engagement Process

The GCAP methodology encourages the involvement of women and stakeholders from under
represented or vulnerablggroups in the GCAP development process. 55% of GCAPs consider gender
and 45% of GCAPs consider disadvantaged population groups in diagnostics. These numbers suggest
that the GCAP methodology would benefit from clearer guidelines or suggestions on howdorporate
these groups in the stakeholder process. For example, the collaboration with women networks or
ambitious gender quotas constitute promising ways forward. In this regard, the GCAP of Balti can serve
as a good example, as it dedicated a specificadteholder workshop to the topic of gender equality.
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Quality of Diagnostics and Monitoring

The development and implementation of the GCAP actions is accompanied by two important
instruments. First, the diagnostics to establish the baseline as a necessargpsto start the

prioritization process. Second, the monitoring framework to track the implementation of actions as well
as the improvement of indicatorsFigure41 displays the quality of both in the GCAPs examined. The
figure reveals that the quality of the former is overall higher than the latter.
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Quality of Diagnostic

All GCAPs build on the pressustateresponse framework in line with the methodology. Therefore,
some form of trafficlight screening is usually presented in the GCAP. Good examples of a structured
and transparent presentation of the baseline are Yerevand Izmir. For each environmental sector, the
GCAPs provide a table containing information on the indicators used, their values, as well as a
corresponding trafficlight categorization. Importantly, these tables also put the indicator values into
local cortext by discussing the corresponding environmental challenges and outlining where the
guantitative indicators fall short of capturing the local conditions.

Nevertheless, detailed information on indicators, let alone their values used to establish the blarse

was missing in most cases. Either the referenced appendices were not available or, as it was the case

in Skopje, the GCAPs only summarize the assessments of the indicator evaluation. As a result, it is often
not clear to which extent the GCAPs fulfiie requirements of the GCAP methodology to collect data on

a minimum of 30 core indicators. Furthermore, lacking details on the indicators make it difficult to

assess whether the baseline is sufficiently set up to engage in a meaningful, comparative rtanrig

process over time.

Quality of Monitoring framework

A regular and methodically consistent monitoring process is essential to follow and ensure the
successful implementation of the GCAPs. As required by the GCAP methodology, both an
implementation manitoring plan and an impact monitoring are usually laid out in the GCAPS to support
this process. Although demanded by the methodology, several GCAPs leave open detailed
administrative responsibilities as to who coordinates the collection of data with thelevant municipal
departments. Moreover, the GCAPs lack information on the indicators that are going to be used to
monitor environmental development over time. The GCAP methodology suggests that data should be
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collected across all relevant PSR indicatofer each action. In addition, having a small but clearly
defined set of core indicators required by the GCAP methodology for all GCAPs would certainly benefit
comparability across GCAPs. Regarding the monitoring setup, it is also important to ensure tiat t
monitoring reports will not only be communicated with institutional stakeholders but rather be made
available to the public in general.

Design for Results: Prioritization, Relevance to Climate Action, and Gender

Ideally, the proposed actions correspontb the priority environmental challenges identified in the
baseline. The PSR analyses determined air quality, climate change, and water quality as the biggest
challenges in most cities. Nevertheless, both the input of the stakeholder engagement, financial
constraints, and political and administrative consideration exert influence on what type of actions
ultimately emerge from the GCAP development process. Therefore, the subsequent section engages
with the question of whether the actions correspond to theated priority challenges. A particular focus
is paid to the extent to which actions account for climate change risks. In addition, the degree to which
gender equality is considered will be discussed.

Prioritization of Action

Figure42 shows that the largest number of actions is proposed in public transport, followed by actions
in the areas of water and energy. At first sight, this suggests a general aggregated correspondence
between the actions and challenges, even if in some GCAP® thatch is less than perfect. Also,
typically it is not only transport that contributes to air quality but also heating and sometimes power
generation as well as industrial emissions. Action on these issues is much less prominent than on
transport. Furthemore, most GCAPs (90%ljscuss and emphasize the synergies and dmnefits of the
proposed actions.

105

1004
Investment
. Policy

504

The analysis of the investments actions raises the question of whether public transport is
overemphasized despite possible synergies and crassctoral benefits with other areas. According to
data from the EBRD Monitoring Tool, the sum of CAPEX in thegpont sector (3.9 billion Euros), is
almost twice as large as the sum of CAPEX in the areas with the second most and third most
investments, energy and water (2.2 billion Euros and 2.1 billion Euros, respectively). In comparison, the
proposed investmentsm solid waste, land use and biodiversity, and climate adaptation and resilience
are much smaller. This comes despite the fact that challenges related to climate char@yand here in

fact climate risk and resilienced are the second most mentioned concermithe GCAPs. Likewise (a

lack of) green spaces and low biodiversity are often identified as environmental challenges. Both could
and should be remedied through investment in green spaces, blgesen infrastructure and land use. In
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addition, classifying inestments in road infrastructure as green investments, as done in the Balti GCAP,
illustrates a somewhat unambitious understanding of what a green city investment should look like. At
the very least, GCAP methodology should require that these roads are aksving normotorized

transport and consider charging infrastructure and needs sufficiently. Novel green options for logistics
could also be considered here, including overhead lines for electric buses and trucks.

Figure43: Proected CAPEX by Sector Area

4 billion €

3 billion €1

2 billion € 4
1 billion € 4
e — - I s

Tranlspon Enérgy Water Buikiings Solid Waste  Land Climate IndL;Stry
use & Adaptation &
Biodiversity Resilience

Gender Actions

Almost all GCAPs consider gender in some form, for example, by discussing tHeecefits of selected
GCAP actions. However, only two cities (Balti and Sarajevo) included specific gender actions in their
GCAPs. Accordingly, the overall assessment regardimg consideration of gender in the GCAPs is
relatively unsatisfactory shown ifrigure44. Together, the GCAPs leave the impression that the
consideration of gender isn most cases an exercise that the responsible actors feel they must conduct.
They often do so without engaging in sincere and ambitious actions that enhance gender equality in a
meaningful way. These would, for example, include capadityilding actionsspecifically for women

such as in training of the administration.

Figure44: Gender Actions in GCAPs
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9
i 6
i 3

unsatisfactory marginally partially satisfactory very
unsatisfactory satisfactory satisfactory

w

N=20

o aas ) aED GED GED aED 127



The EBRD Green Cities Programme interim evaluation (2@24.)

Relevance to Climate Action

Despite their more general focus on environmental challenges, the GCAPs are overallndgyant to

the more specific area of climate action. GHG emissions are usually prominently discussed in the
GCAPs and the GHG reduction potential of actions is considered. A general shortcoming is that
estimates for the physical impact of GCAP actions (E®ions savings, water savings, primary energy
savings, etc.) are difficult to compare because the applied methodologies and calculations are not
specified. This holds, in particular, for the methodology used to calculate estimated GHG savings but
appliesto other estimates more generally. Thus, an update of the GCAP methodology would benefit
from outlining clear guidelines on how (quantitative) estimates of the physical impact of actions should
be calculated.

Is resilience to climate risks considered in diagnostics and specific actions?

11

101

1 1

unsatisfactory marginally partially satisfactory very
unsatisfactory satisfactory satisfactory

N=20

As illustrated inFigure45, the majority of GCAPs consider climate risks at least to a satisfactory degree.
Nevertheless, for example the GCAP of Yerevan illustrates that an update of the GCAP methodology
would benefitfrom more structured guidelines on how to assess climate risks. In particular, the GCAP
does not propose any measures to increase resilience even though Yerevan already experienced
localized floodings during heavy rains. Other climate risks like heat wavae not considered either.

The latter is an issue observable in other GCAPSs, too, namely the tendency to focus much stronger on
the consequences of floodings in the context of climate change adaptation. One reason might be that
several cities such as Y@&van, Balti, or Banja Luka were recently hit by such extreme weather events.
Nonetheless, more emphasis should be paid on the consequences of lasting heat waves on, for
example, biodiversity, the stability of the electricity grid and the corresponding ciolesation of energy
sources, and public health. In this regard, the GCAP methodology should mention more clearly
specifications of the climate risks that are to be considered in the climate risk assessment.

Another major concern with several GCAPs is thetgntial risk of lockingin fossiHuel-based solutions.

This will take place if londerm investments are taken that require the burning of coal, mineral oil, or
natural gas. In total, actions with carbon locka risks were found in seven GCAPs. For exdep

Belgrade proposes the extension of its natural gas network as a green action. The {&mm

depreciation time of such networks implies that natural gas will still be provided through this network
when a net zero emissions should be reached due to tha’s Agreement. Such investments should be
seen very critically, and at the very least they should be planned with a decarbonisation plan associated
with them. Several cities, including Batumi, Thilisi, and Yerevan plan to invest in natural gas vehicles as
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part of transforming the urban public transport system, and the Pristina GCAP suggests purchasing 24
Euro VI diesel buses to extend their public bus services. While these actions may constitute an
improvement in the GHG balance of existing fleets and sgsts, and while these investments might not
be as longlived as a gas network, more effort and consideration should be paid to zero carbon options.
Regarding the procurement of buses, for example, electric buses emit fewer carbon emissions than
conventionaldiesel buses, independent of the grid syste$.What is more, their climate impact can

only improve in the future as energy production becomes greener.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The EBRD Green Cities Programraans to foster sustainable and climatehangeresilient urban
development by identifying and prioritizing environmental challenges, which are then addressed by
corresponding sustainable infrastructure investments and policy measures. The present analysigls

to the conclusion that the GCAPs provide an important push towards achieving this goal. Their
comprehensive approach helps to bring together already existing strategies and plans. In general, most
GCAP actions are suited to address the stated obje&s/and improve the current environmental status
guo in the cities. Moreover, the GCAPs constitute a visible political and public reference document. If
the public is actively incorporated in both the development process and the monitoring process, as in
Izmir, Pristina, or Amman, the GCAPs raise further public awareness of environmental issues and help
to garner support for future actions in the cities.

The analysis of the GCAPs revealed several opportunities for improvement. A first important suggestion
to push GCAPs towards stronger promoting sustainable urban development is to ban the consideration
of fossil fuekbased solutions such as investments in the extension of natural gas grids, CNG, or diesel
buses from GCAPSs. Instead, much more emphasis shobk put on renewable energy systems,

including in the context of transport and energy actions. A second potential improvement is the
consideration of gender and disadvantaged people more generally. There is a need for more specific
actions that promote gener equality. The first necessary, yet not sufficient step is the inclusion of
women networks in the stakeholder engagement process. A third suggestion is to provide cities with a
defined methodology to calculate the physical impact of GCAP actions, in jgattr, yet not exclusively
with regard to the GHG reduction potential. Finally, requiring a small number of core indicators that all
cities need to include in their monitoring would increase comparability and help future evaluations as
well as the identifcation of efficient best practices.

Whether the GCAP methodology is ultimately able to deliver meaningful environmental improvements at
the city level depends on several factors. Many of the actions outlined in the GCAPs are very ambitious
in their scope Even if they are embedded in already existing (EBRD) activities, the likelihood of
successful implementation still rests on securing enough finance. The financial capacities of the
municipalities are often limited, implying a strong reliance on exterrattors. Yet, if the municipalities

are able to obtain this funding, the combination of larggcale investment projects accompanied by
corresponding policy measures hold the potential to promote the development of green, sustaleab

cities through the GreerCities Programme

83 https://blog.ucsusa.org/jimmy-odea/electric-vs-dieselvs-natural-gaswhich-bus-is-best-forthe-climate/ (accessed September 16, 2022)
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Annex 11.Secondary results overview

This annex presents a summary of internal reporting on secondary TQ results for GrCF projects signed 20083. There are no GrCF framewoikvel
targets for achievements in secondary@. Secondary TQ objectives and targets are set and monitored at-spleration level. This annex presents the
internal monitoring available for the achievement of these targets. The scope of this review comprises GrCF operations swjitted the first three
years of GrCF implementation, where the timing of the achievement of these targets has generally passed by 2021. This reqpisegdotal of 15 sub
operations. The source of the monitoring is indicated in each case; this is primarily TIMS monitoring tspoccasionally supplemented by PMM
monitoring where more recent information was included ther€ells withgreen highlightrepresent reported result achievement.

Table13: Secondary TQ results to date; GrCF saperations signed 2016-2018

Targets at SO level Monitoring available

46581 GrCF- Ulaanbaatar Solid Waste Modernisation Project

Develop theCorporate Development and Partially failed: Theendering and selection of the Corporate Development Plan (CDP) consultants has be TIMSNov 2022
Institutional Capacity Buildingin Solid Waste Sector substantially delayed and is still in progress mainly due to limited implementation capacity at the City and
Programme (May 2020) political reasons (there were several changes of Mayor tlughout the implementation of the project and

following these changes, several people in the City including those who were members of the evaluation
committee were changed.) The new management at the City stated that the assignment ToR and scope
outdated and should be revised to reflect current situation. The City and the Bank agreed tdaench the
assignment with revised scope. Furthermore, the assignment is being combined with another TC under t
project to attract more qualified consultants.

City Debt mgmt.TC8 not a Tl source City Debt Management TC: The deadline for this assignment was extended in order to account for chang PMM Nov 2022
the Law on Legal Status of the Capital City which was approved in August 2021.Following this change, tt
Bank and the Client have requested the consultants to update the deliverables to be in line with the new
law. However, the consultants claimed to have experiencing difficulties to obtain information from the City
that are necessary for producing meaningf deliverables. Eventually, the consultancy contract has been
expired, and the consultants concluded not to extend the contract. As for the next step, the Team, after
consultation with PPAD, is working to combine this TC with Corporate Development antitutisnal Capacity
Building (CDICB) TC as described bele®DICB TC: The assignment was planned to baerdered with an
updated scope, at the request by the City. The updated ToR is currently being combined with the ToR of
Debt Management TC as #1 Team envisages more and better qualified bidders for the combined TC. Onc
the combined ToR is finalised, the tender is planned to be announced in 1Q2023.

Livelihood Restoration Pland not a Tl source Livelihood Restoration Plan wadeveloped and approved in March 2020 PMM Nov 2022
[this is has not been implemented yet as project is in delay; source of funding for implementation not clee

47582 GrCF-Thilisi Solid Waste
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ThilisiMunicipal Solid Waste Strategyand The Strategy is completed and is aiting approval by the City. The SPP will be competed along the physi( TIMS Jur2022
Stakeholder Engagement and Participation Plan | implementation completion.

will be developed as part of this Project. PMM 2022
-introduction of recycling and waste reduction SPP: The contract was signed in September 2019. The assignment kicked off in October 2019.

measures, MSWS: The consultant was mobilised in January 2020.

- development of PSCs,
- private sector participationand tariff reform
(end 2021)

Financial and / or operational improvements No monitoring TIMS Jun 2022
equivalent toat least 10 per cent cost savings are

expected as a result of the Project and MSWS. The

strategy will also develop KPIs and a monitoring pl:

to assess the performance of the copany and

wider sector.

47899 GrCF- Chisinau Buildings

PSP:Private sector participationthrough EnPCs: Following previous unsuccesful tenders, a revised tender was launched in January 2020 with a larger lot 1 TIMS Jun 2022
The Project would specifically enable the private | buildings (23 buildings, with completed energy audits) in order to induce the private contractor interest. T

sector to be involved in designing and implementinctender was completed in September 2020, with only one lot (energfficiency rehabilitation of 6

energy saving projects. The tendering process wou kindergartens) out of four tendered lots, being awarded to a consortium of local companies. Subsequentl

ensure the transparency and flexibility to bring the first Energy Performance Contract ("EnPC") under the Project (but also in the country), envisaging th

optimal private sector expertise tolte market. By  |implementation of energy efficient and renewable energy measures in 6 kindergartens (amounting to EU

demonstrating the commercial viability of the EnPC 2.7mm), was signed on 1 October 2020

approach, the Project would also promote a

replicable financial product and encourage banks t¢ The remaining 17 buildings were réendered based on an updated procurement strategjzollowing tender

consider lending in the future throughout the completion, the Cityhas signed on 16 March 2021 two EnPCs envisaging: i) the energy efficiency

country and the region rehabilitation of 6 Lyceums (amounting to EUR 6.9mm); ii) the energy efficiency rehabilitation of 8
Lyceums (amounting to EUR 5.9mm)Currently the works under all Contracts haveated and advancing
well.

The tender for the implementation of energy efficiency measures in 3 hospitals (under Tranche 1) was re
launched in April 2021, based on an updated tender documentation and updated procurement strategy.
tender submission dealine is set for 30 June 2021.

48104 GrCF-Batumi Bus

CDP:Implementation of CDP Financial and The CDP consultant assisted the Company in development of the PSC that was submitted to the Compa TIMS Jul 2021
operational performance improvement of the and the City for review and approval.

Company will be developed through the CDP whick

will cover activities for improvement in cost

reductions, staffing optimisation, financial

management, investment planning, organisational

efficiency, and customer relations management.

These targets will be quantified and dated in the
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PSC between the City and the Company, to be
developed with the suport of the CDP TC.

PSC:PSCwas agreed and signed between the City | The CDP consultant assisted the Company in development of the PSC that was submitted to the Compa TIMSJul 2021
and the Company in 2010. With theproposed and the City for review and approval.

project, the PSC will be revised in line with the late:

situation, costs, etc, and reinforced. (2019)

A cost recoveryariff methodology within The CDP consultants have been assisting the Company in review of the tariffodblogy. TIMS Jul 2021
affordability constraints will be developed and

adopted under the Project, with support of

international consultants. (2021)

48252 GrCF- Sarajevo Water

PSC: The full owner of the Company is the Canton The FOPIP consultant was selected and is currently wodkion the FOPIP and PSC. Completion is expecte, TIMS Nov 2022
Sarajevo, which retains control over significant at the end of 2022

aspects of the Company (including tariff setting).

While legislation provides the framework within

which the Company operates, there is no binding

service corract between the Canton and the

Company. Entering into #ublic Service Contract

(0OPSCO6) should formalis

responsibilities of the Canton and the Company

relationship (2020)

Introducing a cost reflective tariff methodologywith | The FOPIP consultant was selected and is currently working on the FOPIP and PSC. Completion is expe TIMS Nov 2022
clearly defined procedures and tariff adjustment | at the 2022.

formulae will promote predictable and cost reflectiv

water tariffs for all user groups and ensure

sustainable water operations that can have a

positive demonstration effect beyond the Company

Consequently it will alsoeliminate cross subsidies

between various consumer groups

(2021)

Technical cooperation will be mobilesd to assist the | The FOPIP consudht was selected and is currently working on the FOPIP and PSC. Completion is expeci TIMS Nov 2022
Company to prepare and start implementing a at the 2022.

Financial and Operational Performance

Improvement Programmeaimed at further reducing

costs and moving towards profitability. FOPIP will k

developed and adopted by end of 2019.

The project will enable the Company tmprove the | The FOPIP consultant was selected and is currently working on the FOPIP and PSC. Completion is expe TIMS Nov 2022
quality of monitoring and reporting on its at the 2022.

operations compared to earlier practice. The

Company will also have to furnish and publish its

financial statements in accordance with IFRS
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audited by an independent international auditing

firm acceptable to the Bank, which is expected to
improve accounting standards and culture within

the Company(2021)

48348 GrCF- Izmir Metro Project Il

Development of CDPsand formal adoption by the
respective utility company

PSCs introducecand successfully implemented
between the relevant utility companies and the
cities when investments target revenugenerating

annual public disclosure of financial and operatione project]

performance measured gainst KPIs defined in the
respective PSCs)

Tariff increasesin line with the adopted PSCs aime( Corporate Development Programme is ongoing aedpected to be completed by July 2021.

at costrecovery or improved fardox ratio

49161 GrCF- UKT Tirana Water Company

The Project will benefit from d&inancial and
Operational Performancelmprovement

such FOPIP is covenanted for December 2019

During the due diligence process several areas hay
been identified where potential cost savings could
be made (reduction of norevenue water, reduction
of staff and capacity utilisation, private sector
participation, etc.).

Corporate Development Programme is ongoing and expected to be completed by July 2021.

Corporate development programme is completed. Focusing on the Izmir Metro Company, the operator of
metro system in Izmir, management and the performance of the compawas reviewed. Key issues
effecting the metro development were identified. Izmir Metro Company's KPIs were reviewed. Please not
that 1zmir Metro Company's KPIs were developed under Izmir Metro Project and publicly reported since
2019. Upon the formal adption of the previous CDP, the current one wasn't formally adopted but provide
review of existing performance measures and practices as well as formally adopted policies.

Corporate Development Programme is ongoing and expected to be completed by July 2021.

[in fact the BDS notes that "Robust and internationally recognised KPIs and targets for the operator are
activities (successful implementation should include¢ already introduced under 1zmir Metro Project I." so this should not be part of the TIMS monitoring for this

The public transport tariffs are discussed in the Transportation Coordination Centre (UKOME) General Bi
Meeting which is organised by IMM Department of Transportation and submitted to Izmir Municipality

Council. e tariffs enter into force upon approval by the City Council. The tariffs are only subject to revisi
with City Council's approval.
The ticket revenues of public transportation cannot meet the full cost of metro operations. As of June 20z
30M Turkish liras about 20% of the cost of running the metro system is being provided by the Municipalit
as a subsidy.

The consultants were mobilised and worked closely with the client to devise a FOPIP programme. This w
finalized and the client is working to implement it in full. The PIU consultamt the other hand is working
Programme TC assignment and the completion of | closely with the client to implement the ESAP, and this work stream has finalized successfully as well.
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By end of 2019, signing o Public Service Contract The Public Service Contract was signed between the Company and the Cayring the second half of 2020. TIMS Jun 2021
by the municipality of Tirana and UKT.

Water Resources Management PlanThe Bank will | While the Company has expressed interest pursuing this, the OL has not been able to obtain timely TIMS Jun 2021
mobilise technical cooperation to assist the support from support units. The delays were due to the disruption due to Covid and increased workload.
Company in the longange planning of its water OL will continue efforts to jumgstart this process.

resources and identify the optimal balance of suppl
and demand of water across the City of Tirana. The
WRMP will include an economic analysis ofl al
options envisaged to close the suppigemand of
water gap. As a result, the WRMP will provide a
basis to identify the best economic and sustainable
package of water resources interventions over the
next 25 years.

49267 GrCF- Belgrade Green Boulevard

No SO level objectives TIMS Sep 2021
49366 GrCF-Varna Climate Resilience Infra Project

Operational performance of the client: cost savings The Project hadeen implemented, thus addressing the water losses in the Project area. TIMS Sep 2022
Reduction of costof delivered service of on average

10 percent for the services benefiting from [No actual data / confirmation of target provided.]

investments under the GrCF As part of the
investment, the water loss reduction in the Project
area (at a local level) will be reduced by more than
50 per cent.

49407 GrCF-Banja Luka District Heating

Operational performance of the client: cost savings TheProject resulted in significantost savings with introduction of biomassas primary source of heat TIMS July 2022
Reduction of costof delivered service of on average energy.

10 percent for the services benefitting from

investments under the GrCF. [No actual data / confirmation of target provided.]

Conversion from heavy fuel oil to locally available

wood biomass shall reduce the cost of production ¢

heat supplied by more than 50 per cent.

PSCs introduced and successfully implemented  |In November 2019, theCity and the DH company signed an agreememeferring to mutual rights and TIMS July 2022
between the relevant utility companies and the obligations. In February 2018, tk City signed another agreement with the DH company entrusting them w

cities when investments target revenugenerating | production and distribution of heating energy. These/o contracts serve as a quasi PS@s they contain all

activities (successful implementation should includ¢ the necessary elements of their cooperation and Company's operation.

annual public disclosure of financial and operationg

performance measured against KPIs defined in the

respective PSCs).

PSC between the City of Banja Luka and the newly
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created DH Company will be covenanted under this
subproject.

Tariff increasesin line with the adopted PSCs aime( Tariff approval is with the City.iBce its inception, it has not changed, but is up for review this year due to | TIMS July 2022

at costrecovery or improved fardox ratio. recent inflatory movements reflected particularly in electricity costs.

New tariff model has been prepared and its
adoption and application will be covenanted under
this subproject.

Effectiveprivate sector participationthrough Private participation has been secured through majority private ownershipf the new DH company. That TIMS July 2022
incentive based outsourcingor management company procures biomas from various sources, including private companies even though the majority o

contracts: The newly established DH Company is | quantities are from public company RS Sume (Woods).

majority privately owned (51%).
49431 GrCF- Energy Efficient Refurbishment of Zenica Hospital

Credit Enhancement Programmewill be developed | Partially failed
and adopted by end of 2019 (covenanted in the [no further information in TIMS]
Loan Agreement):

TIMS Now2021

PMM Jun 2022

The Credit Enhancement Program for the Zenica Doboj Canton was not tendered out during the 2Z202Zp
During the due diligence process several areas hay period, as the implementation of the main project itself was uncertain due to local political issues. The PlI!

been identified through which the Canton can also does rot have capacity to prepare related tender documents for this TC assignment (subject to publi
improve its management and financial planning tender), hence after project effectiveness the OL worked with the grant unit to procure additional donor

functions, leading to enhancd credit standing. funds to add this task to the existing PIU & procuremestipport consultancy contract. The consultants with
Technical cooperation for preparation and the PIU will start working on the tender of this assignment in H2 2022., however material issues related t

implementation of a CEP will be mobilised to help | the main project still are pending (i.e. how to finance the large cost overrun). [PMM]

the Canton improve the following areas: (i)
organizational structur
management and division of functions/authority, (ii)
financial and budget planning, (iii) financial
resources and debt management, (iv) investment
planning and asset management, including
preparation of the Hosp
Pl an, and (v) managemen
information systems.

HAMP (Hospital ds As svidbes Partially failed
developed and adopted by end of 2019 (covenante [no further information in TIMS]
in the Loan Agreement):

As part of CEP the Bank will task the TC consultan
to assist the Canton and the Hospital in the
managementandmai nt enance of
assets. While legislation provides the framework
within which the Canton and Hospital currently
manage and finance the assets, there is no binding

TIMS Nov 2021
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contract between those parties. The HAMP will
include an analysis of the procedres and practices
currently in place as well as adoption of a new
contractual agreement between the parties that will
formalise the respective roles and responsibilities ¢
the Canton and the Hospital and ensure efficient
management of ¢t tséortheiospi
optimal performance.

49437 GrCF- Lviv Solid Waste

PSC development and implementatiorwill be PSC for this transaction has been developed with support from the Consultant, reviewed by the Bank,
covenanted in the loan documentation approved andexecuted by the Company management and the City authorities

Tariff increases in line with the adopted PSCs aime Tariff conditionality will be relevant once both PSC is adopted (achieved) and Mechanical Biological
at cost-recovery or improved fardox ratio (2021) | Treatment is operational (construction ogoing).

Development of CDPsand formal adoption by the | CDP is in preparation with support from CDP Consultant and is expected to be finalised and adopted in 1

respective utility company 2022.

Reduction of costof delivered service of on average To be assessed upon completion of investment.

10 percent for the services

Effective private sector participationthrough To be assessed upon completion of Mechanical Biological Treatment investment.

incentive based outsourcingor management
contracts: MSW collection will be to a large degree
outsourced to privatesector.

49483 GrCF2 W2- Minsk VK

The subproject will include theintroduction of the | Not achieved, project cancelled after signing

PSCbetween the City and the Company within 24
months after the subproject loan signing.

CDP to be adoptedby the Company within 24 Not achieved, projectancelled after signing

months after the subproject loan signing.

Maintain full costrecovery tariff level The Loan Not achieved, project cancelled after signing

Agreement will include a tariff covenant in line with
PSC targeting maintaining full cost recovery levels
ensure the Companyds ab

49559 GrCF- Sofia Electric Buses Acquisition

Tariffs have been increasing continuously and this | Thetariffs increased by 22.3% in 2020 compared to 2019. For 2021 the tariffs remain broadly unchanged
trend is expected to continue throughout project | vs 2020. In2022 tariffs increased by 47% vs 2021. [PMM]

implementation. (2021)

No TIMS

PMM Nov 2021
No TIMS

PMM Nov 2021
No TIMS

PMM Nov 2021
No TIMS

PMM Nov 2021
No TIMS

PMM Nov 2021

TIMS Oct 2022

TIMS Oct 2022

TIMS Oct 2022

TIMS Nov 2021

PMM Nov 2022
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[Not clear what the actual target w/r to tariffs was here]

As part of the current Project, th€®SC with SET@ill | This is on track [TIMS]
be amended to include operation of new electric bu [No further detail]
fleet by extending its validity by additional 5 years

(until 2028) and awarding operation on six

additional electric bus lines under the terms of the

original PSC (2013). This Supplementary Agreeme

has already been prepar

accordance with the provisions of Regulation (EC)

No. 1370/2007 and the requirements of the

Bulgarian legislative acts. It is expected to be

approved by he City Council at the same session

with other financing and project agreements (Loan

Agreement, Municipal Guarantee and Municipal

Support Agreement).

50083 GrCF2 W2- Craiova Urban Rhabilitation

Reduction of costof delivered service: Yes, for Not monitored
public transport service.
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