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Ulaanbaatar Green Affordable Housing and Resilient Urban Renewal Project 
(AHURP) 
 
While we don’t reject the idea of promoting energy efficiency and renewable energy in 
developing infrastructure and housing projects, we deem that this project provides wrong 
assumptions about the needs of the people of Mongolia. The project presents urban 
development a priority, and misses the point of addressing the root causes of climate 
vulnerability of the people of Mongolia. 
  

• Ulaanbaatar city, which represents over 40% of Mongolia’s population, is excessively 
urbanized. It’s now beyond the carrying capacity to provide environmental and water 
resource, thus building the proposed development of an eco-district to accommodate 
more people in the city is not a sustainable climate solution. It also contradicts with the 
efforts done by the Mongolian government to decentralize the population in 
Ulaanbaatar and offer immigrants opportunities to return to their hometowns outside 
UB. 

 
• The claim that local people needs to be resettled to Ulaanbaatar because of climate 

change impacts is a questionable statement as well. Majority of them were displaced 
and lost their livelihoods because of mining activities outside UB that contaminated land 
and water resources. 

 
• Another area of concern which the project failed to address is issues around 

resettlement and land acquisition. Our CSO colleagues in Mongolia recalled several ADB 
ger district and land restructuring projects in the past that reported massive involuntary 
resettlement. Despite the disclosure of relevant frameworks and action plans, the 
project lacks strong commitment on compliance. 

 
• The project aims to make the climate-resilient housing affordable, but rates indicated 

remains unaffordable for low income families. With the unaffordable capacity, coupled 
with high initial cost to build new housing, the economic effectiveness of the project is 
highly doubted. 

 
Specific comment on the Gender Action Plan: 
 
Output 1.4 “xx person-months of employment opportunities created during project 
construction and xx personmonth/year for O&M of facilities and infrastructure built, of which 
30% are women (2017 baseline: 0)” 
 
Comment: for O&M of facilities and infrastructure built, the employment opportunities created 
for women should be increased  
 



 
Output 2. 1 “Number of consultation meetings with at least 50% female participation” 
 
To ensure 50% female participation above and beyond consultation meetings at community 
level, or external gender specialist. In particular, to include women-professionals in the 
contruction sector in the work on identification and integration of gender sensitive features in 
the design of affordable housing and facilities  
 
To ensure consultation meetings are not limited to a one-time, check-list based format of 
“community consultation” meetings, but extended to a process of discussion and consultation 
throughout the design stage.  
 
To specifically target female participants for equal distribution of information, equal 
opportunities and space for inputs. So, it is not just 50% of people who are attending this 
consultation meetings are female, but these women are informed, empowered to provide at 
least 30-50% of inputs.  
 
Output 2.4  “At least 30% of women-led start-up businesses and women-headed households 
will get a relevant training” 
 
To increase the number of women for start-up businesses to 50% to support capacity-building 
of business-oriented women in SME businesses through this project. To keep women-headed 
households at 30%, but, also, to ensure that women from male-headed households can attend 
these trainings.  
 
Output 2.6 “Around 10 gender-sensitive outreach and awareness campaigns implemented 
promoting women’s housing property ownership (2017 baseline: 0)”  
 
To increase housing property ownership rights of women by 30% (owner, co-owner). 
 
Suggested output 7: To ensure that all entities that participate in this project are aware of 
Gender Action Plan and include its relevant provisions in own policies and procedures  
 
Output 3.2. “By 2018 with fully trained staff, at least 30% of whom are women (2017 
baseline: 0)” 
 
To increase the women’s rate in fully trained staff to 50%  
 
Output 3.3. “Number of staff members of the PMO and IAs responsible for GAP and SDAP 
implementation and reporting” 
 
To determine number of staff that will ensure the result in terms of gender equality and 
gender- at all levels for this big project. To ensure that the indicator is not only quantitative 
“number”, but also qualitative “expertise”. So, that it can be read like “Number and expertise 



of staff members of the PMO and IAs responsible for GAP and SDAP implementation and 
reporting” 


