PONDERFUL Task 1.5 – Sustainable Finance Workflow – Demosite METU_DG
Context
1.a. Who? Describe pondscape developer
The pondscape NbS project is managed by PONDERFUL partners METU university. 
· Meryem Beklioğlu  (meryem@metu.edu.tr)
· Antoine Dolcerocca (adolce@metu.edu.tr)
· Deniz Başoğlu (denizbasoglu@gmail.com)

1.b. What? Describe pondscape NbS and context
Context: The Imrahor River Valley is located in Çankaya, Ankara. It is one of three pondscapes within the Ankara demosite, located downstream and to the north-east of the two other pondscapes, much closer to Ankara’s city centre, in a rapidly urbanising area. The peri-urban landscape is categorized as a central-Anatolian arid-cold steppe climate bio-climatic zone. 
For a long time, the valley was inhabited by small (animal) farming communities, with a few small industries. But in the last decade, the previous Greater Ankara municipality (AKP) initiated the “Kanal Ankara” Project. The zoning was changed from “village land” (extensive housing with low land/building ratio) to “neighbourhood land” (very dense housing). Since the change of municipal majority, the project has been cancelled but many buildings have already been erected and stand empty.
The valley as a whole covers 241ha. Imrahor River Valley consists of several ponds that make a peri-urban pondscape within Ankara's ecological and hydrological corridors. These ponds make up a small section of the valley – approximately 5ha with a total of 10 ponds. The PONDERFUL project is focussed principally on two ponds: 
· DP2: A pond located close to a village, surrounded by extensive small scale agriculture. The pond is in relatively good condition. 
· DP5: A pond next to a brick factory. Restoration would aim to restrict impacts of brick factory. Unclear if brick factory has rights to dump their rubbish.
Important stakeholders include the Natural Resources Protection GD (of the Ministry of Environment and City Planning), who are making plans for the pondscape areas that are still under discussion (they may opt for a recreational-oriented project which does not prioritize the safeguard or creation of ponds); the DSI - State Hydraulic Works (Min of Agriculture), who created dams upstream in the past few years for flood management; and the Golbasi Industry Association, as representatives of the actors in industrial activities immediately surrounding the ponds, who partly use the land to illegally expand their available land area, partly to dump refuses (oil, etc.). In addition, the following stakeholders should be involved: Ankara Creeks (NGO), Nature Conservation and National Parks, 9th Region, Ankara Water and Sewerage Administration (especially wastewater), Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change, Province Environment Directorate, Ankara Metropolitan Municipality, Çankaya Municipality, Brick Factory and private property owners.
Key challenges identified by stakeholders included local political polarization, the unclear status of the cancelled “Kanal Ankara” construction project, and pressures associated with being close to city center as the former brick factory, which has been polluting the local water bodies. 
Uncertainties: Stakeholders also identified a couple of areas of uncertainty in the proposed plan that will need to be further investigated. These include whether additional water will need to be added and whether wastewater entering the ponds is a risk to water quality and will need to be controlled or treated, and whether land is publicly owned or access would need to be negotiated. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  If the lands are not publicly owned, then expropriation or an arrangement with the landowner (excluding financial payment for the land) may be required, e.g. for DP2. Land ownership could be a challenge if larger expansions were planned.] 

Societal challenges and NbS: The PONDERFUL NbS project is still under development but the draft proposal aims to principally address the following societal challenges: 
· Natural and climate hazards: Flood prevention - As the pondscape is located downstream of Lake Eymir, it is anticipated that the pondscape has the potential to protect the city downstream from floods.
· Place regeneration/biodiversity enhancement/greenspace management: restoring pondscapes will support local biodiversity and also beautify the area, with many local beneficiaries.
· Knowledge/capacity building: The site can act as a best-practice example of peri-urban pond restoration, and used as a tool for teaching. 
Location: Imrahor Valley, Turkey[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Google maps reference: 39.84882258023275, 32.87075847922451 to 39.89745632190715, 32.90253823811112] 

[image: ]
Nature’s contributions to people (NCPs) – pondscape benefits: Stakeholders selected the following NCPs, as currently important for pondscape Imrahor: 
· N°1 regulation of water quality 
· N°2 physical and psychological experiences 
· N°3 regulation of water quantity 
The NCPs that were seen as important in the future were the following: 
· N°1 creation of habitat and maintenance 
· N°2 regulation of water quality 
Stakeholders also identified that the NbS would increase the aesthetic value of the pondscape, and increase the perception or “brand value” of the area.

2.a. Scenarios
The Imrahor Valley NbS is still under development. This was the conclusion of the first Turkey demosite workshop. To support the development of the NbS, in this section a proposed NbS plan is described and costed. Generally, the NbS involves restoring two ponds. This includes onsite infrastructure and pond management measures, including cleaning the sites and removing rubbish, as well as interventions including area restrictions, riparian planting and development of a buffer area, as well as introducing native species and removing invasive species. Monitoring will also be implemented, and the potential for protecting the area (i.e. through municipality protections) will be explored. 
Scenario 0: No change at site. 
Scenario 1 Restoration: The explicit actions to be implemented included the following (see costing in table below): 
· Pond restoration
· DP2: A pond located close to a village, surrounded by extensive small scale agriculture. The pond is in relatively good condition. 
· DP5: A pond next to a brick factory. Restoration would aim to restrict impacts of brick factory. Unclear if brick factory has rights to dump their rubbish.
· Onsite infrastructure measures/pond management measures
· Removal of rubbish and e.g. concrete
· Infrastructure: Area restrictions (fencing), management of riparian vegetation, manage buffer area (to maximise flooding protection)
· Species management: Remove invasive species; remove fish;  reintroduce threatened plants/species; replanting as necessary
· Monitoring
· Pondscape-scale land use and management
· Investigate protected status options, e.g. municipality protections







The Restoration NbS will generate numerous benefits. Table 1 summarises these benefits in the form of nature’s contributions to people, and identifies the beneficiaries.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  These results were gathered from stakeholders by PONDERFUL colleagues from ISARA at the first workshop. All stakeholders completed surveys at the workshop to indicate which aspects of ponds they valued the most. The The survey was at entire demosite scale (i.e. also covering the other demosites). We took these results and applied expert judgment to scale them to the Imrahor pondscape. ] 

	Nature‘s contribution to people
	Importance
	Beneficiary

	Water quality improvement
	++++
	Society

	Water source
	 
	

	Flood management
	++++
	At risk locals + society

	Groundwater recharge
	 
	

	Habitat provision
	+++
	Society

	Cooling 
	 
	

	Greenhouse gas sequestration
	+
	Society

	sequestration
	 
	

	Erosion control
	 
	

	Recreation and well-being
	+++
	Visitors

	Education and research
	+++
	Visitos

	Food and materials
	 
	

	Conservation value 
	+++
	Society

	Other (please explain)
	 
	


[bookmark: _Ref133243677] Table 1Imrahor Valley NbS scenario 1 - expected benefi

	One-off costs
	Unit: €
	Additional Notes


	Design and planning:
	5,000
	 

	Land acquisition costs:
	 
	No land purchases (expropriation can be applied, if necessary)

	Legal and regulatory fees:
	5000
	Costs associated with Flood Management Acts (per stakeholder)

	One-off equipment purchases:
	25,000
	Monitoring tools, e.g. long-term monitoring system 

	Construction and development 
	7500-15,000
	Construction/restoration of 1-2 ponds, including cleaning and waste removal (assume €7500 per pond). In case of 2 ponds, change €7500 to €15000. 

	
	1000
	Fencing - assuming 330m of fencing, revised based on stakeholder feedback

	
	5,000
	Optimisation of NbS site for flood management - as discussed above

	
	2,000
	Removal of invasive species

	
	15,000
	Planting etc for biodiversity across site 

	
	
	Wastewater redirection or treatment (if necessary)

	Other types of one-off costs 
	 
	 

	Total one-off costs:
	65,500 - 70,500
	

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Yearly ongoing costs
	Unit: €/Year
	Additional Notes
(if relevant…)

	Maintenance and operation costs:
	4,800
	Monitoring (4000 per year) + pond maintenance of €2000 per pond every 5 years

	Regulatory costs:
	
	

	Depreciation:
	1000
	Monitoring gear depreciation

	Other types of on-going costs (please explain):
	10,000
	Project management including volunteer management, monitoring management, communications etc. 

	Total yearly ongoing costs:
	15,800
	 



2.b. Cost avoidance and reduction
The following options have been identified as possible cost avoidance/reduction options: 
[bookmark: _Hlk133243838]Contracting approach:
· Public-private partnership: Stakeholders proposed seeking an agreement with the brick factory, e.g. in exchange for access to pond and end of dumping, the brick factory could receive support to install solar panels on their roof. 

Voluntary contributions:
· Volunteering:  Costs could also be reduced through volunteering and in-kind support from government agencies, e.g. in the form of use of machinery and skilled labour to support pond restoration (e.g. from Nature Conservation and National Parks, 9th Region, Ankara Water and Sewerage Administration).

Section 3: Revenue and funding/financing gap
3.a. Revenue options 
No current revenue streams were identified 
3.b. Budget gaps 
	Currently available budget:
	

	Expenses:
	Scenario 2 – upfront costs
	Scenario 2 – ongoing costs

	
	€65,500 - 70,500

	€15800 per year


	Current revenue
	0
	0

	Financing gap:
	€65,500 - 70,500

	€15800 per year





Section 4: Funding/finance
Future funding and finance options
This section identifies potential sources of funding and financing to cover the financing gap. This infromation was gathered through expert input and through two stakeholder workshops. In the first workshop, stakeholders identified a longlist of funding and financing options; in the second they developed detailed proposals for four options. Opportunities/barriers were discussed at both meetings. 
Section 4.a. Funding/finance conditions
Ownership of project is not yet clear, and given mix of public and private land and actors involved, this means many financing options are open (including public financing options). For the same reason, it is not clear what can be exchanged in return for financing/funding (e.g. exchange of ownership, promise to pay interest, etc. are all still open options, depending on final financing plan. Timing is not a significant constraint, as project work can wait until funding/financing is secured. 

Section 4.b. Funding
Funding refers to upfront or ongoing money that does not need to be repaid, such as grants, donations, etc.. This offers a useful source of money to cover NbS costs. Funding is often motivated by the positive externalities generated by the NbS, including recreation, conservation, climate adaptation etc., many of which would be generated by pondscape NbS.
Longlist of funding options
Stakeholders identfiied the following potential sources of funding: 
· Income can be generated from the use of recreational areas 
· Sectors and individuals that can benefit from the pondscape from the first hand can be convinced to have some amount of financial contribution. Volunteers can make donations.
· Working with private companies as sponsors for recreation activities 
· Public funds
· Budgets of local municipalities
· Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change 
· A mechanism can be planed such as the one for the Nation Gardens 
· A mechanism can be planed similar to the one General Directorate of Forestry’s Afforestation works
· Ankara Development Agency
· Expanding the support programs of Development Agencies 
· Private Environmental Protection Agency funds 
· EU funds 

Shortlisted funding options
Stakeholders identifed and developed four funding options. For each, they propose an idea, estimate potential revenue, and identify any likely barriers to implementation.
Sale of goods and services
Definition: Selling commodities produced in the pond or surrounding pondscape, such as wood or fish, or services, e.g. solar power
Idea: Fishing, visiting, and sale of local products
· Charging a fee for hand-line/thread-line fishing
· Charges for visitors and users of the pondscape area
· Sale of medicinal leeches, if applicable
· Snail collection (Provincial Directorate of Agriculture provides quota)
Revenue: if there are leeches and snails, estimated €5000 per year 
Barriers (Is there anything that would be a barrier to this being implemented, or would mean you wouldn’t want to? Describe 
· legal difficulties, 
· private property situation, 
· having a large number of stakeholders, 
· confusion of authority and/or conflict of authorities/power, 
· not being in the priority area in prioritizing environmental awareness.
Voluntary beneficiary contributions/beneficiary levies
Definition: Voluntary beneficiary contributions: Negotiated, voluntary payments from beneficiaries (i.e. private companies or individuals who would receive a benefit from the development of the pond) to help cover NBS costs. Generally, these are for benefits that are localised and non-market, or for those that accrue indirectly through e.g. property value increases. 
Betterment levies: very similar, except they are compulsory, and levied by the government.
Idea: Polluter pays tax[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Additional proposals included: Use of income tax from start-ups, industrialists, companies, private sector for restoration; Transfer of part of carbon taxes to restoration works from airline companies (to reduce the carbon footprint of airline companies); Allocating appropriations for the restoration works by the industrial establishments that produce wastewater;  Using “Environmental Clean-up Taxes” for restoration in three neighbourhoods in Imrahor Valley
] 

1. (Additional) tax to be collected from the facilities that dispose of industrial waste (for example, the brick factory, livestock farms in Imrahor Valley) with the “polluter pays principle” and the use of this tax to restore the Imrahor Valley
2. These taxes can be collected in a national fund like the Environment Agency.
3. Allocating a part of the “Special Communication Tax” and “Excise tax” for restoration
Revenue: 
1. Annually €1250 (25.000 TL, assuming 5000 TL tax on 5 industrial establishments)
2. Annually €3000 (60.000 TL, from Turkey, for İmrahor Valley pondscape)
3. Monthly€40,000 (800.000 TL, 80 million citizens x 1 penny TL i.e. from every citizen in Turkey)
Barrier: 
· Legal difficulties and private property situation, 
· Large number of stakeholders, 
· Difficulties with implementing authority, conflict with their objectives 
· Lack if public/administrative support for environmental issues.

Public funding
Definition: Public sources of funding for pondscape implementation. 
Idea: EU-funded projects that ensure the creation of artificial flood-resistant wetlands in the vicinity of the ponds located near urban areas so that they can take a more active role in case of floods, and the protection of cities in case of floods.
Revenue: With the implementation of the above-mentioned project, income will be equal to the reconstruction costs of structures that have the potential to be damaged by floods.
Barriers: 
· Lack of suitable space
· Resistance from attitude of local people
· Lack of environmental awareness
Charitable donations
Definition: Charitable donations for nature-based solution projects from private individuals, companies, or other private actors (e.g. foundations, NGOs). 
Idea: Charitable agreement with a company, who donate a proportion of revenue from selling products to pondscape NbS implementation and upkeep. 
A company, which produces products subject to export (especially cosmetics, which is frequently the subject of daily consumption), allocates a certain percentage per product sold to the pond/scape restoration project. This could be in return for expected carbon sequestration at the pondscape, with payments linked to carbon emissions related to the production of the product to a project that increases carbon sequestration. This could “offset” carbon emissions associated with production and boost the visibility/prestige of the company. It would be important that the produce was produced ecologically (e.g. that medicinal aromatic plants and/or raw materials that do not consume much water). 
Revenue: Would depend on the specifics of the arrangement. 
Barriers: 
· Product sales are not realized at the targeted level

Section 4.c. Financing
Financing (i.e. money that needs to be repaid or that otherwise has claim on future revenues) is the final option to cover any financing gap. It is well-suited for smoothing cash flow issues, e.g. if you do not have enough money to cover upfront investments (but expect to have sufficient revenue to cover this in the future). However, no financing options were identified as appropriate. 

Section 5 Conclusion and financing recommendations
The table below identifies our assessment of financing options for the extension of La Pletera pondscape. Based on our assessment and work with demosite leads and stakeholders, we identify financing instruments used in the past, and those that could be implemented in the future. 
	Category
	Instrument
	Past finance options
	Notes
	Future finance option
	Additional Notes
(if relevant…)

	Income instruments
	User fees
	no
	 
	no
	Parking and guided tours

	
	Business improvement districts
	no
	 
	no
	 

	
	Betterment levies
	no
	 
	no
	 

	
	Development rights and leases
	no
	 
	no
	 

	
	Sale of market goods
	no
	 
	yes
	fishing, leaches, snails

	
	Other revenue raising measures 
	no
	 
	no
	 

	Contracting approach (cost reduction/restructure)
	Community asset transfer
	no
	 
	no
	 

	
	Public private partnership
	no
	 
	no
	 

	Voluntary contributions
	Philanthropic contributions
	no
	
	yes
	Trying to shape a project with a solar company (not official); nature-based business of some sort (looking at how to make money for restoration/through restoration). 

	
	Voluntary beneficiary contributions
	no
	 
	yes
	Possibly from local corporate entities

	
	Crowdfunding
	no
	 
	yes
	Voluntary contributions from local businesses or developments downstream, 

	Tradable rights/permits and payments for ecosystem services
	Payment for ecosystem services
	no
	
	yes
	Payments for floodwater control, however unsure if actually possible to implement

	
	Voluntary carbon markets
	no
	
	no
	

	
	Biodiversity offset and habitat banking
	no
	
	no
	

	
	Water quality trading systems
	no
	
	no
	 

	Subsidies
	Environmental subsidies
	no
	
	no
	

	
	Tax concessions
	no
	 
	no
	 

	
	Grants
	no
	
	yes
	Municpality or national funding. Research funding.

	Debt instruments
	(Green) loans
	no
	
	no
	

	
	(Green) bonds
	no
	 
	no
	

	Equity finance
	Impact investing 
	no
	
	no
	

	
	Commerical investing
	no
	 
	no
	

	Other (please explain)
	
	no
	
	no
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