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Attachments – Progress on NAPs 

Notes/Summary: 

• Co-Facilitator (CoF): The purpose of this session is to consider recommendations of 

the LEG and the AC for how to create and implement NAPs, as well as how to integrate 

them into NDCs or national communications.  Additionally, we are to consider reports of 

the GEF and GCF. We only have three meeting available for work.   

o Ghana: on behalf of G-77+China. We would like to know from the chair’s 

perspective on how to proceed given the amount of relevant input and short time 

available for action.  

▪ CoF: the outcome is up to the parties on whether we develop decisions. 

For these sessions: consider AC and LEG first on gaps and needs, and 

second on implementation. 

o EU: (Missed the country) on behalf of the EU, Same question as G-77. Perhaps 

we could invite the LEG and the AC to explain what is in the table of 

recommendations, and to help start a way forward. 

o Ghana: These documents are good, but we agree with EU that maybe more 

clarity directly from the horse’s mouth would be useful to the parties.  

o CoF: invites LEG chair to take the floor. (speaker hard to understand).  More 

information is needed to identify gaps and needs. Need to continue work close 

with the AC. AC representative then invited to take the floor, but one is not 

present. Co-Facilitator asks if LEG commentary is helpful?  

o Ghana: Let’s focus on AC and LEG, rather than reports of the GEF/GCF for 

now, given the short time to work. Let’s just move forward on conversation 

around needs and gaps.  

o Zambia: There are still issues accessing resources by developing countries, 

which the LEG highlights the complexities and level of detail being requested of 

developing countries. How can we address these barriers and challenges? For 

example, the lack of clear guidelines of implementation of these NAPs. We are 

looking for concrete recommendation for how to narrow these gaps.  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/sbi2019_INF.15.pdf


 

o Ghana: on behalf of the Africa group. Adaptation continues to be a pressing 

issue for Africa. Out of 39 proposals approved 12 were from Africa. When 

looking at the Mandate given at last COP, LEG + AC are working to summarize 

gaps. Now how do we address these identified gaps? We recognize the LEG has 

taken some activities to address these gaps, but this highlights that some other 

gaps and needs are not being addressed. Apart from the NWP (Nairobi Work 

Programme), would also be helpful to draw in other bodies that can help address 

these issues and further coordinate work and overlapping goals. We keep looking 

at the formulation of NAPs, but we also need guidance and support of NAP 

implementation. 

o Sudan: We’d like better differentiation of these gaps, because not all countries 

suffer all gaps. The table on how to address the gaps and needs, we would guide 

the LEG to go deeper into how to action and address the identified the gaps and 

needs recognized by the LEG in its future work. 

o Tobago and Trinidad: We are also unclear on how the work of this meeting 

would be approached today. For many of our member states, adaptation remains 

vital, and we need to increase ambition. We also agree that the work needs to 

move beyond creating NAPs to advancing resources and support for 

implementing them.  

o EU: It’s useful that the secretariat has made the effort to compile the summary 

documents and table. Overall, it’s a positive picture and many countries are doing 

good work. But we also see the cliff between making a plan and implementing it. 

That’s not very surprising, but we like to see many countries accessing funds 

through readiness and green planet fund. What’s less clear in the report is where 

the specific challenges are. Some countries are lagging behind and haven’t been 

able to start the process, especially among the LDC group. How can that be 

identified, what their real challenges, problems and issues?  This table provides 

some input to that discussion, but perhaps not really clear on specific challenges 

preventing those in need in something. 

o Columbia: on behalf of AILAC: We want to highlight some key points: these 

reports are an important snapshot of the current state. We’d like to elevate and 

highlight the NAPs tools (Case study library). We would like to promote 

increased support and resources for countries for implementation of the NAPs. 

We also support developing a timeline for gaps and needs. Finally, we want to 

highlight the contribution of the NAP vs the contribution of the  (???) 

o Zambia: I want to pick up on gaps and needs. For example, the capacity and 

training to write the reports. The complexity of accessing that experience and 

expertise. We need to address capacity issues, and how much complexity is in the 

system and how can we build in efficiency. Our experience is that countries get 

comments in the first round, and then there are more comments on the second 



 

round instead of less. Can we carry over experience from NAPAs to NAPs?  And 

also expedite approval of these proposals? 

o Ecuador: For countries, adaptation is of upmost importance, so resources for 

NAPs must be assured. The NAP is needed, as other parties have stated. Yet the 

process to access the funding, or to engage implementation are slow, and we 

don’t see those facilities being undertaken with seriousness, especially with 

financial support. And the process might take several years. That is not the way 

we’re seeing this mechanism.  

o Ghana: Parties have been able to articulate some of their needs. If we look at the 

mandate given to LEG+AC to identify needs and gaps, but next level of 

assignment is how do we address them. And that is actually missing. So, the 

report gives us something to discuss, but without the how component they were 

assigned, we should reflect on that aspect. Because our challenges are how do we 

get there?  

o Angola: The lack of funding → lack of capacity → lack of ability to secure 

funding → lack of funding.  The workshops provided by the GCF are not enough 

to close these capacity gaps, or to make capacity meet the requirements of 

funding request standards. Countries are working with accreditation agencies, but 

lack internal capacity to apply through GEF, GCF and other funders 

requirements, or to access resources. 

o Egypt: on behalf of the African group and G77+China: we are facing challenges 

of implementation. We didn’t start the document except three years ago: lengthy 

process with contradictory comments and back forths.  This process needs 

review. Contradictory and sometimes unrealistic questions are frustrating. The 

GCF needs to revisit the whole structure and improve for clear guidance. As well 

as how we are to implement our projects in the future. Currently it’s a hectic 

process with no outcomes 

o US: I’d like to offer some reactions to some things. This has been an important 

issue for us since Cancun.  It seems like we’ve gotten away from the original, 

technical questions, like how you’re incorporating your data or coordinating your 

efforts and institutional arrangements, etc. We seem to increasingly focus on one 

issue, financing, which is already covered on numerous other agenda items.  I 

think these comments are more relevant to agenda items related to finance bodies 

and processes, and that we need to focus more on processes for NAPs in this 

session, because that’s what enables you to both get and use the funding in the 

first place. So, let’s focus on technical issues of NAPs themselves instead of 

finance applications difficulties. 

o Argentina: We want to express support to other countries’ positions expressed 

about difficulties in accessing resources. It took us two years of revisions for 

what is supposed to be a readiness plan.  That is not an efficient system.   



 

• Co-Chair: For tomorrow’s session, we would like to produce a paper that outlines what 

could go into a draft decision based on what you would prefer to shape the outcome of 

this agenda item and issues expressed here today.  

o Ghana: I want to draw the attention to Paragraph 48 of our mandate, where, after 

talking about LEG+AC, the GEF and GCF reports are included for review, so we 

are not off track talking about the difficulties in accessing funding access 

(gestures toward US delegate). 

Follow-up: 

• The informal conversation will continue tomorrow 

Take Away: 

• Countries trying to access funds to create their NAPs see challenges in the application 

process, and want to explore increased support for moving from NAP creation to NAP 

implementation.  

 
 

 

 


