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Notes/Summary: 

• CoF: We are looking forward to trying to produce a draft decision text by the next 

meeting. CoF asks parties to discuss between sessions to smooth out disagreements 

before next session. (CoF puts draft text up on screens and asks for feedback): 

o Note the current work of the AC and the LEG on the gaps and needs related to the 

process to formulate and implement NAPs, and on the implementation of NAPs; 

o Note that the table provided by the LEG currently contains an inventory of the 

gaps and needs and who is working to fulfill them; 

o The AC and the LEG to continue their analysis of the gaps and needs, 

concentrating on areas that are not yet adequately addressed by the bodies and 

organizations providing support and include information in their reports; 

o Note the importance of assistance to the developing countries to implement the 

policies, projects and programs identified in their NAPs; 

o Parties noted complexity of accessing funding from the GCF for NAPs, and 

requested the GCF to streamline procedures for accessing readiness support for 

NAPs, and the GCF and its delivery partners to increase their efforts to support 

countries; 

o Parties and organization to submit information to the AC and the LEG on their 

experiences, good practices, lessons learned, gaps and needs, and challenges in 

the formulation and implementation of NAPs, with a view to informing continued 

work of the AC and the LEG regarding the gaps and needs related to the process 

to formulate and implement NAPs and the implementation of NAPs; 

o SBI 53 to consider the information from the reports of the AC and the LEG on the 

gaps and needs and the implementation of NAPs and take further action as 

appropriate. 

• USA: The LEG already puts out a regular report that already puts out these items 

mentioned in the displayed bullet points, so this seems redundant.  I’m a little confused as 

to why we need these bulleted items. I think it’s fine to note the work of the AC for the 
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table, but the final column has a provisional list of what the partner organizations are 

doing, but by no means is that exhaustive. How can we possibly go about measuring if 

something is properly addressed? There’s no way for the convention to do that, nor 

should they. On the fifth bullet, I would say this is an issue that should not be in 

conclusions or decisions from the NAP room, but the GCF room.  

• Zambia: Instead of the bullets, can we number them to facilitate the conversation?  

• Ghana: thank the CoFs. I see seven bullet points, if my count is right. My understanding 

is that these are summaries of our thoughts to guide the craft of the conclusion text, so the 

list is not exhaustive. I would like to clarify that we can start with these seven and add on 

further as needed. 

• Finland: on behalf of the EU.  The US went really fast in their interventions, let’s go 

point by point instead 

• Ghana: That’s fine, but it would be proper to add if we want to add, so that we are not 

limited by these seven points. We also want to actually highlight the relevance and 

importance of the ambition for NAPs linked to the PA, as far as adaptation ambition is 

concerned. Some countries have chosen NAPs as the vehicle for their adaption 

communication, a key part of PA, so I want text that reflects meeting the PA text.  What 

would be good, is to reflect this purpose of NAPs. We do need language that clearly calls 

out the inefficiencies of the financing access progress. 

• Ecuador: on behalf of like-minded countries group: we don’t see the substance on what 

are the actions to be taken to address gaps. There are several texts to ‘note’ things, but no 

actions or guidance on how to address them. Especially in reference to GCF, 

‘streamlining’ is not helpful, because it doesn’t make more accessible to developing 

countries that funding in a clear guidance. In addition, the part on implementation is not 

well taken. We had several comments about the challenge of implementing the NAPs, 

and we don’t have the resources to implement those instruments, so we need there 

something that makes available funds to implement and helps secure the resources to do 

that through one of the financial entities under the convention. So, in that regard, we 

don’t see these summary to take up all of the points, and we’d like to see those reflected. 

• Zambia: for the LDCs, one thing that we think is missing is on bullet 5, in the 

conversations yesterday, it wasn’t just the complexities, but the level of scrutiny of 

proposals to the GCF that could be addressed. Plus the issue of how the gaps and needs 

will be met, but also to amplify the issue of resources for implementation, to make it clear 

that that is our goal.  We do have some vision for the LDC naps, that requires access to 

resources for implementation. 

• Ghana: First of all, let me support what G77 and LDCs have said. We think that the 

issue of the implementation is not really articulated here, so we’d want that amplified. On 

bullet 3, US indicated these matters are being addressed in other groups, but we are in the 

adaptation here, we who deal with the challenges and difficulties here, if we do not 

articulate the challenges we face, it will be difficult for the people in finance to know or 



 

to address that. We should articulate it here, and then the finance groups will be able to 

address it. The trouble in getting through the process for the funding, is that by the time 

the projects are approved priorities may have even moved on. We must consider these 

challenges faced by countries working on their NAPs. 

• EU: A number of parties have mentioned the complexity of funding access from the 

financial mechanisms. I’m wondering if this is the right context. We had a presentation 

from the GCF yesterday for their support of NAPs. The story I heard was that many 

countries have already received access or are in the process of receiving access. I have a 

hard time seeing that anything more can realistically being done. I don’t think that’s the 

issue that really needs to be discussed here. Based on yesterday’s side event from the 

LEG, GCF and GEF, it seems to me that the real issue is capacity, and access to funders’ 

technical expertise. It seems some countries have not yet started the process, or not 

received the resources to get the process started, but the GEF and GCF have done all they 

can and the process can’t be any further simplified. It seems the real challenge is what is 

preventing countries from starting the process. 

• USA: I was going to make a similar intervention about whether this is about complexity 

or scrutiny. I have a concern (references Ghana), about that, because if it’s not clear how 

the proposal will achieve their results or make a country more capable of implementing 

their prioritized actions that have been identified in the NAP, then why should we 

provide funding? We are very supportive of this level of scrutiny  if that’s what you want 

to call it, because it produces higher quality proposals and projects. Referencing our 

Ghana colleague, we’ve given numerous mandates to the LEG and AC, and constituted 

bodies to address these concerns to the GCF, and GEF, so these channels already exist, 

which is why I really hope we can use this room to address other gaps and challenges. 

• (Angola?): (very hard to hear/understand): if we go to the LEG report, to the financial 

support information, we can see from those reports, only two are disbursed of four 

approved (hard to hear). Many LDCs didn’t yet develop their NAPs, we think yes to 

comment on US and EU, it can, the GCF, simplify more. It seems like the process 

benefits developed countries and not the LDCs. I ask US, what is enough?  What is 

enough to be considered enough to be high quality. It leaves us living the way we are, 

and going home every year without answers. Once everyone can adapt, we will all 

benefit.  We will all be well. We want answers, what is enough?  What is enough and 

how much capacity can produce these ‘high-qualities’?  That’s one question. More, 

seems like we need capacity even to access the capacity to apply for funding to apply for 

readiness. We need readiness to achieve readiness.  Stop saying that it can’t be 

simplified, because it can be – we all know it can be. 

• CoF: time is short and the list to speak is long. I suspect we won’t reach consensus today. 

We only have one more session tomorrow, so I urge parties to meet outside this session 

to discuss what we CAN agree on. 



 

• Australia: I wanted to address the comment from Angola. We do recognize the 

challenges from LDCs to get capacity, and fund capacity. I want to say that these are 

broader concerns with the funding mechanisms that goes well beyond the NAPs process, 

but under the oversight of the financial mechanism rooms. Adding to the US’s 

intervention, we do believe scrutiny is important because it’s what allows us to provide 

the financing in the first place, from a legislative perspective. Certain thresholds need to 

be met in order to allow those funds to be released, so we need to find balance for us to 

have the funds in the first place to distribute 

• Ghana: I do agree with EU’s point of capacity as a key issue for us. Capacity is very 

important. What I don’t agree with him is the comments he made about the side event 

yesterday. We keep hearing figures about the countries that have been submitted and 

approved. Are you taking the time to actually look at how many developing countries we 

actually have that still need to do a NAP?  About 90% need to do their NAPs. The 

question is, if this is a priority, we are unable to get assured funding, develop their NAPs, 

submit their NAPs, there a gap – where’s the missing gap?  It’s funding. That’s the issue. 

So, we can’t go around not talking about the funding. Scrutiny is important, but it’s 

biased. We need to be very straight forward that there’s a missing link, and that the 

missing link is funding. Until we recognize this, the conversation will not move forward 

• Kuwait: I want to align with Ghana on behalf of G-77. In regard to comment from EU 

about complexity, Palestine has been rejected by 60-65% of their NAPs, so how can you 

explain away the complexity of the access process. Second, developing NAPs is useless 

without access to funds for implementation. We urge the GCF and GEF to streamline the 

procedures and expectations. 

• Zambia: We also do value scrutiny, we recognize the NAPs they need to be clear to be 

effective. But this level of scrutiny seems to be a bottleneck, and the experience is rare 

for developing countries that this is effective. We are calling for streamlining so we can 

address that. 

• Ecuador: We cannot wait 3-5 years to get this funding to meet our needs. It’s an 

emergency for us at these moments. In timelines, we would set a timeline to develop 

better quality as fast as we can have in 1 or 3 years. It’s not possible that this process is so 

slow. Even for some countries that may have the capacities to apply to the NAP, is very 

hard to fulfill the requirements of the process. For us, it’s important to reflect that as part 

of our discussion, as well as windows where we can … (???) …. Make the NAP possible 

for developing countries. 

• China: inline with Ghana on behalf of G-77 and Ecuador for LDCs. Adaptation is a 

developing party priority to avoid adverse impacts from climate change. We also need 

matched support. Developing countries also want high quality approvals, but we have 

different starting points and lower capacities. To achieve these high quality approvals we 

need first to find what is the complexity which means barriers that exist for LDC, then we 

can know what is the barriers we need to overcome, which would be very helpful guide 



 

to the GCF on how to guide their work, for giving the adaptation in more effective 

support. The AC has identified some needs and gaps during formulation of the NAPS, but 

cannot represent all the parties’ needs and concerns. AC work is only a reference for 

NAPs production. We suggest that under the NAP we can find some useful measure to 

address what is the complex for applying to the GCF, maybe we can use some 

exchanging some experience and develop key points that are difficult to overcome 

• USA: We’re not saying there’s not challenges, and we hear your frustration. The point 

that we’re making is that this isn’t the right room to have this conversation. These issues 

should be confined to those rooms with those experts. We can’t respond to you because 

we don’t have the skill and expertise to respond to you on these issues. I’m well versed 

on the NAPs, but not on the GEF or the GCF. On these, GCF review on adaptation 

planning, what they’re looking at are a lot of robust evaluative mechanisms, do you know 

your climate data gaps, those are the types of things they’re looking at.  I think we’re 

talking at each other. Our position remains that these issues should be handled in the 

room that has the mandate to handle them. 

• EU: I’ll try not to repeat. But we have a similar sentiment to the US. It seems like the 

procedure has been improved, but of course we don’t know what problems you have, but 

the place to have that discussion is in the GCF room. My concern is that by focusing only 

on this we might be missing the real challenges, which is why a number of LDCs have 

not started their NAPs. I’m hearing that it’s a challenge accessing GCF funding, but is 

this really the only challenge? What is the real challenge, and is there something that can 

be done about that, because even if we take this conversation to the GCF, it won’t 

improve the reality dramatically, so I think it would be good to look at other challenges 

that we can actually address in this room.  

• CoF: we encourage party dialogue to progress past these disagreements. If nothing 

happens between here and Friday we won’t be any closer, because clearly these bullet 

points were not sufficient to approach any type of decision text. Please send us your text 

and give feedback on these bullet points. 

 Follow-up:  

Friday December 6, 11:00am, Room 13 

Take Away: 

• The countries seem to be deadlocked between funding countries and receiving countries 

around whether the recommendation text for NAPs should address the difficult process of 

securing funding from the financial mechanisms for NAPs. 

 
 

 


