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Preface

In March 2008, the Environmental Secretariat (now the secretariat for Environment, En-
ergy and Climate Change) asked the Evaluation Department (EVAL) of the Danish Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs to undertake an independent evaluation of the operation of the 
Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF). The Evaluation Department invited the GEF 
Evaluation Office to participate in the Evaluation given that the LDCF is administered 
by the GEF and it is within the mandate of the GEF EO to evaluate activities managed 
by the GEF. Both evaluation offices are independent and report directly to the governing 
bodies of their respective organizations.

The LDCF was one of the mechanisms established in 2001 to address climate change 
impacts under the UN Climate Change Convention (UNFCCC). The LDCF is man-
dated by parties to the UNFCCC to provide support to the LDCs’ climate adaptation ef-
forts, including the preparation of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) 
and the implementation of NAPA priorities in least developed countries (LDCs). 
The main purpose of the joint evaluation was to analyse and document the results and 
lessons learned from the operations of the LDCF in financing and promoting climate 
change adaptation. The main evaluation criteria included relevance, effectiveness, effi-
ciency, sustainability and – to the extent possible – impact issues. Other issues of coher-
ence, complementarity and coordination were also dealt with when appropriate. The 
Evaluation focused on the processes related to the production of NAPAs and preparation 
and approval of NAPA priority projects. It also analysed the relevance of LDCF related 
outputs and the possible catalytic effects of the work done by the LDCF in terms of in-
creasing awareness of and action on adaptation to climate change.

The Evaluation Team was drawn from the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED) and the Danish consultancy firm, COWI, plus experts from each 
of the countries chosen as case studies. The Evaluation Management Group included 
staff of Danida’s Evaluation Department and the GEF EO, and a national water resource 
management specialist from Zambia. An Evaluation Reference Group was convened 
from representatives of LDCs, GEF Agencies, development partners, Danish and inter-
national NGOs and other climate change adaptation experts. 

The major bulk of the work on the joint evaluation was carried out from November, 
2008 to June 2009. Methodologies applied included an assessment of the 41 NAPAs 
prepared and submitted to the UNFCCC by end of May 2009; a review of documentary 
evidence related to the establishment and operation of the Fund; consultations with the 
GEF Secretariat and other GEF staff; interviews with key LDC stakeholders, implement-
ing agencies and staff from the GEF Secretariat; an e-mail survey of stakeholders in all 
LDCs; five in-depth NAPA process case studies – Bangladesh, Malawi, Mali Sudan, and 
Vanuatu; a multi-stakeholder evidence analysis workshop; a review of various assessments 
of the NAPAs and NAPA processes; and, interactions with the Evaluation Reference 
Group, including a presentation of the preliminary key findings and possible recommen-
dations in June 2009. The final report was prepared during the summer 2009.

Overall, the Evaluation found that the LDCF had accomplished the main target of sup-
porting preparation of NAPAs in the majority of the least developed countries eligible for 
support from the fund. Thus by end of May 2009, the LDCF had supported 48 coun-
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tries in their endeavors to prepare NAPAs and 41 of these had already had their NAPAs 
published on the UNFCCC web-site. The Evaluation found that the LDCF had been 
much less successful in providing funding for NAPA priority projects. This is a conse-
quence of both insufficient and unreliable allocation of resources to the fund as well as 
of the complicated procedures used for preparation of priority projects reflecting the in-
volvement of multiple actors (GEF Secretariat, GEF agencies and LDCs themselves). As 
a key recommendation the Evaluation calls for a reform of the LDCF and for a replenish-
ment of the fund.

The joint evaluation will be presented to the LDCF/SCCF council at its November 2009 
meeting. A GEF management response to the evaluation has been developed already and 
is enclosed in this report as Annex XV. The management response of the Danish Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs will be published together with a short summary of the report on 
EVALs web-site according to the normal procedures of EVAL. 

Ole Winckler Andersen Rob D. van den Berg
Head, Evaluation Department Director, GEF Evaluation Office
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Washington DC
Denmark
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Background and purpose

The Evaluation Department of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (EVAL) initiated the 
Evaluation of the operation of the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) at the request 
of the Ministry’s Environmental Secretariat. UNFCCC COP Decision 5/CP.14 by parties to 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) provided an 
important context for the work. It invites Parties and relevant organisations to submit infor-
mation on the preparation and implementation of NAPAs. At the invitation of EVAL, the 
Global Environment Facility Evaluation Office (GEF EO) joined the initiative, in part, due 
to its relevance for the Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF. Both evaluation offices 
are independent and report directly to the governing bodies of their respective organizations.

In accordance with the Terms of Reference (see Annex I), the LDCF was evaluated as 
one mechanism to address climate change impacts under the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The LDCF was established in 2001 under 
the UNFCCC and was mandated by Parties, amongst other activities, to provide sup-
port for the preparation of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) and for 
the implementation of NAPA priorities in least developed countries (LDCs). The Global 
Environment Fund (GEF) administers the LDCF as part of its role as an operating entity 
of the financial mechanism of the Convention under the guidance of the Conference of 
Parties (COP). The LDCF was evaluated as a system with different components, phases, 
actors and stakeholders. The operation and performance of the LDCF were seen as being 
determined by the inter-actions of the various aspects of the system. 

The objective of the Evaluation was to analyze and document the results and lessons 
learned from the operations of the LDCF in financing and promoting climate change ad-
aptation in the least developed countries. 

The Evaluation Team was drawn from the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED) and the Danish consulting firm COWI, plus experts from each of 
the countries chosen as case studies. The Evaluation Management Group included staff 
of EVAL and the GEF EO, and a water expert from Zambia. An Evaluation Reference 
Group was convened from representatives of LDCs, GEF Agencies, development part-
ners and other climate change adaptation experts. 

The Evaluation was launched at the end of November, 2008, and the report was com-
pleted in September, 2009. 

Scope and methodology

The Evaluation focused on the following areas:

Processes: How the LDCF built upon national capacity to devise adaptation priorities 
and plans, how LDCF and NAPA processes engaged actors and how NAPAs were pre-
pared. In addition, the Evaluation examined how the LDCF supported the preparation 
and implementation of NAPA priority projects.
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Products: LDCF related outputs, principally the NAPAs, were considered by looking at 
the analytical basis for the identification of adaptation priorities, the match of priority 
projects to identified climate challenges, and consultative aspects of NAPA processes. 

Catalytic effects: The ways the LDCF promoted and increased the rate of adaptation plan-
ning and prioritization. Also how the LDCF achieved catalytic effects in the development 
of capacity to plan, integrate and implement climate change adaptation and related actions. 

The Evaluation conducted the following activities: an assessment of the 41 NAPAs pre-
pared and submitted to the UNFCCC by end of May 2009; a review of documentary 
evidence related to the establishment and operation of the Fund; consultation with the 
LDCF Secretariat and other GEF staff; interviews with key LDC stakeholders including 
UNFCCC and GEF focal points, and representatives of the UNFCCC secretariat; in-
terviews were conducted with World Bank and UNDP staff from headquarters, regional 
and national offices; an e-mail survey of stakeholders in all LDCs; five in-depth NAPA 
process case studies: Bangladesh, Malawi, Sudan, Mali and Vanuatu; a review of a select-
ed LDCF procedural documentation; a multi-stakeholder evidence analysis workshop; a 
review of various assessments of the NAPAs and NAPA processes; and, interactions with 
the Evaluation Reference Group, including a presentation of the preliminary key findings 
and possible recommendations in June 2009. 

Throughout the Evaluation the Team sought advice from the Evaluation Management 
Group. 

Main findings and conclusions

The LDCF was initiated as an expedient attempt to identify, prioritize and begin to ad-
dress urgent and immediate climate change adaptation needs within LDCs. The oppor-
tunity to precipitate mainstreaming of adaptation was recognized and embodied in the 
eligible actions for NAPA priorities – adaptation projects, capacity development, integra-
tion of adaptation into development, and policy reform. 

In reference to the initial COP guidance for the LDCF in Decision 27/CP 7, the Evalua-
tion concludes that: 

• funding has been provided to meet the agreed full cost of preparing the NAPAs 
and separation has been ensured of LDCF funding from the other funds of the 
GEF; 

• adoption of “simplified procedures … for expedited access” for implementation 
of NAPA priority projects has proved difficult to realise and current efforts by the 
GEF and its Agencies to expedite access and streamline procedures have come late; 

• the complexity of the structure and procedures of the LDCF has hampered the ease 
with which the workings of the Fund have been understood from the perspective 
of LDC stakeholders; 

• greater use of public sector experts, less reliance on independent consultants and 
more attention to setting up intra-government arrangements as part of NAPA 
processes would have improved the technical sustainability of NAPA outputs;
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• a broad platform of NAPAs has been created alongside a wide set of expectations in 
LDCs that NAPAs will be implemented.

 
The LDCF administration has had to respond to COP guidance and requests. The time-
line presented in Annex XIV sets out how the LDCF has responded to COP. 
 
The LDCF relies upon voluntary financial contributions from countries – parties to the 
UNFCCC. The size and unpredictability of available funding of the LDCF precluded 
effective support of programmatic responses to the adaptation needs identified. 
 
The modus operandi of the LDCF meant that, in common with other GEF supported 
programmes, it has been predominantly project and sector focused, rather than address-
ing the thematic and transformative approaches required for more effective adaptation 
planning and implementation.
 
The NAPAs are important documents and the preparation processes have been signifi-
cant in a number of LDCs. They contributed at an early and critical stage to increasing 
awareness in LDCs of the adaptation challenges that climate change poses. The NAPA 
reports have become key government statements of adaptation needs in some countries 
and the priorities they identify are considered generally relevant by most stakeholders.

Of the over 390 NAPA priority projects identified in the 41 completed NAPA reports 
90 per cent address sectoral and 10 per cent cross-sectoral adaptation needs. Food secu-
rity was the most often prioritised sector accounting for nearly a quarter of all priority 
projects followed by terrestrial ecosystems and water resources. Less than 10 per cent of 
projects are specifically aimed at education and capacity development. A small proportion 
of projects explicitly mentioned a mainstreaming co-objective, policy reform co-objective 
and livelihoods diversification. The fact that the LDCF has been constrained to offering 
relatively small scale funding for priority projects has meant that wider development co-
herence was difficult to achieve.

UNFCCC COP Decision 28/CP.7 identifies gender equality as a guiding princi-
ple for NAPAs and the Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG) annotated 
guidelines on NAPA preparation state that women need to be recognised as key 
stakeholders in consultations and decision-making. However, gender differentiated 
vulnerability and the role of women in adaptation are unevenly addressed across the 
NAPAs.

The programme was justified as an attempt to meet urgent and immediate adaptation 
needs. LDC stakeholders voice considerable frustration about the LDCF in terms of the 
complexity and tardiness of the processes to obtain funds for adaptation priority actions. 
Disbursement of finance for priority project implementation has been of an insignificant 
scale compared to adaptation needs in LDCs – USD 85 million committed by end of 
May 2009 with indicative co-financing of USD 162 million. 

Climate change adaptation is a new policy area. Few public sector employees and fewer 
politicians have a technical background that includes climate change expertise. The low 
level of human resource capacity among ministries and line agencies was an important 
constraint in developing and implementing adaptation planning. Results from a survey 
conducted by the LEG of LDC parties concur and also point to the lack of guidance and 
capacity development.
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Significant strength of opinion and explicit preferences of LDC stakeholders were revealed 
by the Evaluation that the LDCF should continue to function, but in ways that enable ex-
peditious access to adaptation implementation finance and technical support. The Evalua-
tion concurs and recommends ways that the LDCF can be made better fit for purpose.

Lessons learned

It is recognized that what happens next to the LDCF depends to a large extent on the 
outcome of the negotiations on adaptation financing between parties to the UNFCCC. 
It is anticipated that important and far reaching decisions will be reached at COP 15 in 
Copenhagen on the scale and modalities for adaptation funding. 

This Evaluation (in common with other assessments reviewed) has identified problems 
of LDCF performance that are related to design and function and have resulted in very 
few LDCs so far being able to reach the implementation of NAPA priority projects – one 
project is in operation in Bhutan and four other projects in Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, 
Cambodia and Samoa now have the pre-requisite GEF CEO endorsement or approval 
for implementation to go ahead (as of end May 2009). 

In part, the difficulties have been due to dealing with a complex subject that is new to 
many stakeholders (including both the GEF, the GEF Agencies as well as the LDCs), in 
countries with poorly defined climate adaptive capacity. In addition, the funding of the 
LDCF by contributory countries has neither been predictable nor sufficient to address 
programmatic adaptive responses to climate change. These are grounds for deliberate re-
form and then adequate replenishment of the LDCF. 

The following lessons are relevant for the establishment of global funds for climate 
change adaptation:

Scale: the scale of financial resources and the reliability of replenishment are crucial fac-
tors in the establishment and management of a fund aimed at adaptation needs. Unful-
filled pledges can thwart the performance of a fund as can setting up a financial resource 
channelling programme that is of an inappropriate scale for the size of the task at hand. 
If resources are too limited for a fund to handle all countries at once in an effective man-
ner, ways should be sought to allow countries to be addressed sequentially, e.g. through 
a stepwise approach with certain deadlines established for project submissions (a limited 
number of priority vulnerable countries being properly addressed rather than a large 
group being superficially targeted). 

Design, flexibility and responsiveness: funds that need to be mobilized quickly require 
a clearly defined programme design including a clear overall management strategy focus-
ing on performance and achievements within clear deadlines. Furthermore, sufficient 
staff resources need to be allocated. A fund that has urgent and immediate priorities as its 
major goal needs by design to quickly generate a programme pipeline with projects ready 
and mature enough for financing. This requires that clear guidance on policy and project 
design go hand-in-hand from the very beginning, or at least that more specific policy im-
plementation guidelines are developed early.

Capacity: in countries with limited technical and human resource capacity, bottlenecks 
will occur in project preparation that will prevent the full benefits of adaptation consid-
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erations being integrated into national policies and programs. However, short-cutting 
this constraint by employing consultants to do the work without proper engagement 
with government staff and thereby capacity development will often lead to a lack of na-
tional ownership of plans developed. Moreover, adaptation is still a young discipline and 
it is necessary for a fund to have a large degree of flexibility and to be able to deliver the 
specific financial and technical resources the different countries need. 

Feed-back and continuous learning: the ability to monitor and track achievements and 
results needs to focus not only at project level but also at the programme level. The fund 
must be able to draw on strategic evidence gathering and advice in terms of substantive 
matters but also programme management issues. 

Coherence in the adaptation funding architecture: The emergence of new funds for 
adaptation, – most notably the Adaptation Fund under the Kyoto protocol, demands 
that the sequencing and synchrony of funds’ objectives, targets and duration are carefully 
considered to maximize coverage and impact. The future of the LDCF should be decided 
by parties to the UNFCCC in the context of other adaptation funding and an assessment 
of any LDCF comparative advantage. 

Key recommendations for the future of the LDCF

Parties to the UNFCCC – the following recommendations require UNFCCC COP guidance 
or requests

1. Given that the context of the LDCF has changed since its creation, i.e. additional 
funds have been created – most importantly the Adaptation Fund under the Kyoto 
Protocol – as well as additional information about the severity of climate change com-
ing out of IPCC and elsewhere that implies additional costs, UNFCCC should reassess 
the role of the LDCF. What is the niche of the LDCF given the likely scale of its fund-
ing and the emergence of new channels and some additional funds? Parties should con-
sider what constitutes an appropriate lifespan of the LDCF – be that short to medium 
term, e.g. up to 2012 and the replacement of the Kyoto Protocol, or longer term. 

2. In addition, parties should consider if the present institutional arrangements for 
LDCF management are fit for purpose in the post-Copenhagen era. The precedent of 
the direct access model under development in the Adaptation Fund is important here. 

3. In order to reach agreement on the reforms and improvements required to the 
LDCF a multi-stakeholder dialogue (perhaps electronically or through a workshop) 
should be convened to review the governance structure and operations of the Fund. 
The evidence considered would come from various sources, including this Evalua-
tion. The dialogue should include representatives of the LDCs, current and future 
contributory countries to the LDCF, the LEG, the UNFCCC, the GEF Secretariat 
and the GEF Agencies. It should be facilitated by a third party (i.e. neither GEF 
Secretariat, nor GEF Agencies) and participants should agree to abide by the agree-
ments reached. Replenishment of the Fund should take into account the reform 
dialogue conclusions.

4. Any replenishment of the LDCF for the longer term should be sufficient to sup-
port whole NAPA programmes, rather than individual project implementation. 



1515

Executive Summary

5. The structure of the LDCF system needs to change such that the Fund is more 
responsive to LDC demands for more expeditious access. The role of the GEF 
Agencies, how they are contracted and who they report to should be reviewed. One 
option would be to enable LDCs to directly contract in the services of the GEF 
Agency they choose. The ‘direct access’ precedent being set by the Adaptation Fund 
is also important.  

6. Clear policy frameworks need to be tailored to specific country needs and circum-
stances early in the NAPA implementation process. It may prove necessary to swift-
ly mobilize supporting tools for adaptation planning. A way of doing this could 
be for the COP, or the LDCF Council, to decide to entitle the Fund to allocate 
a certain percentage of its financial resources for technical assistance support and 
development of supporting tools for implementation, including sector thematic 
guidance on how to integrate adaptation into development and how to address 
adaptation within key economic sectors. This would enable the Fund to collect les-
sons learned from policy and project level and ensure synergies between the two. 

7. Also the future development, re-structuring and updating of the NAPA reports 
need to be considered. In order to better serve as a flexible and updated planning 
tool for governments, adaptation priorities need to be established for the short, 
medium and longer term, and the sequencing of priority implementation needs to 
be designed so that effectiveness and synergies between actions are assured. NAPA 
report review and updating on a biannual basis would be sensible and would allow 
NAPA priorities to be better incorporated into budgetary decision making at a cen-
tral LDC government level1.

8. The COP should consider requesting the LEG to build upon the advances 
achieved in the LEG technical working paper on NAPA implementation strategies2 
and the OECD/DAC guidelines on mainstreaming adaptation by developing more 
detailed guidelines on aligning NAPA priority projects with government planning 
and budgetary processes, in order to ensure better implementation plans. 

LDC governments

9. Ministries of finance and/or planning should call each year for climate change adap-
tation priorities at the sector level for the purpose of the national budget construc-
tion. A climate change adaptation planning cycle needs to be started. This would 
provide a way of coordinating the investment of funds available from other sources.

10. Support for the establishment of strong national inter-institutional arrangements 
for adaptation planning needs to be put in place in order not to lose momentum 
from NAPA preparation and completion to implementation of NAPA priorities. 

11. NAPA implementation planning should ensure that outputs are complementary to 
and aligned with the government planning cycle.

1) The Evaluation concurs with the recommendations on NAPA up-dating made in the LDC Expert 
Group (2009) The Least Developed Countries National Adaptation Programmes of Action: Over-
view of preparation, design of Implementation strategies and submission of revised project lists and 
profiles. UNFCCC Secretariat.

2) LDC Expert Group (2005) Elements for Implementation Strategies for national adaptation programmes 
of action UNFCCC/TP/2005/5, 2 August 2005.
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12. NAPA findings should be taken more seriously into account when developing 
SWAps and other sector investment programmes. LDCs should demand that 
donor agencies harmonise around climate change support and properly consider 
NAPA priorities when supporting adaptation. 

13. LDCs should take a stronger co-ordinating role in regard to official development 
assistance support for climate change adaptation to avoid duplication and achieve 
synergies. NAPAs should be considered as the basis for the development of central 
programming documents for climate change adaptation.

Development partner agencies

14. Support to help LDC governments implement NAPA priority activities should be 
designed that maximizes national capacity development on climate change adaptation 
implementation through projects, integration into development and policy reform. 

15. Development partners should seek to align with LDC adaptation priorities and use 
updated NAPAs to do so. In addition, development partners should reduce LDC 
transaction costs by harmonising approaches in support of adaptation and NAPA 
implementation. 

LDCF Council

16. The agenda of the LDCF Council should draw on lessons learned on LDCF per-
formance, including this Evaluation, in a more systematic way. This would allow 
better responses to the guidance and requests from the LDCs and the LEG. In ad-
dition, the Council should advise the LDCF administration how best to support 
the implementation of the remaining parts of the LDC work programme thus re-
sponding proactively to the COP decisions. 

17. The timeliness and thematic breadth of the advisory support to the LDCF Secre-
tariat needs to be strengthened by greater engagement of the LEG and other rel-
evant adaptation experts. 

18. Consideration should be given to how the LDCF’s performance could be strength-
ened through a budget line to initiate cross cutting projects on thematic issues that 
would support the individual NAPA priority project beyond the current “projec-
tisised” approach and to set in place better frameworks for adaptation planning in 
the future.

19. LDCF should open a civil society-only funding window to support the delivery 
of climate change adaptation according to NAPA priorities by NGOs, CBOs and 
local organisations. This opportunity should be taken to test innovative funding 
schemes. 

LDCF administration /LDCF team in the GEF Secretariat

a. Knowledge generation and dissemination:

20. Establish a help desk or hotline with direct access for countries, GEF Agencies and 
consultants working on project preparation. 
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21. Systematic and inclusive learning and reflection processes should be initiated as part 
of NAPA priority activity implementation so that LDCs and other stakeholders can 
draw lessons and identify ways of improving adaptation delivery. This will require: (a) 
adequate financial and technical resourcing of monitoring and evaluation for NAPA 
implementation, (b) that sufficient NAPA priority activities across different LDCs are 
synchronised to allow concurrent and therefore more easily comparable initiatives. 

22. Significant multiplier effects would be possible by investing in programmatic im-
plementation and careful scrutiny of the socio-economic costs and benefits of cli-
mate change adaptation in terms of learning outcomes and knowledge generation. 

23. Implementation of NAPAs could be treated as piloting ways of (a) mainstream-
ing by both getting climate change adaptation priorities into sectoral planning 
through the generation of high level then more local scale policy developments, 
(b) the elaboration of policy instruments for adaptation and development objec-
tives including in the areas of, for example, food security, water resources manage-
ment, public health and disaster risk reduction and (c) to assess what approaches 
to project interventions, integration into development, capacity development and 
policy reform work best for adaptation outcomes.

24. It is essential to identify and to understand how LDCF supported adaptation ac-
tions can best address gender equality issues and women as agents of adaptation.

25. Resources should be invested in developing an understanding across different 
LDCs of the true escalating costs of climate change leading to adaptation needs. 
As part of this, finance and planning specialists from government and non-gov-
ernment agencies across LDCs should be convened into a community of practice 
on assessing costs and benefits of climate change adaptation using NAPA priority 
activities as case studies. 

26. Issue guidelines and/or good practices on how to establish ‘additional costs’ in ad-
aptation projects, how to interpret the equitable access protocol and how to deal 
with co-financing requirements. Guidance should be developed and disseminated 
on good practices in NAPA priority activity implementation.

27. A knowledge base should be developed on climate change adaptation experiences 
at local through to national levels across LDCs where different types of governance 
systems prevail.

28. The technical advice available to the LDCF administration should be strengthened 
both through a permanent advisory body and ad hoc groups for addressing specific 
thematic issues.

b. Operational aspects:

29. In order for the LDCF to play a complementary role to the emerging other climate 
change financing mechanisms greater responsiveness and flexibility of procedures 
will have to be introduced to ensure lack of duplication and complementarity

30. All the NAPA priority projects should: use evidence-based inquiry into the ways 
climate change effects are differentiated between genders, introduce measures that 
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identify women’s vulnerability to climate change, and listen to the voices of climate 
vulnerable women. 

31. In order to reduce process time for the NAPA follow-up project preparation stage, 
it is advised to limit the documentation needs at the early phase of the cycle. This 
implies a risk, but this risk must be handled and mitigated later in the project cy-
cle. This should be addressed promptly through consultation with representatives 
from recipient countries and stakeholders and agencies involved. Through discus-
sion of experiences, pragmatic ways need to be identified to: 

• Shorten the project cycle by, for example, combining the Project Identification 
Format and Project Preparation Grant stages within a project inception stage. 
This is standard practice in development assistance funding. It will require fur-
ther detailed guidance to countries in order to avoid uncertainties on the feasi-
bility of the project and the project criteria,

• Create stricter deadlines for the GEF Agencies on submission of project docu-
ments for CEO endorsement, e.g. a 12 months deadline for submission followed 
by a sunset clause,  

• Create transparent and clear criteria for reviewing PIFs, PPGs and other project 
documents including putting review sheets, or some version thereof, into the 
public domain, so that these are used only for issues that are crucial for the early 
preparatory phase – those issues relevant for the elaboration of a full project 
document should be dealt with at that later stage, 

• Introduce a common tracking procedure across the LDCF and the agencies, so 
that the status of a given project may be found irrespective of where it is in the 
cycle and with which agency it is in the process.
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1 Introduction

The Evaluation Department of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (EVAL) initiated 
the Evaluation of the operation of the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) at the 
request of the Ministry’s Environmental Secretariat. This was done in the context of the 
decision of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
that recognizes the value of lessons learned from the preparation and implementation of 
the National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) and invites Parties and relevant 
organisations to submit information on the preparation and implementation of NAPAs. 3 
The EVAL then contacted the Global Environment Facility Evaluation Office that joined 
the initiative in the context of the Fourth Overall Performance Study (OPS4) of the GEF. 
Both evaluation offices are independent and report directly to their governing bodies. 
The context of the Evaluation is twofold:

a. The information on the preparation and implementation of NAPAs will be com-
piled by the UNFCCC secretariat as a miscellaneous document to go to the Sub-
sidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) at its 33rd session. This Evaluation report, 
while not commissioned by the UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP), will be 
made available for consideration for inclusion in the miscellaneous document, and 

b. The GEF Evaluation Office has been mandated by the GEF Council to conduct 
an overall performance study of the GEF. This looks at all activities funded and 
managed by the GEF under the guidance of the conventions serving as a financial 
mechanism. The Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) is one of these funding 
sources. The GEF Evaluation Office expects to incorporate the key findings and 
recommendations of the LDCF Evaluation into the fourth overall performance 
study (OPS4) of the GEF to be completed by mid-September 2009.

In accordance with the Terms of Reference (see Annex I), the scope for the Evaluation 
was to evaluate the LDCF as one of the mechanisms to address the effects of climate 
change under the UNFCCC, providing funding for the preparation of NAPAs and im-
plementation of NAPA priorities as part of the LDC work programme.4

The objective of the Evaluation was to analyse and document the results and lessons 
learned from the operations of the LDCF in financing and promoting climate change 
adaptation. 

The Evaluation was conducted by a team drawn from the International Institute for En-
vironment and Development (IIED) and COWI, plus national experts from each of the 
countries chosen as case studies. The Evaluation was managed by a three-person group 
including representatives of EVAL and the GEF Evaluation Office, and a water specialist 
from Zambia. An Evaluation Reference Group was convened by the Evaluation Manage-
ment Group from representatives of Least Developed Countries (LDCs), GEF Executing 
Agencies, development partners and donors and other international climate change adap-
tation experts. 

3) Decision 5/CP.14 Further guidance for the operation of the Least Developed Countries Fund. FCCC/
CP/2008/7/Add.1 page 8.

4) The programme also includes capacity building and technology transfer.
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The Evaluation was launched end of November 2008 and a first Evaluation Reference 
Group meeting held in Poznan on 10 December 2008. Field work took place from end 
of January to April 2009. The Evaluation Report was completed in September 2009. 

The final report has been prepared following comments from the Evaluation Reference 
Group and the Evaluation Management Group. Findings, conclusions and recommenda-
tions remain the responsibility of the authors.

The report is structured in the following way. Chapter 2 presents the way the Evalua-
tion was carried out, the methods used, the selection of case study countries and reviews 
the methodological limitations. Chapter 3 sets out an assessment of the LDCF in terms 
of its history, mandate, governance structure and procedures. It also presents an analysis 
of the financial flows. Chapter 4 explores the merits of the NAPAs. It first reviews pre-
vious assessments of the LDCF, then assesses aspects related to the processes, products 
and catalytic effects achieved by the NAPAs. Chapter 5 reviews the ways the LDCF 
has supported NAPA priority project implementation looking at issues of performance 
and timeliness of project preparation and approval, and at the coherence of the LDCF 
achievements within the context of climate change adaptation needs context and the sus-
tainability of institutional and technical outcomes and outputs of the Fund. Chapter 6 
presents the findings and conclusions of the Evaluation and Chapter 7 the lessons learned 
and recommendations for different stakeholders.

The Annexes provided in the hard copy of the report give additional information on: the 
Evaluation’s Terms of Reference and specifications; the Evaluation Framework Matrix 
used; the pledges, contributions and funding made available to the Fund by contributing 
countries; approved and approaching LDCF projects; the LDCF project cycle and proc-
ess times; and a timeline of COP Guidance and GEF responses. The Annexes on the ac-
companying CD-ROM present detailed descriptions of: the e-survey results; the thematic 
studies carried out; a review of NAPAs; project cycle performance for NAPA priority 
projects; the five country case studies; evidence sources related to conclusions; a sum-
mary of evidence from the different evaluation instruments; and the findings from other 
LDCF and NAPA assessments.
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2 Evaluation scope and methodology

The Evaluation was carried out in accordance with Danida’s evaluation guidelines and 
the OECD/DAC Evaluation Quality Standards. Both OECD/DAC evaluation criteria 
(relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability) and the 3Cs (coherence, 
complementarity and coordination) were used. Annex I includes the Terms of Reference 
for the Evaluation. The Evaluation Framework Matrix, presented in Annex II, sets out 
the issues that have been examined and the criteria applied for each of the areas exam-
ined. It is on the basis of this framework that the evidence and data collection has been 
conducted.5 The calendar of evaluation activities is summarised in the Evaluation Work 
Plan presented in Annex I.

The Evaluation has focused on the following main areas:

Processes: How the LDCF built upon national capacity to devise adaptation priorities 
and plans, how LDCF and NAPA processes engaged actors and how NAPAs were pre-
pared. In addition, the Evaluation examined how the LDCF supported the preparation 
and implementation of NAPA priority projects.

Products: LDCF related outputs, principally the NAPAs, were considered by looking at 
the analytical basis for the identification of adaptation priorities, the match of priority 
projects to identified climate challenges, and consultative aspects of NAPA processes. 

Catalytic effects: The ways the LDCF promoted and increased the rate of adaptation plan-
ning and prioritization. Also how the LDCF achieved catalytic effects in the development 
of capacity to plan, integrate and implement climate change adaptation and related actions. 

2.1 Activities

The Evaluation was carried out through the following activities to collect and analyse 
data and evidence:

a) Review of all NAPAs submitted by May 2009.6 This review assessed: the duration 
of NAPA preparation; sectoral emphases of priority projects and how institutional 
aspects with regard to adaptation delivery were included in NAPA processes; meth-
ods used for prioritisation; methods used for evidence, data and information col-
lection; composition of NAPA Teams; evidence of government structure created as 
part of NAPA process; and, gender issues;

b) Review documentary evidence including project documentation, relevant COP 
decisions including the NAPA guidelines (Decision 28/CP.7), the LDCF Program-
ming Paper (GEF/C.28/18); documentation prepared for the LDCF Council as 
well as Joint Summaries of the Chairs and Highlights of the discussion documents 
from the LDCF Council meetings;

5) For further details, reference should be made to the TOR in Annex I and the detailed methodology 
presented in the Inception Report in January 2009 and available at the EVAL website: �����������
	
��
��������

6) By end of May 2009, 41 countries have completed and submitted their NAPAs.
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c) Consulting the LDCF administration staff and the GEF Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) on the management of the Fund;

d) Interviews with key staff from the World Bank in January 2009 and interviews 
with key UNDP staff in February 2009 held in relation to case studies etc.;7

e) A series of interviews (approx. 35) with key LDC stakeholders to the LDCF and 
NAPA process as well as representatives from UNFCCC, World Bank and UNDP 
held in relation to the Bonn Ad hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative 
Action meeting 31 March – 8 April 2009;

f ) An e-mail survey of stakeholders. NAPA management team members, users and 
potential users of the NAPAs, and interested third parties in 48 NAPA countries 
were contacted and asked to respond. An e-survey questionnaire was set up using 
Survey Monkey software. People were invited to fill in the questionnaire anony-
mously on line; 

g) Five in-depth NAPA process case studies were carried out. Following consultation 
with the Evaluation Management Group country selection was done at the first 
Evaluation Reference Group meeting held in Poznan in December 2008. Countries 
selected were: Bangladesh, Malawi, Mali, Sudan and Vanuatu. Case studies were 
initiated with documentary reviews and were carried out by thorough consultation 
with people involved in planning and implementing NAPAs and those involved in 
follow up implementation project processes at country level, including interested 
third parties and representatives of climate vulnerable populations in LDCs; 

h) GEF Agencies that provided technical support to NAPA preparation were con-
sulted both during the country visits and in consultations with representatives from 
the head quarters. Consultations included gathering and interpreting evidence for 
the case studies and wider LDCF performance issues. Country office, regional and 
HQ staff were consulted;

i) Review of a selected number of Project Identification Formats (PIFs), Project 
Preparation Grants (PPGs), review sheets, requests for extensions of milestones and 
documents prepared for CEO endorsement within the LDCF project cycle;

j) Utilizing the discussions and findings of the NAPA experiences workshops being 
funded by the World Bank 2010 World Development Report process;

k) A regional workshop held in Nairobi on 13 and 14 May 2009 to review the pre-
liminary findings of the Evaluation with the participation of the Evaluation Man-
agement Group, representatives from LDCs, Chair of the Least Developed Coun-
tries Expert Group (LEG), representative of the LDC Group Chair, representatives 
of GEF Agencies UNDP and UNEP, as well as non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) and research institutions, implementing agencies and the UNFCCC sec-
retariat;

7) Case studies were chosen only in countries where UNDP and World Bank were acting as GEF 
Agencies. NAPA processes in countries where UNEP acted as GEF Agency were assessed in a recent 
evaluation by UNEP and this information was utilized in this evaluation. UNEP staff were part 
of the Evaluation Reference Group and attended the multi-stakeholder analysis meeting once case 
studies were completed.
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l) Review of various assessments of the NAPAs and NAPA processes including:

• the UNEP Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP GEF projects “Enabling activities 
for the Preparation of a National Programme of Action (NAPA)”; 

• the Independent Evaluation of United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) work with LDCF and Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) resources 
conducted by UNDP’s Independent Office of Evaluation;

• The LEG survey of delegates from LDC parties at the 28th session of the Subsid-
iary Body for Implementation (SBI) on the status of preparation and implemen-
tation of NAPAs. The results were discussed on the first day of the 14th meeting 
of the LEG in Ethiopia, October 2008;

• LDC 2009 report “The least developed countries National Adaptation Pro-
grammes of Action: overview of preparation, design of implementation strategies 
and submission of revised project lists and profiles.” Published by the UNFCCC 
Secretariat;

• Report of World Development Report 2009/10 team workshop for Africa 
NAPA team protagonists;

m) Review of other relevant evaluations not directly linked with the NAPA process it-
self, but providing valuable insight in lessons learned from implementation of oth-
er multilateral conventions, such as the Evaluation of GEF support for Biodiversity, 
the Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity Cycle and Modalities, the Evaluation of 
the Experience of Executing Agencies under Expanded Opportunities in the GEF, 
all conducted by the GEF Evaluation Office;

n) A presentation of key findings and recommendations from the Evaluation to the 
Evaluation Reference Group on 4 June 2009, including a series of comments re-
ceived to the draft report of 1 June, following the presentations at the Evaluation 
Reference Group meeting;

o) Throughout the Evaluation, the Team has drawn on advice and input from the 
members of the Evaluation Management Group and the Evaluation Reference 
Group. 

2.2 Evidence, data collection and triangulation

As indicated above, evidence and data were drawn from different sources: review of 
NAPAs, key stakeholder interviews, e-mail survey, country visits as well as literature and 
documents review.

All field visits were undertaken within a common analytical framework to enable com-
parison, despite the fact that each case country was unique and represented a specific 
country context. 

The Evaluation has been carried out in accordance with the five standard evaluation cri-
teria (relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability) and the OECD/DAC 
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Evaluation Quality Standards. In order to create a methodological framework, which 
includes not only the five standard evaluation criteria, the 3Cs and the Key Questions 
(outlined in the TORs – in Annex I) these were merged into one single matrix (see An-
nex II) under the three focus areas: NAPA process, NAPA product and catalytic effects. 
By analysing the NAPA products, conducting qualitative and quantitative studies and 
thematic analyses, a thorough evaluation that answers each question in the matrix has 
been delivered.

Triangulation of evidence was carried out in various ways and at various levels to ensure 
validity – see the diagram below. Evidence was collected on the same areas and assessed 
against the same criteria from three key primary sources – the e-survey, stakeholder in-
terviews and the case studies. Secondary evidence was collated from the NAPA reports 
and other documentary sources. The findings of previous NAPA and LDCF assessments 
were reviewed, systematized and compared to the findings of the Evaluation. Findings 
were validated at stakeholder meetings during the case studies, the analysis workshop and 
at meetings of the Evaluation Reference Group. During the case studies evidence on key 
issues was collected from at least three sources – interviews with key stakeholders from 
different groups, documentary evidence where available, use of participatory appraisal 
methods such as timelines and network mapping, and cross checking evidence in multi-
stakeholder workshops. Issues were identified as important from the case studies when 
evidence from more than one stakeholder group indicated so. 

It was possible to triangulate evidence from the different evaluation instruments – e-
survey, key informant interviews, case studies – because the inquiry through each instru-
ment was based on the same questions in the evaluation matrix. 

Figure 2.1 Triangulation of evidence

Case studies:
4 stakeholder groups, Q?s from 
evaluation matrix, multi-stake-
holder workshops, key issues >3 
evidence sources

Multi-stakeholder
workshops

Other
evaluations

Documentary
evidence

e-survey:
4 stakeholder groups, Q?s 
from evaluation matrix

Key informant interviews:
4 stakeholder groups, Q?s 
from evaluation matrix
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2.3 The e-survey

The e-survey was conducted by an independent researcher. The aims and objectives of 
the e-survey were to draw evidence from stakeholders in all countries with completed 
NAPAs or ones in preparation (48 countries in total). The e-survey allowed the draw-
ing of conclusions about the perspectives of different in-country stakeholders about the 
NAPA process, product and catalytic effects and provided data that could be quantita-
tively and qualitatively assessed against the evaluation criteria.

The e-survey was accessible by web link via the internet tool Survey Monkey. The answer 
format for each question was a ratings scale and box for open-ended responses (see Annex 
III for e-survey details). There were two sections, one for all respondents and another for 
those involved in NAPA planning and coordination. The survey was available in English 
and French. The survey link was sent with a covering note to over 200 email contacts at 
end of March 2009. Contacts were culled from the UNFCCC list of focal points and 
recommendations via IIED’s in-country and regional partners. The e-survey remained 
open until the end of May 2009.

In all, representatives of 25 countries participated in the e-survey. All geographic regions 
were represented where LDCs are located and respondents were from countries where 
each of the GEF Agencies has assisted in NAPA preparation. While the majority of re-
spondents were from countries with a completed NAPA, responses also came from coun-
tries with NAPAs in progress (Angola, Nepal and Yemen), who were asked to reply to the 
questions relevant to their context.

Respondents were from government (including UNFCCC focal points) and third party 
stakeholder groups.

Responses were cleaned and checked and then collated using Survey Monkey software. 

2.4 Selection of case countries 

The NAPA country selection was based upon a set of selection criteria set by the Evalua-
tion Reference Group and subsequently endorsed by the selected countries and agreed by 
the Evaluation Management Group. The criteria were:

a) When the NAPAs were conducted – the supposition being that the way NAPAs 
were conducted will have varied over time as lessons were learned and the support 
provided improved; 

b) Geographic distribution of cases agreed with the EMG – at least two cases from 
Africa, one from Asia and one from the Small Island Developing States; and

c) Taking into account the climate change context of the country, in particular the 
strength of the climate signal and the confidence in the climate projections for the 
country. 

Account was taken of the key implementing agencies involved in the NAPA processes in 
the countries selected as case studies, thus the focus has been on the three major agen-
cies involved in NAPA project preparation at the time, notably UNDP; UNEP and the 
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World Bank. Account was also taken of the 2008 UNEP evaluation of 13 UNEP accom-
panied NAPAs (Unisfera/UNEP, 2008), and in order to avoid overlap, it was considered 
justifiable to select countries where other implementing agencies than UNEP were in-
volved. An additional country – Sudan – was included on the basis of the recommenda-
tion from the Evaluation Reference Group. 

The table below shows the countries selected for NAPA case studies.

Table 2.1 Countries selected for NAPA case studies

Region Country NAPA 
submission 
date

Implementing Agency Status of follow-up 
projects at the start-up 
of the EvaluationNAPA Follow-up

Asia Bangladesh Nov 2005 UNDP   UNDP Council approved

Small Island 
Developing 
States

Vanuatu Dec 2007 UNDP   World Bank PIF/PPG Submitted

Eastern Africa Sudan Jun 2007 UNDP   UNDP Council approved

Southern Africa Malawi Mar 2006 UNDP   AfDB Council approved

West Africa Mali Dec 2007 UNDP   UNDP PIF/PPG Submitted

 

2.5 Limitations to the methodology
 
As with many evaluations of process oriented themes, this Evaluation has revealed the 
perceptions of different stakeholders based on their experience of sets of events and the 
cause and effects of their occurrence. Perceptions of the same event and issues are not 
necessarily shared across stakeholder groups. The Evaluation has been careful to sort 
through statements from stakeholders to be able to distinguish opinions from rumours 
and to identify corroborated facts. Wherever possible, verbal statements have been cor-
roborated with information from different stakeholder groups and with documentary 
sources. 

Single or small sets of case studies cannot be representative of highly diverse cases. How-
ever, they do provide the opportunity to achieve a first-hand and in-depth assessment of 
processes that, because they are repeated across cases, can be comparable. The Evaluation 
does not claim that the cases studied are representative of all NAPA processes. But they 
were very useful to look beyond the secondary evidence and to explore and understand 
the different perspectives of stakeholders involved in the same NAPA processes. The use 
of case studies has to be done judiciously, firstly in their selection and second in the in-
terpretation of findings that may not be representative of all cases. The report makes clear 
where findings coincide across case studies and those considered of more generic signifi-
cance. Comparing case study findings to those from other evaluation instruments tested 
their wider validity. 

To assure an appropriate level of impartiality, management of the e-survey was contracted 
out to a researcher who was independent of the Evaluation. It achieved responses from a 
wide coverage of LDCs (25 of 48 at different stages of NAPA processes). The facts that 
the e-survey was tightly tailored to focus upon the evaluation areas and criteria, that re-
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spondents were able to select categories of responses and also to give more detailed nar-
rative answers, plus the diversity of countries and types of respondents, mean that the 
evidence from the e-survey was considered eligible for incorporation into the Evaluation’s 
analytical processes. 

The e-survey response rate was in the order of 15 per cent (with 32 scored responses 
and 35 responses used for qualitative assessment, out of an estimated 210 people who 
received an email invite to participate). This is the same response rate as that achieved 
by the e-survey applied in the UNEP/NAPA process evaluation.8 The sample size was 
not large enough to justify the use of statistical testing of significance of the results. The 
results were assessed in terms of proportional differences in stakeholder responses by cat-
egory. Conclusions were drawn on responses where clear proportional differences existed 
and where responses were homogeneous. Conclusions were compared and contrasted to 
results from other evaluation instruments on the same topics.

The limited number of approved NAPA priority actions funded by the LDCF and in 
operation has meant that it was not possible to conduct an analysis of the impacts and 
results of these actions at this stage. The large majority of the implementation projects 
are still in the pipeline only or their PIFs have only recently been approved. As only few 
projects have been endorsed at the time of finalizing the Evaluation, the assessment has 
focused on the project pipeline processes rather than results and impacts in the countries, 
which are still to come. As a consequence of this, the results of the NAPA and NAPA im-
plementation processes are the main focus of this Evaluation.

The Evaluation faced some challenges on data collection in the sense that certain figures 
and dates provided by some stakeholders were contested by others. Further, there seemed 
to remain at country level, and even among the agency representatives consulted, a cer-
tain lack of clarity about the project preparation procedures and how to interpret the 
guidance currently available.

The progress of NAPA priority projects through the LDCF project cycle during 2008 
and 2009 has been more dynamic than in previous years. This is due in part to attempts 
by the LDCF administration and the GEF Agencies to respond to stakeholder concerns 
on the less than expeditious performance of the LDCF. The Evaluation faced problems 
obtaining up-to-date and precise information on the status of the NAPA priority projects 
due to the GEF project database not being regularly updated. The database has not 
been updated on some country information for more than a year. In addition, no com-
mon tracking procedure exists for the LDCF and GEF Agencies where the progress of 
NAPA priority projects through the LDCF procedures can be observed. The Evaluation 
thus had to rely on information provided by the LDCF administration and other key 
stakeholders including the GEF Agencies. A general cut off date for information on the 
progress of NAPA priority projects was set as the end of May 2009. However, in some 
cases the Evaluation did not receive updated information beyond 30 March 2009. In 
such cases, the precise date of information is indicated in the relevant section or footnote.

The Evaluation took place at a crucial juncture in time, i.e. in the 12 months immediate-
ly prior to the UNFCCC COP 15, when negotiations for a new climate change regime 
were ongoing; and during the GEF OPS4 and preparations for replenishment. This led 
to some constraints for the Evaluation. Stakeholders were prepared to discuss the out-

8) UNEP Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP GEF projects “Enabling activities for the Preparation of a 
National Programme of Action (NAPA).”



2828

2 Evaluation scope and methodology

comes so far of the LDCF, but some were cautious in discussions of the future perspec-
tives, design, modalities and delivery mechanisms of any future adaptation funds open to 
the LDCs.

The Evaluation did not examine adaptation activities supported by the GEF apart from 
the LDCF. 

The Evaluation did not participate in LDCF Council meetings, but had the opportunity 
to conduct a review of the LDCF Council documents.
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3 The Least Developed Countries Fund

3.1 History and context

The LDCF was established in 2001 under the UNFCCC at its seventh session in Marra-
kech, Morocco to support the identification of and to fund urgent and immediate adap-
tation actions in Least Developed Countries. Parties requested the GEF, as an operating 
entity of the financial mechanism of the Convention, to operate the LDCF under the 
guidance of the COP and to support the work programme for the LDCs, including the 
preparation and implementation of the NAPAs.9 In addition, the LDCF was requested 
to support other components of the LDC work programme10 in order to address the spe-
cial needs of the LDCs, including strengthening the national climate change secretariats 
and/or focal points and to provide training in negotiating skills to enable effective imple-
mentation of the Convention.11 

Three additional funds for adaptation were defined at the seventh session – the Strategic 
Priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation” (SPA) under the GEF Trust 
Fund, the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) under the UNFCCC and the Adapta-
tion Fund (AF) under the Kyoto Protocol. The GEF manages the SCCF and the LDCF. 
The AF is managed by a board drawn from nominees from the UN geographic areas to 
which the GEF provides interim secretarial services.12

Under the LDCF, financing is available to all LDCs. Currently, there are 49 LDCs and 
all except Somalia are party to the UNFCCC.13

Figure 3.1 Least Developed Countries

9) In accordance with Section II, “Implementation of Article 4, paragraph 9, of the Convention”, of 
decision 5/CP.7.

10) Decision 5/CP.7, Para. 11.
11) As the LDC work programme has been elaborated and the mandate of the LEG and the Guidance 

from COP have developed over time, so the scope of the LDCF has evolved accordingly.
12) The World Bank serves as a Trustee on an interim basis.
13) Cape Verde has graduated from the list of LDCs, but before doing so it submitted a NAPA in De-

cember 2007.
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The mandate of the LDCF
Based on the initial guidance in UNFCCC Decision 27/CP 7, the LDCF was set up to: 

a) Provide funding to meet the agreed full cost of preparing the NAPAs; 

b) Ensure complementarity and separation of funding from the LDCF and the other 
funds with which the operating entity is entrusted; 

c) Adopt simplified procedures and arrange for expedited access to the Fund by the 
LDCs while ensuring sound financial management;

d) Ensure transparency in all steps relating to the operation of the Fund; 

e) Encourage the use of national, and where appropriate, regional experts;

f ) Adopt streamlined procedures for the operation of the Fund.

The Fund was further requested to report to the COP on the specific steps it has under-
taken to implement the provisions of this decision. 

3.2 Governance and management structure

The Conference of the Parties (COP)
As the association of all countries that are Parties to the Convention, the COP is the 
highest decision-making authority. The COP provides guidance to the LDCF (as well 
as other financial mechanisms) on policies, programme priorities and eligibility criteria 
mainly in the form of its decisions. The COP reviews the implementation of the Con-
vention and examines the commitments of Parties in light of the Convention’s objec-
tives, new scientific findings and experience gained in implementing climate change 
policies. 

Subsidiary bodies 
The Convention has two permanent subsidiary bodies: the Subsidiary Body for Scien-
tific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation 
(SBI). SBSTA counsels the COP on matters of climate, the environment, technology, 
and methods. SBI helps review how the Convention is being applied, e.g. analysis of the 
national communications submitted by member countries. It also deals with financial 
and administrative matters. It advises the COP on guidance to the financial mechanisms 
operated by the GEF. SBSTA and SBI work together on cross-cutting issues including 
capacity building, the vulnerability of developing countries to climate change and adap-
tive response measures. 

The Least Developed Countries
Parties classified as LDCs by the UN are given special consideration under the Conven-
tion on account of their limited capacity to respond to climate change and adapt to its 
adverse effects.

Contributing countries
Contributions to the LDCF by countries are made on a voluntary basis. Those countries 
that have contributed to the Fund are listed in Section 3.4 below on financing the LDCF.
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The GEF 
The GEF acts as an operating entity of the UNFCCC financial mechanism – this in-
cludes management of the LDCF. The general relationship between the COP and the 
GEF Council is set out in a memorandum of understanding.14 This requires the GEF 
Council to report annually to the COP on all GEF-financed activities in implementing 
the Convention, whether carried out by the GEF Secretariat or the GEF Agencies.
The LDCF is separate to the GEF Trust Fund and has its own council. However, the 
governance structure, operational procedures and policies that apply to the GEF Trust 
Fund15 are also applied to the LDCF, unless the LDCF Council decides that it is neces-
sary to modify the procedures in response to Convention guidance or to facilitate the op-
erations of the LDCF so as to achieve successfully the objectives of the Fund. 

The LDCF/SCCF Council
The decision making principles for the operation of the LDCF were approved by the 
GEF Council in May 200216 and were modified in 2006.17 Since 8 December 2006, the 
LDCF Council meets biannually – as the LDCF/SCCF Council in separate back-to-back 
sessions within the overall GEF Council. Operations and administrative costs incurred in 
connection with the LDCF are kept separate from the GEF Trust Fund. The World Bank 
is the Trustee of the LDCF and the SCCF.

Any GEF Council member (currently 32 countries) is eligible to take part in the LDCF/
SCCF Council and may choose to participate in the Council or to attend as an observer. 
The LDCF/ SCCF Council meetings are attended by members (representatives of coun-
tries and countries with an agreed constituency) and alternate members. LDCs are repre-
sented either may virtue of being members or through their constituency member which 
may not be an LDC. In addition, representatives of participant countries, implementing 
and executing agencies, the Trustee, conventions and non-governmental organisations 
attend. Members and alternate members attending meetings are in the large majority 
from developed countries.18 A formal vote by the LDCF/SCCF Council is taken where 
consensus cannot be achieved. Such vote is conducted by a double weighted majority.19 
No vote has so far been necessary.

14) Decision 12/CP.2 and Decision 12/CP.3.
15) The GEF Trust Fund is the common funding resource of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) 

which consists of the contributions received from donor countries to the GEF. The World Bank 
serves as the trustee of the GEF Trust Fund in a fiduciary and administrative capacity and is ac-
countable to the GEF Council. The trustee administers the GEF Trust Fund in accordance with the 
provision of the GEF Instrument and the decisions of the GEF Council.

16)  GEF/C.19/6, Arrangements for the Establishment of the New Climate Change Funds.
17)  Report of the GEF to the COP at its Twelfth Session, FCCC/CP/2006/3, Annex 10 and Joint 

summary of the Chairs GEF LDCF/SCCF Council meeting December 8, 2006.
18) The list of GEF members, alternate members and constituencies are available at the GEF homep-

age. http://www.gefweb.org/interior.aspx?id=36
 Council members and alternate members attending the Nov 2008 LDCF/SCCF meeting included: 

Spain, Norway, Belgium, New Zealand, Japan, Germany, Australia, France, Canada and UK. 
Council members and alternates attending the Nov 2007 LDCF/SCCF meeting included: Egypt, 
Netherlands, Central African Republic, Australia, Switzerland, Mozambique, Spain, Japan, Italy, 
Germany, Russia, Austria, UK, Eritrea, Benin, Canada, Congo, Czech Republic, Iran, Barbados and 
UK. Taken from: http://www.gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Documents/LDCFSCCF_Council_Docu-
ments/LDCFSCCF3_November_2007/LDCF.SCCF.3.List%20of%20Participants.pdf and, http://
www.gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Meetings/Participant%27s%20List.LDCF.SCCF.5.pdf 

19) An affirmative vote representing both a 60 per cent majority of GEF participants represented on the 
LDCF/SCCF Council and a 60 per cent majority of the total contributions to the fund. The total 
contributions is calculated based on the actual cumulative payments made to the Fund.
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The LDCF administration
The daily operation of the LDCF is managed by a secretariat within the GEF Secretariat’s 
climate change team, reporting to the GEF CEO. As of 30 June 2009, the team consists 
of a senior programme manager, an adaptation and country relations officer, a program 
officer and a junior professional officer. Only the senior manager and the programme of-
ficer work full time on the LDCF.20 Besides screening funding applications, the LDCF 
administrative staff is responsible for organizing LDCF Council meetings, reporting to 
the LDCF Council and providing financial reviews of the Fund, managing the project 
pipeline and liaising with the ten GEF Agencies as well as developing policies and strate-
gies for LDCF Council consideration and approval.
In the figure below the LDCF system is presented. 

Figure 3.2 The LDCF system

GEF Agencies
There are currently 10 GEF Agencies related to the LDCF. They comprise the original 
three GEF ‘implementing agencies’ (UNDP, UNEP and World Bank) plus the seven 
former ‘executing agencies’ – Asian Development Bank (ADB), the African Develop-
ment Bank (AfDB) the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), 
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD), the Food and Agricultural Organization of the UN (FAO) and the 
Industrial Organization of the UN (UNIDO). These 10 GEF Agencies have direct access 
to LDCF for the preparation and implementation of activities financed by the funds.21

20) Administrative budget for the LDCF and the SCCF, GEF/LDCF.SCCF.4/4, April 2008.
21) GEF/LDCF.SCCF 3/Inf.5 Notice of Council Approval of Decision concerning Direct Access of 
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Least Developed Countries Experts Group (LEG)
The LEG22 was established to advise on the preparation and implementation strategy for 
NAPAs, and to serve in an advisory capacity to the LDCs. The LEG is not directly in-
volved in the execution of activities and projects.23 The LEG consists of 12 experts – five 
from African LDC parties, two from Asian LDCs Parties, two from Small Island Devel-
oping States LDC parties and three from Annex II Parties. The LEG works in support of 
the LDC Work Programme24 including NAPA implementation. The LEG reports to the 
SBI.25 The LEG has issued a number of technical papers on the preparation and imple-
mentation of NAPAs. 

GEF Adaptation Task Force
The LDCF administration has recently begun to convene monthly meetings with rep-
resentatives of the GEF Agencies and the Science and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) 
that take decisions over operational guidelines.

Guidance to the LDCF
The LDCF has been guided by Decision 28/CP 7 on the rationale and scope for NA-
PAs including guiding elements for their preparation. This was followed by Operational 
Guidelines for expedited funding26 with review and approval procedures as well as An-
notated Guidelines27 to guide NAPA preparations developed by the LEG. The original 
guidelines foresaw that the NAPAs would be completed within 12-18 months from the 
approval of funds. In November 2004, the LDCF Council issued a paper setting out ad-
ditional elements to be taken into account in NAPA funding and implementation.28

The COP has provided further guidance to the Fund through additional decisions.29 A 
timeline of key COP decisions and GEF responses is presented in the LDCF Governance 
thematic study in Annex XIV. 

Since May 2006, the key programming document has been the LDCF Programming 
Paper,30 which sought to incorporate the guidance received from COP931 and COP1132 

22) Decision 29/CP.7.
23) The LEG mandate has been further extended by Decision 8/CP.13, Decision 4/CP.11 and Decision 

7/CP.9.
24) The most recent work programme for 2008-10 approved in June 2008 mandates the LEG to 

prepare and disseminate a step-by-step guide on NAPA implementation, support the GEF and its 
agencies to develop a guide to accessing the LDCF, synthesize best practices of NAPAs, support 
LDCs in integrating NAPAs into development plans, examine NAPA project profiles, and to deter-
mine technical, capacity building and financial needs for the NAPA implementation phase.

25) For LEG reports, see http://unfccc.int/cooperation_support/least_developed_countries_portal/
ldc_expert_group/items.

26) FCCC/CP/2002/4, Report of the GEF to the Eighth Session of the Conference of the Parties to 
the UNFCCC and GEF/C.19/6, Arrangements for the Establishment of the New Climate Change 
Funds.

 Note on GEF Support for National Adaptation Plans of Action (NAPA), May 8, 2002 (GEF/C.19/
Inf.7).

27) Decision 28/CP.7, Annotated guidelines for the preparation of NAPAs.
28) Elements to be Taken into Account in Funding the Implementation of NAPAs under the LDC 

Fund, (GEF/C.24/Inf.7).
29) Dec.28/CP.7; Dec. 8/CP.8; Dec 6/CP.9; Dec. 3/CP.11; Dec. 5/CP.14.
30) Programming Paper for Funding the Implementation of NAPAs under the LDC Trust Fund, 

GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006.
31) Decision 6/CP.9.
32) Decision 3/CP.11.
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into the proposed programming framework for the LDCF. Decision 3/COP 11 stated that 
full-cost funding should be provided by the LDCF to meet additional adaptation costs; 
that the GEF should develop a co-financing scale for supporting activities identified in the 
NAPAs not supported through full-cost funding; and that the GEF should develop flexible 
modalities to ensure balanced access to resources given the level of funds available.

Simplified procedures
As part of the 2006 LDCF Programming Paper a simplified approval process was estab-
lished by the LDCF administration and endorsed by the LDCF Council, under which 
projects are reviewed and approved on a rolling basis throughout the year. The intention 
was to speed up planning and implementation of LDCF funded activities in line with 
COP decisions. 

For NAPA priority projects, the principle of financing incremental costs to achieve global 
environmental benefits that underlies the GEF Trust Fund was replaced by the principle 
of financing the ‘additional costs’ necessary to respond to the adverse impacts of climate 
change. An optional sliding scale was introduced as a simplified approach to estimate ad-
ditional costs. Full projects, requesting more than USD 2 million can be approved by 
Council on a ‘no objection’ basis. Also an increased limit of CEO project approval was 
introduced up to USD 2 million, notifying the Council of such approval on a ‘no objec-
tion’ basis.33 Furthermore, the Resource Allocation Framework applied to biodiversity and 
climate change in GEF-4 was not applied to the LDCF.34 The programming paper also 
recognizes the need for stand-alone interventions unrelated to existing development activi-
ties to implement a NAPA where relevant.35 The features of the additional costs principle, 
the sliding scale and the balanced access are further described in Section 3.3 below.

Monitoring and Evaluation
The LDCF administration presents overviews of financial support commitments and 
progress on NAPA planning and completion, and priority project applications prepara-
tion etc. to the LDCF/ SCCF Council. However, no programmatic or fund level moni-
toring and evaluation system has been conducted so far by the LDCF. Monitoring is 
done at the project level based on a logical framework approach and according to GEF 
Agencies’ procedures. The GEF Council reports on this basis to the COP at its various 
sessions. LDCF management therefore lacks measures to assess progress against strategic 
priorities, bench marks or indicators. 

In April 2008 to strengthen LDCF monitoring and evaluation, the LDCF Council re-
quested the Secretariat to submit a results-based management framework (RBM) draw-
ing on the framework developed for the GEF trust fund36 but tailored to the adaptation 
mandate of the LDCF. This should ensure monitoring and reporting at three levels: pro-
gramme, funding areas (sectors/areas of intervention) and projects in order to introduce 
both planning and reporting instruments. The RBM specifically developed for the LDCF 
and the SCCF was approved at the LDCF/SCCF Council meeting in June 2009.

33) An increase in CEO commitment authority, which is normally limited to USD 1 million for 
projects within the GEF Trust Fund.

34) Programming Paper for Funding the Implementation of NAPAs under the LDC Trust Fund, 
GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006, para. 2-3.

35) It was foreseen in the Programming Paper that the programming elements would be kept under 
review and revised as necessary to take into account further guidance from the COP as well as les-
sons learned in the financing the implementation of NAPAs cf. Para. 57 of GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 
2006.

36) GEF/C.31/11
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Changing context of climate adaptation planning
The adaptation financing context within which the LDCF is embedded has become con-
tested in terms of how best to address climate adaptation and the links to development, 
and congested in terms of the sources of support for climate change adaptation activities. 
(See the thematic study in Annex IV on this topic for further information).

Since the completion of the first set of NAPAs a number of new initiatives have begun to 
emerge that potentially offer significant funding opportunities for climate change adapta-
tion. The initiatives include the UNFCCC Adaptation Fund established during 2008-09, 
the Pilot Programme for Climate Resilience (PPCR) managed by the World Bank, the 
Japanese Government’s grant to UNDP to support adaptation in certain African coun-
tries, the climate change funds being set up by national governments (e.g. Bangladesh), 
multi-donor trust funds being negotiated between LDCs and development partners 
(e.g. Bangladesh, and potentially Malawi and Nepal), as well as the EU’s Global Climate 
Change Alliance Support Facility. To these can be added pipeline initiatives demonstrat-
ing the recognition by development agencies that facilitating climate adaptation is part of 
good development – especially under the context of increasing climate vulnerability and 
the recent projections of climate change effects. These initiatives could and should take 
account of NAPA findings and priorities. 

For some, but not all, of these climate change funding initiatives, certain countries 
including some LDCs have priority access. For example, the PPCR has identified the 
following vulnerable countries: Bangladesh, Bolivia, Cambodia, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Niger, Tajikistan, Yemen and Zambia, and of these six are LDCs. All of these financing 
initiatives will require information and evidence to inform climate change adaptation 
planning, some of which can be drawn from the NAPAs. 

The development programming of LDC governments also covers areas where climate 
change effects have to be factored in and where public sector investments will have direct 
or indirect effects on adaptive capacity of people and institutions. 

3.3 LDCF project cycle and procedures

NAPAs
NAPAs were intended to be country-driven assessments of immediate and urgent adapta-
tion needs. The NAPA process includes the prioritization of adaptation actions – priority 
projects. 

At the initiation of the LDCF proposals for funding the preparation of NAPAs were sub-
mitted by the GEF Agencies (at this stage termed “implementing agencies”) to the LDCF 
administration according to the 2002 Operational Guidelines.37 The LDCF adminis-
tration reviewed the proposals in line with expedited approval procedures for enabling 
activities.38 Support was on a full agreed cost basis, as with the GEF enabling activities. 
Proposals not exceeding USD 200,000 were approved by the GEF CEO, subject to the 
availability of funds in the LDCF. Country proposals that exceeded this amount could be 
processed for submission to the GEF Council as regular GEF projects.39

37) An application was made according to Annex A of the Operational Guidelines for Expedited Fund-
ing for the Preparation of NAPAs by Least Developed Countries, April 2002.

38) In accordance with Annex B of the Operational Guidelines.
39) Operational Guidelines, April 2002, para. 20.
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A NAPA is considered complete when the NAPA official report is finalised, made public 
and submitted to the UNFCCC. All NAPAs followed the preparation guidelines40 as de-
veloped by the LEG. 

NAPA priority projects
The NAPAs were designed and conducted to identify the top priority urgent and im-
mediate adaptation actions. These actions once identified were then put forward to the 
LDCF for funding by the GEF Agency together with the LDC. Approximately USD 3.5 
million was made available to each country as the LDCF contribution to the implemen-
tation of NAPA priority projects, irrespective of the timing of submission of projects for 
funding. This limit has now been removed.41 The LDCF approval process for NAPA pri-
ority projects consists of the following two steps.42 

1) Project Identification Format (PIF) approval: PIFs can be submitted on a rolling 
basis. LDCF administration review of the PIF takes place within a maximum of 
ten days. Upon clearing for LDCF Council approval the PIF is posted on the GEF 
website for four weeks for review by the LDCF Council on a ‘no objection basis’. 
Following clearance for Council approval, the project is eligible for a project prepa-
ration grant (PPG). Once the PIF is approved by the LDCF Council, the proposed 
funding is reserved;

2) CEO endorsement requests: CEO endorsement requests can be submitted at any 
time no later than the date indicated in the PIF and approval letter. CEO endorse-
ment requests, based on a fully developed project document, are reviewed and 
endorsed by the GEF Secretariat on a rolling basis. After a 10 day review period in 
the Secretariat, projects are either endorsed by the CEO (subject to four weeks of 
LDCF Council review), or returned to the relevant Agency with indication of is-
sues preventing recommendation for CEO endorsement. 

Although a 22 month deadline has been instigated for PIF preparation and endorsement, 
considerable time and effort is spent by the governments and GEF Agencies outside the 
narrow LDCF approval cycle in preparing the PIFs and PPGs, which are to be followed 
by fully developed project documents.43 The figure below describes both the LDCF 
project cycle activities for NAPA priority project preparation, as well as the prepara-
tory work by governments and GEF Agencies leading to the various submissions to the 
LDCF. A detailed description of the various steps of the project cycle for preparation of 
PIFs and fully developed project documents is presented in Annex VII.

40) FCCC/Decision 28/CP.7.
41) Information from interview with LDCF management and from Mali case study.
42) The various steps of the project cycle are further described at www.gefweb.org/interior_right Also 

available at the site are LDCF templates for proposals (PPG template, PIF template, CEO Endorse-
ment template including preparation guidelines and LDCF Operational Focal Point Endorsement 
Letter template) in December 2008 versions.

43) As further described in Chapter 5.1. regarding process time, there is no common tracking system 
across the GEF Agencies for the time spent on preparation of PIFs. UNDP is reported to have 
spent an average of 10½ months preparing a PIF.
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Figure 3.3 LDCF project cycle for preparing NAPA priority projects  
 (with UNDP as a GEF Agency)

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes to Figure: Boxes indicate actions taken by the Governments and/or the GEF Agen-
cies (in this case UNDP procedures are used to illustrate the process which a NAPA im-
plementation project needs to undergo if UNDP acts as the implementing agency). Cir-
cles indicate actions by the LDCF administration, GEF CEO or LDCF/SCCF Council.

Additional cost principle
Countries present the ‘additional costs’ of adapting to climate change impacts for the 
LDCF, meaning the costs imposed on vulnerable countries to meet their immediate ad-
aptation needs, i.e. the difference between the full project costs with climate change and 
the baseline costs without.44

44) As defined in Dec.3/CP.11, para. 2.
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Optional Sliding Scale
Instead of the additional cost approach, countries may use an optional sliding scale45 that 
identifies how much of the total project cost the LDCF will provide. The table below 
shows the LDCF contribution to total project costs. The sliding scale recognizes that in 
practice it may be difficult to assess ex-ante the additional costs of adaptation. This ap-
proach removes the need to submit the detailed baseline and scenarios required for deter-
mination of additional costs. 

Table 3.1 The Sliding Scale

Project total costs (USD) LDCF may provide funding

<0.3 million Up to 100 %

0.3-0.5 million up to 75 %

0.5-6 million up to 50 %

6-18 million up to 33 %

>18 million up to 25 %

Co-financing criteria
Co-financing may include utilization of existing resources in the form of bilateral grants, 
IDA loans, or other in-cash and in-kind contributions. These co-financing contributions 
may include existing government budget lines of the relevant sector. The total project 
cost is the sum of the LDCF contribution and all co-financing.

Equitable Access (Balanced Access) 
The balanced access to LDCF resources46 should have removed any advantage or disad-
vantage in submitting projects for NAPA implementation at different times, and avoids 
a first-come, first-served approach. The balanced access approach was supposed to be 
flexible, and to take into account different factors, such as vulnerability to climate change 
and type of interventions to address it; national and local circumstances including popu-
lation and country size; and national and local capacity to cope with current variability 
and future climate change. The approach was examined and revised to take into account 
experience gained, the balance of distribution of the LDCF and the continuing needs for 
further support from the LDCF.47

Project Identification Format (PIF)
In May 2006 the LDCF launched a Programming Paper for dealing with the second step 
of NAPAs – the implementation of priority projects. Countries have to submit PIFs to 
the LDCF as part of the project preparation, and could in principle do this, as soon as 
they had completed and submitted their NAPAs to the UNFCCC. 

45) Programming Paper for Funding the Implementation of NAPAs under the LDC Trust Fund, 
GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006, para.27-31. Programming Paper, GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006, para 22. 

46) Programming Paper, GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006, para.51-54.
47) Programming Paper, GEF/C.28/18, May 12, 2006, para.54 and 57.
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3.4 Financial flows and Fund performance

Financing the LDCF
Countries contribute to the LDCF on a voluntary basis.48According to the recent Status 
Report on the Climate Change Funds49 from the Trustee, nineteen countries have pledged 
contributions to the LDCF totalling USD 176.5 million.50 At the June 2009 LDCF Coun-
cil meeting some countries pledged further support. Annex VI shows the details of the sta-
tus of pledges, commitments and payments made to the LDCF since inception.

LDCF support for NAPA development
A total of USD 12 million has been provided to support NAPA development. 
As of late May 2009, the LDCF had supported the preparation of 48 NAPAs, of which 
41 had been completed and published by the UNFCCC,51 the three most recent coun-
tries being Solomon Islands (NAPA submitted in December, 2008) Yemen (April, 2009) 
and Lao People’s Democratic Republic (May, 2009). Annex V lists the countries, the 
GEF Agencies, approval dates and completion dates for the NAPAs. 

27 countries have completed NAPAs with UNDP technical support, 12 countries with 
UNEP, and 2 with the World Bank. Of those with UNDP support the total NAPA prep-
aration costs were USD 5.15 million, at an average of USD 0.19 million per country. For 
the 12 NAPAs supported by UNEP, the total disbursed costs were 2.3 million – USD 
0.193 million per country.

Table 3.2 Completed NAPAs and GEF Agencies

GEF Agency Country

UNDP Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape 
Verde, DR of Congo, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kiribati, 
Lao, Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Samoa, Sierra Leone, 
Solomon Island, Sudan, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, Yemen, Zambia

UNEP Comoros, Central African Republic, Djibouti, Gambia, Haiti, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Mauritania, Rwanda, Senegal, Uganda, Tanzania

World Bank Madagascar, Sao Tomé and Principe

Of the seven NAPAs still in process, four are supported by UNDP and three by UNEP. 
One country, Equatorial Guinea, has not yet agreed to a project proposal for prepara-
tion of its NAPA. Three NAPAs (Afghanistan, Chad and Togo) are in their final stages of 
preparation and expected to be completed in 2009. Four proposed NAPAs (Angola, My-
anmar, Nepal and East Timor) are expected to be completed in 2010.52

Status of NAPAs and priority projects
The development of a NAPA priority project includes the design, development, and 
implementation of a PIF and then the design, development and implementation of the 

48) Germany together with UK, France, Netherlands and Denmark have been the major contributors 
to the LDCF.

49) Status Report (prepared by the Trustee) GEF/LDCF.SCCF.6/Inf.2, May 26, 2009.
50) Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom. 
51) All submitted NAPAs are available at ����
����������������
52) Based on information provided in the Progress report on the LDCF and the SCCF, GEF/LDCF/

SCCF.6/inf.3 May 22, 2009.
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projects. In some cases, a PPG is also approved to assist the country and the GEF 
Agency to prepare the project and project document for CEO review and endorse-
ment.

By the end of May 2009, the LDCF had committed a total of USD 85 million with an 
indicative co-financing of 162.3 million.53 A list of approved projects and projects in 
the LDCF pipeline as of 22 May 2009 is included in Annex VIII, which also indicates 
subtotals. By end of May 2009, there were priority projects close to approval for a further 
USD 14.7 million with an indicative co-financing of USD 35.6 million in the pipeline.

Table 3.3 Total LDCF allocations for approved NAPA priority projects per end of May, 2009

GEF Agency Number of countries LDCF total allocations  
USD Million 

Co-financing total  
(indicative) USD Million 

UNDP 18 62.6 114.6

AfDB 1 3.6 24.4

UNEP 3 5.1 5.7

IFAD 2 7.0 7.4

World Bank 1 3.0 5.7

UNDP/UNEP 1 3.6 3.4

Total 2654 85.0 161.3

Approved Project Identification Formats54

Out of the 41 NAPAs completed, 29 countries have submitted NAPA priority projects 
through the PIF for LDCF support. 28 PIFs have been approved as consistent with the 
LDCF eligibility criteria.

Nine PIFs (Congo DR, Guinea, Lesotho, Liberia, Maldives, Mali (UNDP as GEF Agen-
cy), Mauritania (IFAD as GEF Agency), Rwanda and Vanuatu) have been approved by 
the LDCF Council since November 2008. 

Three PIFs (Comoros, Mali (FAO as GEF Agency) and Yemen) have been recently 
posted for Council approval.55 The Mali PIF, the first LDCF PIF submitted by FAO, is a 
second PIF approved for the country. Mali is thus the first country to have two approved 
priority projects with a total LDCF financing (grants, fees and a PPG) of up to USD 
5.81 million.

Mauritania decided to cancel its previously approved PIF submitted by UNEP, and a 
new PIF submitted by IFAD was Council approved. The Yemeni Government chose the 
World Bank as their GEF Agency, and two other previously submitted PIFs for Yemen, 
one from UNDP and one from IFAD, were cancelled.

53) Table 2 in Progress report on the LDCF and the SCCF, GEF/LDCF/SCCF.6/inf.3 May 22, 2009.
54) As per the cut off date for this report end of May 2009. Information was requested from the LDCF 

administration on the most recently approved PIFs (i.e. after the 30 March). However, this was not 
received in time for the preparation of this report. Allocation and co-financing figures by agency are 
rounded off.

55) See Annex VIII, List of approved and approaching LDCF projects.
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11 countries with finalized NAPAs are yet to submit their first PIF – Central African 
Republic, Ethiopia, Guinea Bissau, Kiribati, Madagascar, Mozambique, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Senegal, Solomon Islands, Tanzania and Uganda.
The table below summarises the above.

Table 3.4 Status of LDCF funded activities (as of end of May 2009)

Parameter No of cases Countries

NAPAs completed 41 See table in Annex V

NAPA priority projects

– under implementation 1 Bhutan

– CEO endorsed ready for 
implementation

4 Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Cambodia and 
Samoa

– under LDCF administration review 11 Cape Verde, Eritrea and Niger, Benin, Congo 
DR, Guinea, Mali, Rwanda, Sudan, Tuvalu 
and Zambia

PIFs for NAPA priority projects

– approved, preparing project 
documents

28

Countries with NAPAs without NAPA 
priority projects or PIFs cleared

11 Central African Republic, Ethiopia, Guinea 
Bissau, Kiribati, Madagascar, Mozambique, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Solomon 
Islands, Tanzania and Uganda

Countries that have submitted NAPA 
priority projects as PIFs

29 See table in Annex VIII

PIFs approved as consistent with the 
LDCF eligibility criteria

28 See table in Annex VIII

PIFs approved by the LDCF Council 
since November 2008

9 Congo DR, Guinea, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Maldives, Mali (UNDP as GEF Agency), 
Mauritania (IFAD as GEF Agency), Rwanda 
and Vanuatu

PIFs recently posted for approval 3 Comoros, Mali (FAO as GEF Agency) and 
Yemen

PIFS cancelled 3 Yemen (2) and Mauritania

Countries with completed NAPAs yet 
to submit first PIF

11 Central African Republic, Ethiopia, Guinea 
Bissau, Kiribati, Madagascar, Mozambique, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Solomon 
Islands, Tanzania and Uganda

Status of CEO Endorsed NAPA priority projects
As of 22 May 2009, five NAPA priority projects have received CEO endorsement. These 
projects are located in Bangladesh, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Cambodia and Samoa, all with 
UNDP as GEF Agency.56 The project in Bhutan is in operation, while the four other 
projects have received GEF EO endorsement/ approval for implementation.

56) See Annex VIII cf. Progress Report on the LDCF and the SCCF, GEF/LDCF/SCCF.6/inf.3 May 
22, 2009. 
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NAPA priority projects under review
Three project documents are currently under CEO endorsement review as per the cut-
off date of this Evaluation (as of end May 2009): Cape Verde, Eritrea and Niger, all with 
UNDP as GEF Agency. Eight more projects in Benin, Congo DR, Guinea, Mali (UNDP 
as GEF Agency), Rwanda (UNDP & UNEP as GEF Agencies), Sudan, Tuvalu and Zam-
bia (one per country) are expected to be recommended for CEO endorsement and move 
to the implementation phase before the end of 2009. 

LDCF project cost, co-financing
The LDCF has committed USD 85 million for 26 NAPA priority projects with a total 
co-financing of USD 161 million. It should be noted that these projects are at different 
stages of preparation and approval. The USD 85 million includes GEF Agency fees and 
PPG costs. Also as of 22 May 2009, USD 15.4 million had been allocated for projects 
endorsed by CEO in five countries. 

The LDCF support/co-financing ratio is 1:1.9. Since none of the projects have been 
completed there is no assurance that this ratio will stay as indicated. It should be noted 
that in practice, the co-financing definition is administered in a flexible way by the 
LDCF and may also include in-kind contributions or other ongoing projects comple-
menting the NAPA project.

Annual Cash Transfers to GEF Agencies 
The Trustee makes commitments for financial transfers to the GEF Agencies upon 
CEO approvals following the procedure agreed between the Trustee and the GEF 
Agencies. The following table shows the annual cash transfer to the GEF Agencies up 
to 7 May 2009.57 The majority of the funds were transferred in 2005 to pay for the 
first NAPAs. 

Table 3.5 Annual Project Cash Transfer to GEF Agencies (USD)

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

 AfDB 0 0 0 274,000 0

 IBRD 400,000 0 0 0 0

 UNDP 5,805,000 0 1,016,000 0 700,000

 UNEP 2,575,000 0 0 475,000 0

 Total 8,780,000 0 1,016,000 749,000 700,000

The following table shows the Agency fees transferred to the GEF Agencies as of 7 May, 
2009.58

57) GEF/LDCF.SCCF.6/inf.2, May 26, 2009, Annex 6. Transfers to GEF Agencies are rounded off.
58) GEF/LDCF.SCCF.6/inf.2, May 26, 2009, Annex 6. Transfers to GEF Agencies are rounded off.
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Table 3.6 Annual Agency Fees transferred to GEF Agencies (USD)

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

 AfDB 0 0 0 0 0

 IBRD 44,000 0 0 0 0

 UNDP 699,000 0 22,000 0 0

 UNEP 283,000 0 0 40,000 0

 Total 1,026,000 0 22,000 40,000 0

A total of USD 12.3 million had been disbursed to the GEF Agencies for NAPA prepa-
ration costs. This corresponds to approximately seven per cent of the pledged amount 
or 13.4 per cent of that received by the LDCF. In the Trustee’s most recent report59 it 
is stated that whereas the Council has approved approx. USD 87 million for projects in 
the pipeline, out of a total commitment of USD 31.4 million, the Trustee has disbursed 
USD 26.4 million for projects that have actually been endorsed, including project prepa-
ration.60 Out of the USD 31.4 million, the Trustee has transferred USD 14.7 million 
to the GEF Agencies, meaning that USD 16.7 million still remains payable to the GEF 
Agencies. Cash transfers are made to the GEF Agencies on an as-needed basis to meet 
their projected disbursement requirements. For further detailed information on the fund-
ing approvals, Trustee commitments and cash transfers to the GEF Agencies are referred 
to Annex VI. 

59) GEF/LDCF.SCCF.6/Inf.2, May 26, 2009, para. 11-13 and Annex 6.
60) The remaining USD 5 million is spent on fees and administrative expenses.
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The National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) are the main outputs of the 
LDCF support to LDCs in climate adaptation planning so far. They are discussed here 
in terms of the processes of NAPA preparation, the NAPA reports and other products, 
and what the NAPAs have catalyzed both during the preparation stage and subsequent to 
their completion. NAPA priority project implementation is discussed in Chapter 5.
This section presents a summary of the findings of previous assessments on NAPA proc-
esses. It then draws upon the evidence derived from the instruments used in the current 
Evaluation, i.e. a review of all NAPAs (see Annex V), e-survey responses, the five country 
case studies and the key informant interviews. Each of these sources is described in full in 
the relevant annexes and a summary of evidence annex is also provided that presents key 
issues gathered from each of the evaluation instruments.

4.1 Evidence from other LDCF and NAPA assessments

Other assessments of NAPA processes supported by the LDCF related activities have 
been carried out.61 These include:

a) LEG questionnaire survey of delegates from LDC parties at the 28th session of the 
SBI on the status of preparation and implementation of NAPAs.62 

b) UNEP commissioned an evaluation of NAPAs where UNEP was the GEF Agency, 
entitled “Enabling activities for the Preparation of a National Adaptation Pro-
grammes of Action”. It covered NAPA processes in 13 countries: Mauritania, 
Senegal, Djibouti, Haiti, Comoros, Tanzania, Uganda, Liberia, Lesotho, Rwanda, 
Gambia, Central African Republic and Afghanistan.

c) At the time of writing this report the UNDP Evaluation Office was concluding an 
LDCF evaluation – entitled “Independent Evaluation of UNDP work with Least 
Developed Countries Fund and Special Climate Change Fund Resources.” That 
evaluation assessed UNDP’s performance as GEF Agency assisting LDCs in their 
LDCF and SCCF processes. 

d) Finally, the World Development Report (WDR) 2009/10 team of the World Bank 
held a workshop in Africa that assessed NAPA processes. 

Despite the very different sample sizes and the country cases considered there are com-
monalities across the assessment findings and recommendations made in the LEG, 
UNEP, UNDP and WDR reports. Common findings are listed below:

• The objectives of preparing the NAPAs have been largely met;

61) Annex XIII provides a comparative synopsis of the methods, findings and recommendations in 
these assessments.

62) Results from this survey have been included in the recently published LDC Expert Group (2009) 
The Least Developed Countries National Adaptation Programmes of Action: Overview of preparation, 
design of Implementation strategies and submission of revised project lists and profiles. UNFCCC Sec-
retariat, Bonn, Germany. See specifically Chapter III Summary of Experiences, lessons learned and 
best practices from LDC NAP. 
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• Human resource capacity constraints exist – both in national organisations and in 
the GEF Agencies, particularly at the country level, and;

• Procedural problems have occurred in the release of LDCF funding for the imple-
mentation of NAPA priority actions. These have caused cases of significant loss of 
momentum in addressing urgent and immediate adaptation needs and have led to 
unmet expectations in LDCs.

The recommendations arising from these assessments have commonalities also:

• The NAPA implementation phase should be made more expeditious and respon-
sive;

• The process of applying for financing for NAPA priority actions needs to be sim-
pler, streamlined and better communicated, and;

• Capacity needs to be developed in LDCs on project management and how to 
mainstream climate change adaptation into development policy and implementa-
tion. 

The WDR report’s recommendations are not labelled as such but there are findings that 
indicate what needs to happen to make climate change adaptation planning effective. 
From the perspective of the evaluation reported here the most significant are:

• The need to establish intra-governmental organisational structures that are capable 
of convening concerted action across ministries and agencies on climate change ad-
aptation;

• That these new structures are capable of making the transformative changes in 
governance and planning at local through to national scales that addressing climate 
change adaptation challenges in LDCs demands.

The evidence generated by the present Evaluation is considered in the remaining sections 
of this and the subsequent chapters. 

4.2 Processes 

Relevance
The NAPAs were often the first experience in the LDCs of climate change adaptation 
planning. Most stakeholders consulted during the case studies and through the e-survey 
considered the methods used by NAPA teams to be suitable for the LDC context, and 
the topic of urgent and immediate adaptation needs as very relevant to LDCs.

Key stakeholders reported that there was little or no consultation in the preparation of 
the LDCF Operational Guidelines between the GEF and GEF Agencies and the recipi-
ent LDCs, resulting in little or no opportunity for LDCs to explain how the Guidelines 
related to their own capacities and requirements. This situation is further compounded 
by the GEF Agencies having their own guidelines for operation. However, the LDCF ad-
ministration reports that there are now monthly meetings between them and GEF Agen-
cies and decisions over operational guidelines are taken as part of the GEF Adaptation 
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Task Force. Nevertheless, neither LDCs representatives nor the LEG members participate 
in these meetings.

A combination of expert opinion and national and sub-regional consultations were used 
in most of the NAPA processes to define priority activities. Stakeholders considered that 
this combined model provided a rounded view of adaptation needs. The relevance of the 
NAPA processes was ensured in part by the use of nationally developed criteria for priori-
tization of adaptation actions as per the LEG guidelines.

The NAPA guidelines developed by the LEG recommend three main techniques for pri-
oritization of adaptation actions – Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), Cost Effectiveness Anal-
ysis (CEA), and, Multi-criteria Analysis (MCA). CBA is presented in the Guidelines as 
more objective and therefore superior to MCA and the Guidelines recommend it “should 
be applied whenever possible.” Only in cases where criteria that cannot be accommo-
dated in CBA are important, or when benefits cannot be quantified and valued should 
MCA be employed. In the cases studied the Guidelines were interpreted as condoning 
the use of MCA through expert judgment due to apparent scarcity of economic data. 
Annex V assesses the methods used for data & information collection and prioritization 
of adaptation actions. MCA was used in most cases because CBA and CEA were con-
sidered too data intensive. The Cape Verde NAPA report provides a long description on 
why its NAPA used MCA instead of the other two methods (see table in Annex V).

All the NAPA teams included officials from various governmental ministries and depart-
ments, national and often regional consultants. In addition, in some countries such as 
Samoa, academics and NGOs were included in the NAPA teams. Sierra Leone and Bang-
ladesh received assistance from international advisors as did Nepal.

As highlighted in Annex V the priority issues of women – one of the most vulnerable 
groups to climate change impacts – and ways how best to integrate gender approaches 
into adaptation processes are largely absent from NAPA reports. Insufficient considera-
tion was given to gender issues in the NAPA training workshops. The annotated NAPA 
guidelines prepared by the LEG purposely adopted a non-prescriptive approach in keep-
ing with the country-driven principle. They do not suggest concrete actions nor provide 
a structured framework for addressing gender issues. NAPA processes have not suffi-
ciently addressed how to enhance women’s adaptive capacity or assessed how to empower 
women as agents of adaptation. LDCF supported adaptation planning activities have not 
recognized the need to provide women with opportunities to make independent adaptive 
decisions. 

Efficiency
The e-survey responses approve of the ways stakeholder views were consulted and report-
ed in the NAPA processes and products. In addition, the NAPA cases studied followed 
the LEG guidelines and were carried out close to budget. Evidence from the e-survey sug-
gests that nearly three quarters of all respondents were very or largely supportive of the 
value of the investment in the NAPAs. Some stakeholders interviewed in the case studies 
(e.g. Bangladesh) considered that meeting time deadlines meant that the prioritisation 
processes through consultation and expert opinion were sometimes foreshortened. Os-
man and Downing63 also report that the planning process in some of east and southern 

63) Osman,Elasha, B. and Downing, T.E. (2007). Lessons learned in preparing national adaptation pro-
grammes of action (NAPAs) in Eastern and Southern Africa. European Capacity Building Initiative.
�����������	
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Africa suffered from the lack of time and resources to develop the NAPAs. But geograph-
ic factors – such as in the dispersed islands states, e.g. Vanuatu which has 83 islands, and 
countries where access to regions is impossible at certain parts of the year – also made it 
difficult to do proper consultations across the whole countries.

The e-survey results also shed light on the inefficiencies that LDC stakeholders experi-
enced. The table below is excerpted from the Annex III describing the results of the e-
survey. It shows that most respondents consider the efficiency of accessing LDCF funds 
and the time taken to gain finance for priority activities to be low. 

Table 4.1 Results of the e-survey on efficiency

% of respondents Very Largely A little Not at all

How efficient was the ease of access to LDCF 
funds?

13 27 40 20

How efficient was the time taken from 
priority activity identification to project 
approval in LDCF cycle?

20 0 70 10

Given the fact that urgent and immediate adaptation needs are determined by both slow 
and sudden onset climate change effects, changes in prevailing conditions will change 
priority activities. This adds complications to the adaptation planning process and de-
mand flexibility of the LDCF. 

It is the nature of urgent and immediate adaptation needs that their relative importance 
will vary over time. If not addressed in a timely way urgent needs are exacerbated and 
may escalate into immediate needs – accumulation of quantitative changes leading to 
qualitative change e.g. water accumulating in a glacial lake that reaches a tipping point 
and an outburst occurs, or increasingly invasive species lead to the situation where the 
production of certain agricultural crops are no longer feasible. Such adaptation needs jus-
tify the development of innovative “fast track” processes for finance delivery. In the view 
of the Evaluation, the small and unreliable scale of contributions to the LDCF seems 
to have mitigated against the development of such an approach, and, as a consequence, 
stakeholders consider that the GEF Agencies have treated the LDCF projects as little dif-
ferent from other development assistance projects.

Effectiveness
The development of NAPAs and NAPA priority activities has been concentrated in min-
istries or departments of Environment and/or Meteorological Agencies. This despite a 
suggestion in the NAPA guidelines to house the planning process in a development plan-
ning institution. Institutional barriers have been identified as a key constraint to NAPA 
preparation, whereby bureaucratic structures serve to impede the exchange of informa-
tion.64

Most LDCs have national expertise in public and civil sectors that have developed policy 
and planning reports analogous to the NAPAs, e.g. the Poverty Reduction Strategy Pa-
pers, and the national plans under the UN Convention to Combat Desertification and 
the Convention of Biodiversity i.e. National Actions Programmes (NAPs) and National 
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Programmes (NBSAPs) respectively. However, the use 

64) Osman,Elasha, B. and Downing, T.E. (2007). Ibid.
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of this expertise in the NAPA processes is not evident. The guidelines prepared by the 
LEG state the need to identify priority action that is complementary to existing plans 
and programmes (including NBSAPs and NAPs) aimed at sustainable development.65 
The effectiveness of the GEF Agencies’ tendency to rely on independent consultants was 
questioned by stakeholders in all cases studied. Establishing and building capacity within 
national teams drawn from government and non-government sources was considered a 
better option even if more time consuming. In Bangladesh, for example, the decision by 
the GEF Agency to employ a team of specialists on a consultancy basis rather than to 
seek ways of institutionalising the NAPA process within government agencies meant that 
public sector human resource capacity was not fully utilised in the NAPA and was in part 
displaced by the individual consultants contracted.

In several key stakeholder interviews the view was expressed that the LDCF ‘system’ was 
often overstretched. Cases were reported where there were not enough staff or expertise 
to manage the process and the associated problems at the various levels of the project 
cycle. Capacity building at the level of LDC national agencies is widely acknowledged as 
required to deal with the complexity of the LDCF procedures. Similarly, the GEF Agen-
cies recognize the need to build their own capacity. This was echoed by LDC representa-
tives – especially with regard to the GEF Agency country office level.

The recent change to enlarge the number of GEF Agencies is perceived by LDC stake-
holders as desirable. GEF Agencies and LDC stakeholders consider that this expansion in 
agency numbers needs to be accompanied by rational assessment of comparative advan-
tage and robust rules to ensure collaboration between agencies. The need to better focus 
the agency’s contributions in areas where they have comparative advantages is being ad-
dressed by GEF.66

The case studies showed and key informants interviewed confirmed that in some LDCs 
there is a lack of understanding of the source of the LDCF funds. LDC governments see 
no need to treat the LDCF funds differently from other funds available to them through 
the GEF Agencies. Some stakeholders consider that LDCs do not sufficiently understand 
that it is the UNFCCC that rules the process, and to which LDCs are parties.

When asked in the e-survey how effective the NAPA process was in identifying the ad-
ditional costs of adaptation activities, two-thirds of respondents considered it to be either 
only a little effective or ineffective. 

The Evaluation finds that the adaptation planning supported by the LDCF through 
the NAPA processes could have been more effective in terms of providing the economic 
justification for addressing particular urgent and immediate adaptation needs if invest-
ments had been made in technical support and data collection methods to enable cost/ 
benefit analysis and cost segregating between climate change adaptation in one hand and 
development on the other. Stakeholders considered that the NAPA guidelines are insuffi-
cient in this regard and that the time and financial resources allocated to carrying out the 
NAPA were insufficient to generate economic justification information. This is a weak-
ness that merits attention.

65) See for further details: Anju Sharma (2009) Planning to deliver: Making the Rio Conventions more 
effective on the ground – climate change, biodiversity, desertification. Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH. Convention Project to Combat Desertification and 
Climate Protection Programme. Eschborn, Germany.

66) GEF/R.5/7/rev.1 Future positioning of the GEF.
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UNFCCC guidance was that LDCF funds are supposed to be distributed “equitably” 
across LDCs. For at least the earlier years of the Fund, the LDCF management substi-
tuted this concept for the simpler idea of “equal” distribution. The concept of the upper 
limit to priority action support through the LDCF was supported by LDCs as a way of 
ensuring equitable access for the poorest countries. In effect it was a “gentlemen’s agree-
ment” to have equal allocation. The equal distribution created the perception that all 
LDCs were entitled to a first allocation before any others got a second. Plus it introduced 
an incentive to move the most costly activities to top priority, or to combine a number of 
“top” priority activities into a single project thus increasing the size of first project. 
Since the Fund has received more resources the LDCF administration reports that the 
ceiling is now being removed plus a recent shift in LDCF policy means that countries can 
have more than one priority project funded, e.g. as in the case of Mali.

4.3 Products

Relevance 
The Evaluation found in all cases studied that the list of priority activities generated in 
the NAPA process received the approval of members of all stakeholder groups inter-
viewed in terms of the relevance of the priorities identified. This finding is corroborated 
by evidence from the e-survey. 

The NAPA priority activities identified are largely project type interventions targeting 
specific interventions in single sectors. The UNFCCC NAPA database currently lists 425 
priority activities from 38 NAPAs. A review of the database was conducted as part of this 
Evaluation. It examined priority projects in the sectors considered central to adaptation 
– food security, early warning systems & disaster relief, education and capacity develop-
ment, human health and water resources. The review also examined the UNFCCC Index 
of NAPAs by country where priority projects are described. This review revealed that (see 
Annex V for further details):

• 394 NAPA projects are categorized as addressing sectoral adaptation needs, and 32 
cross sectoral.

• Integration of adaptation into development, and policy reform are largely absent.

• Food security was the most often prioritised sector (n=93) followed by terrestrial 
ecosystems (n= 70) and water resources (n=62). There were between 30 to 36 
projects prioritised for each of early warning systems & disaster relief, education 
and capacity development, health and cross-sectoral.

• Early warning systems & disaster relief, and cross-sectoral projects had the highest 
average ranking in the NAPAs where it was prioritised, followed by food security, 
education and capacity development, health and lowest water resources.

• An explicit role was planned for delivery of adaptation by local civic and informal 
institutions in 24 projects.

• In addition to the 36 projects specifically aimed at education and capacity develop-
ment, another 25 had a capacity development co-objective.
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• Three projects explicitly mentioned a mainstreaming co-objective, six a policy re-
form co-objective and 10 a livelihoods diversification co-objective.

In order to meet the expectations of the COP for “simplified and direct channels of com-
munication for information” relating to adaptation needs, the data and evidence collated 
through the NAPA processes were aggregated most often for economic sectors, but in 
some cases by sectors within sub-regions in a country (e.g. Sudan and Mali) in order to 
define national scale priorities. Further squeezing of evidence occurred in the preparation 
of a summarized NAPA report format.67 This meant that detailed sub-regional assess-
ments were not included in the final report nor published separately, thereby reducing 
the value of the product for those looking for higher resolution information.

In all cases reviewed, apart from the Malawi and Eritrea NAPAs, cost data on adapta-
tion responses to climate effects were either not available and/or not provided in the 
NAPA report. Therefore urgent and immediate adaptation needs were not identified in 
terms of the escalating costs criteria set out in the annotated guidelines.68 Similarly, case 
study stakeholders stated that “additional” adaptation costs, as compared to the cost of 
development, were not adequately addressed in the NAPAs. This finding is corroborated 
by evidence from the review of all NAPAs (see Annex V) and the e-survey. These are 
complex areas where the technical capacity to carry out the economic analysis necessary 
to estimate costs and benefits of climate effects and adaptation responses is only recently 
emerging.69 It is not surprising therefore that NAPA teams chose to use multi-criteria as-
sessment that relies on expert opinion and consultation, rather than on more data hungry 
economic analyses of cost effectiveness or cost/ benefit analysis. 

Efficiency
The time taken to complete the NAPAs varies between countries. The review of NAPA 
duration (see Annex V) showed the average time for the preparation of NAPAs was 1398 
days (almost four years) based on the time from approval of the NAPA grant to the com-
pletion date. The shortest time for the preparation of NAPA was experienced in Maurita-
nia with 670 days, less than two years. The longest period was in Yemen with 2282 days 
(6 years and 92 days), followed by Lao People’s Democratic Republic (5 years and 305 
days) and Mozambique with 1918 days (5 years and 93 days). There is little difference in 
the NAPA process time between cases where different GEF Agencies are involved. Few 
comparable processes are available. The closest are the national action programmes for 
the Biodiversity and Desertification Conventions and process times are not dissimilar. 
However, the latter processes were to be designed to produce more detailed outputs.70 

Effectiveness
A concern of various stakeholders, most notably the civil society representatives but also 
government officials in the case study countries, is that the NAPA reports have led to an 

67) The annotated guidelines for NAPA preparation state the report should be concise communications 
and brief documents (5-10 pages long plus about two pages for each activity profile).

68) The annotated guidelines for NAPA preparation produced by the LEG state that immediate and 
urgent support to adaptation actions is required where further delay could increase vulnerability, or 
lead to increased costs at a later stage.

69) See for example the work of the “From Risk to Resilience” Team exemplified in their working paper 
series available at: http://climate-transitions.org/climate/

70) Anju Sharma (2009) Planning to deliver: making the Rio Conventions more effective on the 
ground. Climate Change, Biodiversity, Desertification. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische 
Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH Convention Project to Combat Desertification and Climate Pro-
tection Programme, Eschborn, Germany.
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implicit and significant underestimation of the true costs of climate change adaptation. 
The NAPAs are ambitious attempts to produce a list of priority activities that were pos-
sible to implement under the scale of financial resources offered by the LDCF (i.e. USD 
3 million per country). Cutting the climate change adaptation suit to fit the LDCF cloth 
in this way is understood to be a pragmatic strategy by stakeholders, but repercussions 
are recognised in terms of the effectiveness of the NAPA document to inform interested 
parties about the scale of the urgent and immediate adaptation challenges faced by coun-
tries. The e-survey respondents corroborated the above giving low scores to the way the 
NAPAs monitored and documented adaptation costs and benefits. 

Recently, and certainly since many of the NAPA documents were completed, there has 
been a realisation of the significance of factors determining adaptation effectiveness. Such 
factors include institutional adaptive capacity, local and national governance systems, the 
need for inter-governmental agency co-ordination and gender aspects related to climate 
vulnerability.71 These issues are inadequately addressed in nearly all the NAPA reports 
reviewed for this Evaluation72 (see the review of all NAPA report in Annex V for infor-
mation on institutional aspects of adaptation delivery). 

4.4 Catalytic effects

Catalytic effects are defined here as those outcomes directly precipitated by LDCF sup-
port to LDC climate adaptation planning.

The review of all NAPA reports showed that most countries established new, if tempo-
rary, government structures such as project steering committees, project management 
teams, technical committees, ad hoc groups, as part of the NAPA process (see Annex V). 
However, the information available on this topic in the NAPAs from Cape Verde, Rwan-
da, Zambia, Sao Tomé and Principe is unclear. 

Evidence from the case studies and the e-survey shows that the NAPA processes opened 
up thinking about climate change and its impacts within the different LDC govern-
ments in most cases for the very first time. This catalytic effect was most marked in those 
agencies involved in the process. However, evidence from the government line agencies 
relevant to adaptation (e.g. agriculture) not involved in the NAPA processes suggests that 
much work is still needed to mainstream climate change awareness. 

In the cases of Malawi, Mali, Sudan and Vanuatu the NAPA reports have become the of-
ficial climate change adaptation document used by the governments for orientation on 
climate change effects and adaptation response measures. In the case of Bangladesh, the 
NAPA was a basis for the national Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan. To this ex-
tent the NAPAs have filled a gap as strategic policy documents in the high level planning 
arena. 

71) "		#���#	$�%��	#&��#'����������(#"�%��#���	����(#)�����	�#������(#*�����#+���,(#)	�����#
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72) An exception here is the Malawi NAPA that has specific information on gender aspects of climate 
change effects – see the Malawi case study in the Annexes and the Annex on gender aspects of 
climate adaptation planning.
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There was a considerable weight of opinion across key stakeholder groups and country 
case studies that climate change adaptation planning is hampered when the involvement 
of the stronger and more influential government ministries is lacking. In retrospect, the 
importance of high level political interest in adaptation becomes clear. Subsequent devel-
opments in Bangladesh and in Malawi, where high level political interest was manifest, 
demonstrate this. In Bangladesh, in 2008 the interim Government created the first na-
tional climate change fund in an LDC, the new Government at its first cabinet meeting 
at the beginning of 2009 instigated cross-ministerial committees on climate change. The 
Bangladeshi Government has commissioned a revision to the Climate Change Strategy 
and Action Plan. 

In Malawi, the President’s launch of the NAPA in early 2008 – some two years after com-
pletion – led to high level government interest in adaptation issues and in part precipitat-
ed the process that has led to the Government and development partner working group 
on climate change co-chaired by the Economic Planning and Development ministry and 
the UNDP.

For the purposes of the NAPA and NAPA implementation phases, the GEF Agencies 
are often linked to the ministries of environment. Seldom are these ministries considered 
to have strong cross-government convening power and this has limited the benefits to 
the public sector from wider involvement in LDCF supported activities. An indicator 
of this lack so far of intra-governmental catalytic effects is the absence of shared policy 
implementation instruments covering climate change adaptation and other major policy 
objectives, such as poverty reduction. The ways that climate change adaptation can be 
integrated into other major policy areas such as poverty reduction, environmental man-
agement, agricultural development and food security will depend upon the political cir-
cumstances of each LDC.

Both government and non-government stakeholders pointed to a lack of awareness of cli-
mate change issues as limiting the ways adaptation challenges have so far been addressed 
by and among government agencies. Guidelines for mainstreaming climate adaptation 
into sectoral development are lacking. In addition to a lack of human resource capacity, 
stakeholders identified a paucity of climate projection information as limiting technical 
service provider agencies’ capability to address climate change adaptation issues in plan-
ning. These observations resonate with conclusions of the recently prepared OECD/
DAC guidelines on integrating adaptation into development co-operation.73 

Recently the Malawi Government, together with development partners and the multi-
lateral agencies, has sought to make a combined response to climate change challenges. 
This has come years after the completion of the NAPA process and attribution of the 
contribution of LDCF supported activities to this concerted action is difficult to prove. 
However, the government staff involved in the NAPA are active within the current com-
bined activities and a legacy of the NAPA is apparent. An institutional framework for ad-
dressing climate change challenges is being shaped by the Government and development 
partners including Norway and the UNDP. As noted in a previous section above, the 
strategy of the presidential NAPA launch succeeded in precipitating wider interest across 
ministries. The Government and development partners have formed a climate change 
working group convened and chaired by the Economic Planning and Development Min-

73) See OECD/DAC (2009) Policy Guidance on Integrating Climate Change Adaptation into Develop-
ment Co-operation. Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Development 
Assistance Committee, Environmental Policy Committee. Pre-publication version April 2009.



5353

4 The National Adaptation Programmes of Action

istry co-chaired by UNDP. The department that led the NAPA team provides secretariat 
and technical support to the working group.

The findings from the e-survey are noteworthy with regard to how stakeholders perceive 
the way the NAPA processes were coordinated with other actors and the ways NAPA 
findings have been integrated into policy areas. The table below presents an excerpt of the 
data on responses.

Table 4.2 Excerpt of data from the e-survey responses regarding  
 coordination of NAPAs with other processe

% of respondents
Questions

Very Largely A little Not at all

Improvements to institutional capacity 
to address climate change adaptation

36 20 32 4

Coordination across government 
ministries

58 25 17 0

Effectiveness in facilitating integration 
of adaptation measures into national 
policies, strategies and plans

19 39 27 8

Alignment of LDCF funding with 
government development budgets

14 24 29 14

Impacts resulting in development of 
non-NAPA plans and projects

14 23 46 9

Alignment of LDCF funding with ODA 
initiatives

16 10 37 16

Alignment of LDCF funding with private 
sector investment

0 6 33 39

These e-survey responses indicate that improvements to institutional capacity on climate 
change adaptation were variable across the 25 countries represented in the survey. How-
ever, coordination across government ministries was high or medium. The effectiveness 
of integrating NAPA findings into national planning and development budgets was large-
ly medium or low. NAPA impacts on government spending, ODA financed initiatives 
and private sector investments were generally low.

The data indicate the difficulty of the task of achieving catalytic effects from planning 
exercises where both technical capacity and financial resources for implementation are 
scarce. The e-survey responses and evidence from the case studies suggest that the LDCF 
procedures are poorly aligned with government plans, budgets, other ODA and private 
sector initiatives. 

Many of the key stakeholders interviewed, including during the case studies, were well 
aware of planning requirements and processes. They recognise climate change to be a 
long-term process of both sudden and delayed-onset effects. There is a realisation there-
fore that the NAPAs need to be regularly updated to be of value in longer term planning 
so as to provide a baseline against which to address needs and to assess the effectiveness of 
adaptation actions.74

74) See the Malawi and Mali case studies in Annex X.
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Although stakeholders recognised the NAPAs as a starting point for climate change adap-
tation planning, they also expressed concerns that the integration of adaptation planning 
into other major policy areas (such as poverty reduction) has not happened as yet in most 
cases except at the high level policy statements. Policy instruments that integrate adap-
tation and poverty reduction are yet to be designed and implemented. However, some 
experience has been gained of the integration in NAPA priority activities in proposal 
preparations that seek to initiate adaptation actions to benefit poor and marginalised 
communities, e.g. Bangladesh and Mali.75

75) For further exploration of this topic please see the discussion of mainstreaming in the following sec-
tion on catalytic effects and in the discussion of findings.
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This chapter presents the evidence and an analysis of the LDCF performance in support-
ing adaptation planning and implementation activities after the completion of the ma-
jority of the NAPAs. Performance is assessed in terms of management and processing of 
applications to the LDCF for finance to implement NAPA priority projects. The coher-
ence of the LDCF with other climate adaptation related programmes and interventions 
– including aspects of complementarity and co-ordination, and the sustainability of the 
LDCF are also considered. 

5.1 NAPA priority projects

The LDCF has faced difficulties in achieving expeditious access to funding for imple-
mentation of NAPA priority activities by the LDCs. The GEF was repeatedly requested 
to speed up the process and support funding of the NAPA implementation projects, to 
assist the remaining LDCs in submitting their NAPAs, and finally to facilitate the im-
plementation of the remaining elements of the LDC Work Programme – most recently 
in Decision 5/CP.14.76 The LEG has specified its concerns and pointed to a number of 
improvements needed in its Report on the Fourteenth meeting of the LEG.77 

Stakeholders from different groups and across the country cases studied agreed that the 
technical inputs and procedural requirements of the LDCF in terms of preparing the 
documentation for the financing of NAPA priorities were out of balance with the re-
sources made available through the Fund for implementation of priority activities.

The current structure for the LDCF decision making process is complex and involves 
many actors.78 In addition, there has been a lack of management focus until recently on 
how to improve the processes taking into account LDC perspectives. The following sec-
tions provide an analysis of the project cycle for the preparation and financing of NAPA 
priority projects based on an assessment of the processing time required.

It should be noted that the LDCF management and other key stakeholders have taken 
some steps to expedite funding delivery. At the end of January 2009 the GEF Secretariat 
with the UNDP set definitive deadlines for submission of final project documents in 
order to limit the turn round time for PIF/Council approval, so that as a minimum 12 
projects may be endorsed before COP 15 at the end of 2009.

Late in 2008 UNDP HQ initiated an internal evaluation into LDCF & SCCF proce-
dures. Also at UNDP Regional level some evaluations are currently being carried out, e.g. 
at the UNDP Regional Office in Fiji covering the SIDS in the South Pacific, to propose 
how to improve internal UNDP procedure and shorten process time.

76) Decision 5/CP 14 Further guidance for the operation of the Least Developed Countries Fund, 
FCCC/CP/2008///Add.1.

77) FCCC/SBI/2008/14 Report to the SBI on the fourteenth meeting of the LEG, in particular para. 
6, 11, 24, 25 as well as a general need for improving the flow of information, especially on prob-
lems encountered by specific countries.

78) Reference is made to the project cycle for the NAPA follow-up projects in Section 3.3. 
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Assessment of the current LDCF Project Cycle for NAPA priority projects
In order to assess the performance of the LDCF in terms of the time taken to achieve 
the steps in the project cycle the Evaluation looked into the templates for the PIF, PPG 
and CEO endorsement. A selection of PIFs and CEO endorsements documents, review 
sheets and request for extension of the CEO endorsement submission dates were also ex-
amined.79 The findings of this are presented in the following box. 

Box 5.1 Review of templates

PIF template
For a project idea format, the PIF template requires considerable details. Indicative documen-
tation of the co-financing, an indicative financing plan, as well as documentation for the ad-
ditional cost reasoning is required, the latter with reference to the additional cost principle. 
Information on the expected cost effectiveness is also requested. But these requirements 
can be counter-productive at the project idea stage, as most government commitments or 
analyses of cost effectiveness are unlikely to be available at this time. If the information re-
quested is not in place, the LDCF administration cannot recommend the PIF for CEO clearance 
and LDCF Council approval and would have to request the GEF Agency to provide the missing 
information in a revised PIF. The UNDP, in particular, stressed during interviews that the PIFs 
often needed to be re-submitted to the LDCF administration as the Secretariat requested fur-
ther information on the indicative co-financing.

PPG template
The PPG is supposed to assist the countries in preparing a fully developed and documented 
project proposal. It requires at this relatively early stage that countries specify co-financing 
on past and proposed project preparation activities. In addition, countries need to specify 
cost items for both local and international consultants along with position titles, fees and 
tasks to be performed. These requirements are posed at a stage of the process when the na-
tional and international consultants typically are not yet hired.

Review sheets
If the PIF is not in line with the LDCF eligibility criteria or information is lacking, the GEF 
Agency is requested by the LDCF administration to resubmit the PIF. The LDCF administration 
provides appropriate comments to the agencies in the Review sheets80 on the submitted PIFs 
when they address the project framework and expected outputs. However, other comments 
seem either too detailed or irrelevant at this stage and may have led to further delay in the 
process without adding value. Of the first 20 PIFs submitted, 14 countries had to re-submit 
once and five countries had to re-submit their PIFs twice.81
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80) Review sheets are the communicating record between the GEF Secretariat and the GEF Agencies 
regarding comments on PIFs proposals (before approval) and during project preparation (before 
approval). 

81) Figures are based on the first 20 PIFs submitted. Information on the data for the nine most recent 
PIFs had also been requested from the LDCF, however not yet received.
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CEO endorsement request template
In general, the CEO endorsement request template is employed at the stage of the project 
document. But the template and projects assessed are time consuming for the countries to 
use e.g. as regards to the details on project management budget/costs.82The CEO endorse-
ment is contingent on the letters of endorsement for co-financing from the source of the 
finance. 

Requests for extension of project milestones
If GEF Agencies experience delay in project preparation or implementation, they inform the 
LDCF administration to seek approval for an extension. There have been requests for exten-
sion in five of the first 20 PIFs submitted (Cambodia, Cape Verde, Eritrea, Niger and Sudan). 
The reviewed requests from the GEF Agencies for extension of project milestones83 represent 
all types of arguments. These include: language barriers and the need for revised deadlines 
due to municipal elections or political tensions in the countries, which affected the coopera-
tion among the relevant agency and the government. The extension requests, for three-ten 
months, have been accepted by the GEF Secretariat. Requests for extensions and approvals 
are not registered in the GEF database. Some of these pass the 22 months deadline before 
approval/endorsement84.

The average time from the first submission of a PIF to its final approval has been 100 
days. This indicates that it has been difficult for the applicant countries and the GEF 
Agencies to comply with the criteria for PIF approval, and that these in some cases may 
be too detailed for the purpose. 

The time spent by countries and GEF Agencies before the submission to the LDCF ad-
ministration should be estimated from the date the GEF Agency is invited to support 
the development of a PIF.85 However, there is no common tracking system across the ten 
GEF Agencies that allows this assessment. The situation may be improved in the future 
with a central database for all phases of the project cycle. 

The first 19 PIFs submitted by the UNDP, in its role as GEF Agency, had an average 
process time of approximately 320 days (10½ months) from the government’s invitation 
letter to the first PIF submission to the LDCF administration.86 The Evaluation finds 
that this is a long time.

The average of 100 calendar days for approval of the final PIF from the date of first PIF 
submission has been significantly exceeded in the case of some LDCs.87 For Djibouti it 
took over 400 days from the first PIF submission to receiving the final approval of the 

82) According to the Guideline, the issue of what can be included under project management is under 
review in the Administrative Cost Study.

83) Request for Extension templates follow the general template by the GEF trust fund.
84) Referred to in Chapter 3 and explained in Annex VII as part of the detailed description of the 

project cycle
85) The country is eligible as soon as it has completed and submitted its NAPA. As the first step, the 

country should choose its implementing agency for the task and send an invitation letter to the 
agency.

86) Information provided by the UNDP Headquarter on May 12, 2009.
87) See Annex IX for details on each country case
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PIF. Bangladesh and Cambodia experienced a period of around 200 days. A table with 
the process time of the first 20 PIFs submitted is presented below.88

The time taken to LDCF Council approval of the final PIF once received by the LDCF 
administration is on average 30 calendar days. The LDCF administration has taken an 
average of 14 days to approve and provide the PPG – the grant for project preparation. 
Fortunately, a clear improvement can be observed in the processing times of final PIF 
submissions. Prior to 2008 the average was 51 calendar days. This declined to 16 calen-
dar days in 2008. However, this should not be seen in isolation from the time spent in 
the review phase and on requests for re-submissions. A table showing the process time for 
the PIF submission is presented below.

Table 5.1 Process time from PIF submission to approval89 90 91 92

 Country Days from first 
PIF submission to 

approval89

Days from final 
PIF submission to 

approval90

Days from first 
PPG submission 

to approval91 

Days from final 
PPG submission to 

approval92

1 Bangladesh 185 28 28 28

2 Bhutan 80 1 n.a. n.a.

3 Eritrea 49 49 15 15

4 Niger 48 4 41 0

5 Malawi 167 31 149 1

6 Samoa 17 59 106 14

7 Sudan 121 21 21 21

8 Cambodia 212 212 87 4

9 Cape Verde 45 14 103 7

10 Burkina Faso 17 17 24 24

11 Tuvalu 47 47 47 47

12 Zambia 98 22 22 22

13 Djibouti 410 31 31 31

14 Gambia 3 3 71 1

15 Haiti 13 13 13 13

16 Sierra Leone 52 3 28 3

17 Benin 90 8 90 8

18 Congo DR 79 15 79 15

19 Vanuatu 43 11 43 11

20 Guinea 140 5 140 5

Average 95.8 29.7 56.9 13.5

Standard deviation 94.7 46.0 43.5 12.4

88) Figures are based on the first 20 PIFs submitted. Information on the data for the nine most recent 
PIFs had also been requested from the LDCF, however not yet received.

89) PIF approval date (CEO clearance) as referred to in the GEF project database. For further details, 
see Annex IX.

90) As above.  
91) PPG approval date by the CEO, as referred to in the GEF project data base.
92) As above.
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Only five NAPA priority projects have been endorsed or approved by the GEF CEO. 
The time from submission of the first PIF to the CEO endorsement/approval has taken 
on average 607 days. The Bangladesh project took 772 days, Bhutan 576 days, Burkina 
Faso 374 days, Cambodia 646 days and Samoa 665 days. As the days spent for preparing 
the PIFs (prior to submission of the PIF to the LDCF administration) are not registered 
consistently across the GEF Agencies, it is not possible to state the full length of the aver-
age preparation time. 

When the starting point is calculated from the date of NAPA completion, the time spent on 
preparation is: Bangladesh – 1135 days, Bhutan – 675 days, Burkina Faso – 509 days, Cam-
bodia – 727 days, and Samoa – 1166 days. This process has taken 842 days on average. The 
projects currently undergoing CEO endorsement review are already close to the 22 months 
preparation time deadline, and Niger and Eritrea have passed this deadline already. 

Annex IX presents further details on the process time spent for each step in project 
cycle in various countries. The data are in general obtained from the LDCF internal 
database. For each country the table shows the approval date of the NAPA preparation 
grant as well as the NAPA completion date and the NAPA preparation time in days. 
The date of the first PIF submitted and the final PIF submitted for approval are pre-
sented as well as the PIF approval date. The process time in days from the first and the 
final PIF submitted to approval is shown. The similar estimates are made for the PPG 
part of the process. Finally, information on the five projects which have obtained CEO 
endorsement/approval are provided including the date of endorsement, the number 
of days and month from PIF approval to CEO endorsement/approval, the number of 
days from the first PIF submission to actual CEO endorsement/approval and finally 
is shown the number of days the NAPA completion date to the actual CEO endorse-
ment/approval date. 

Even though the LDCF project cycle is not strictly comparable with that of other ‘con-
ventional’ GEF project cycles, it is illustrative to make a comparison. The following 
box provides an example.

Box 5.2 Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity Cycle and Modalities

A previous GEF evaluation93 showed that the GEF activity cycle was not efficient and that the 
situation had grown worse over the years. The evaluation found that a significant number of 
GEF projects were moving slowly through the cycle, and that the time needed for a project 
to be identified, prepared, approved and launched increased through the various replenish-
ment periods (from 36 months in the first replenishment period to 50 months in second and 
66 months in the third replenishment). The average duration of the GEF projects was 47 
months (1410 days), with a disproportionate share of preparation time. When considering the 
entire life-span of the projects from pipeline entry to actual closing, 43 per cent of the time 
was spent on pre-implementation steps. The same evaluation found that the average time 
elapsed during implementation itself was not a major cause of concern. Another GEF evalu-
ation94 found that the GEF project preparation cycle was not cost effective and that longer 
preparation time did not result in better projects and that too much energy was spent on 
obtaining quality on paper but with limited value added. That evaluation looked at projects 
where incremental costs were assessed.

93) Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity Cycle and Modalities, Evaluation Report No. 33, May 2007.
94) Evaluation of Incremental Cost Assessment, Evaluation Report No. 34 (2007).
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The GEF projects assessed in the two evaluations referred to in the box above were often 
larger with longer time horizons than the NAPA priority projects proposed for funding 
to the LDCF. So, in view of the LDCF’s focus on the urgent and immediate adaptation 
needs of the LDCs, the time taken to complete project preparation ought to be faster 
than the general GEF process. Furthermore, process times in bilateral assistance pro-
grammes show that it is possible to conduct project preparation of a similar cross-cutting 
nature faster than the average time for LDCF projects. Incremental costs assessment in 
the LDCF is less demanding than for other GEF programmes. However, the trend of 
longer than warranted project preparation time is common. 

The assessment of this Evaluation is that if serious steps are not taken to support project 
preparation and generate a pipeline with many more adaptation projects ready for financ-
ing, procedural changes by themselves will have no major effect on the project cycle proc-
ess time and thus the problem of slow response times will be repeated also in the next 
round of submissions to the LDCF. It should be noted that there are but a few projects in 
the pipeline at PIF or subsequent stages for a second round of LDCF support once each 
country has received support for the first NAPA priority project.95 

Besides the assessment and comments on the current project cycle and the templates in 
use, the Evaluation has noted a weak focus on performance within the LDCF governance 
structure:

• The informal task force between the GEF Secretariat and the GEF Agencies seems 
to focus on concrete project proposals and pipeline issues only;

 
• The LDCF Council meetings focus on project pipeline and eventual pledges made 

to the Fund; 

• Both the Joint Summaries of the Chair and the Highlights of the Council’s Discus-
sions indicate the Council discussions are sporadic and do not indicate that sub-
stantial discussions take place in this forum.

5.2 Coherence

Coherence of the LDCF with other climate adaptation programmes and interventions 
will improve the effectiveness of the impacts achieved. It can be seen as an outcome of 
the complementarity of LDCF objectives with those of other processes, and the co-or-
dination of LDCF activities with others. Hence, ‘coherence’ is conceived as a composite 
index of these three “C’s” criteria.

Relevant evidence from the e-survey results is presented in the table below. It shows that: 
Respondents considered NAPA priority activities relevant to both national and local de-
velopment processes;

However, coordination of NAPA follow-up projects with bilateral and multi-lateral ini-
tiatives is perceived as lacking effectiveness. 

95) Progress Report on the LDCF and SCCF, GEF/LDCF/SCCF/6.Inf.3 May 22, 2009 which indicate 
projects in the pipeline for approximately USD 14.7 million only.
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Table 5.2 Relevant evidence on coherence from the e-survey results

% of respondents
Questions

Very Largely A little Not at all

Relevance of priority adaptation projects to 
national development processes

67 22 4 4

Relevance of priority adaptation projects to local 
development processes

50 30 15 0

Complementarity of current development 
programmes subject to climate risk with NAPA 
priorities

19 19 48 7

Coordination in development of PIFs with other 
bilateral and multilateral ODA development 
partners

20 40 30 10

The LEG paper on mainstreaming NAPAs into development planning advises the build-
ing of links between NAPAs, Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRSs) and national develop-
ment planning processes. The more recent OECD/DAC Policy Guidance on Integrating 
Climate Change Adaptation into Development Co-operation provides ways of achieving 
policy and implementation coherence. However, it is difficult to generalize how coher-
ence, complementarity and coordination can be achieved between climate change adapta-
tion and other policy areas. Concrete lessons from experience are emerging but as yet are 
few and far between. The case studies conducted as part of this Evaluation show clearly 
how the many determining factors that affect coherence alter greatly between countries 
making each case unique. The rates of change over time in these factors serve to demon-
strate how dynamic the circumstances are and what a moving, and often highly suscepti-
ble, target coherence really is. As such evidence on coherence is presented in the Box be-
low on a case-by-case basis – further details are available in the Annex X of country case 
studies and the thematic studies in Annex IV.

Box 5.3 Evidence from three case studies on  
 the coherence of the NAPA implementation processes

In Bangladesh coherence has emerged in terms of high level policy statements. The Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper has 19 policy matrices one of which focuses comprehensive disaster 
management targets on: “factor vulnerability impacts, and adaptation to climate change into 
disaster management and risk reduction plans, programmes, policies and projects”. The Bang-
ladesh NAPA refers to PRSP policy matrices on “comprehensive disaster management” and 
“environment and sustainable development” in devising strategies to address climate change 
issues and raise awareness. However, apart from the case of the Government’s water resources 
management department using NAPA findings in policy development and planning the case 
study found little evidence of NAPA priorities being taken up into development planning either 
by government agencies or development partners.96 Civil society organizations considered that 
their portfolios of climate related interventions do overlap with NAPA priorities. The issues of 
attributing cause and effect under such circumstances are too complicated to attend to here.

96) This assessment is based on a strict interpretation of what a NAPA priority is i.e. an adaptation ac-
tion derived largely through the NAPA process. The NAPA does contain priorities that based upon 
the priorities that Bangladesh government agencies had prior to the NAPA process.
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Apart from disaster management actions, the Bangladesh NAPA priority list shows little 
specific coherence with development partner interventions. Development partners have not 
taken the NAPA priority list and set about providing the resources to implement it. However, 
the IA has the expectation that the most relevant policy outputs of the NAPA phase 2 may 
provide a revised urgent and immediate priority list that could attract development partner 
support. 

The Government of Malawi and development partners are negotiating an agricultural sector 
wide approach (SWAp). Given that the NAPA priority action chosen for the application to the 
LDCF for financing addresses agriculture and rural livelihoods, this initiative could provide 
the opportunity to integrate climate change adaptation planning and implementation. The 
application to the LDCF proposal is being developed between the AfDB and the Environmen-
tal Affairs Department and will be part of a larger initiative on agriculture. 

Despite there being the precedent of an effective intra-governmental structure for sustain-
able land management in Mali the coherence of climate change adaptation planning with 
other sectors is still to appear. 

As in Malawi, the Government of Mali and development partners are negotiating SWAps (ag-
riculture and water), in addition there are negotiations on direct budgetary support. These 
provide great opportunities to include elements of climate change adaptation in public sector 
planning and implementation at central and local scales. 

The endpoint funding envelope in terms of priority project financing provided by the LDCF 
was considered by stakeholders to be too small to provide incentives for cross government 
agency collaboration especially when compared to the support that development partners 
are providing for initiatives such as SWAps related to natural resources management and in 
the case of Mali for environmental policy development and sector wide approaches. 

In Vanuatu the NAPA process has led to a better basis for climate change adaptation to be 
integrated into development partner supported initiatives. The NAPA provides the very first 
policy framework on climate change adaptation. 

The Government of Vanuatu through the National Adaptation to Climate Change Committee 
screens for adaptation options to avoid duplication and emphasize complementarity of in-
vestments. The Government recognizes that if adaptation is properly addressed, it will add to 
the overall development purpose of Vanuatu and give local communities a broader economic 
activity base. The NAPA is being used as a basic reference document in discussion of climate 
change adaptation initiatives, and has served as the starting point for better integration of 
climate change adaptation into newly proposed government strategies and legislation.

Coherence is multi-factorial and often difficult to achieve in and across policy arenas. 
Lack of awareness of climate change adaptation issues has hindered the initiation of com-
plementary actions in response to LDCF supported NAPA related initiatives. However, 
for the cost of a modest investment in climate change adaptation planning (the NAPAs) 
there is evidence that the potential exists to increase the coherence of LDCF supported 
outcomes within the wider public sector policy and implementation developments. The 
fact that the LDCF has been constrained to offering relatively small scale support to 
projects means that wider scale coherence is difficult to achieve, particularly where the 



6363

5 NAPA implementation

options are few to link the NAPA priority action project with other investments in the 
sector identified. 

In neither the case studies, the review of NAPAs, nor the e-survey did the Evaluation find 
any evidence of adaptation initiatives having contrary to the intended results, i.e. mal-
adaptation. A fuller examination of these issues will be possible once more NAPA priority 
projects have reached implementation. 

In the case studies and the review of secondary evidence only a few examples were found 
of where wider development policies had taken on-board the NAPA findings, e.g. Malawi 
where a climate change adaptation addendum to the poverty reduction strategy has been 
drafted.97

Evidence from the case studies, discussions with key stakeholders and responses to the e-
survey indicate that donor agencies have been slow to use NAPA findings or to support 
outcomes in many LDCs. This is understandable as many of the donor agencies are from 
the contributory countries to the LDCF and may expect therefore that LDCF funding sup-
ports implementation of NAPA priority projects – at least in the first instance. Some coun-
tries (e.g. Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan and UK) have decided to support adaptation 
through such programmes as the Pilot Programme on Climate Resilience managed by the 
World Bank. It remains to be seen to what extent such programmes take up NAPA priori-
ties – PPCR guidelines indicate this as a component of programme preparation. 

The Evaluation finds that there is ample opportunity for better coordination among GEF 
Agencies and donor partners on NAPA implementation. In Nepal, donor agencies are 
supporting the NAPA preparation process and an expanded NAPA that includes PPCR 
preparations. In Mali and Malawi, donor agencies are seeking to harmonise support to 
climate change adaptation.

5.3 Sustainability

A distinction is made here between technical and institutional sustainability. The former 
is related to how the products of the NAPA processes continue to inform adaptation 
planning and investments, while the latter is about the arrangements and working rela-
tionships set up between stakeholder groups. LDCF sustainability then is related to the 
ways people, social spaces and knowledge have been generated and interact within the 
ambit of climate change adaptation. 

The new OECD/DAC policy guidance on integrating climate change adaptation into 
development co-operation points out that the real impact of bringing in climate change 
issues will “materialise only at the stage where it is translated into actual enforcement 
of decisions, and implementation of activities and investments on the ground. Sectoral 
planning, programming and project implementation stages, in particular, provide op-
portunities for the translation of results and recommendations of the climate lens into 
actions on the ground.” Bearing in mind that adaptation needs to be integrated at all lev-
els of government, nationally, regionally and locally, this is indeed why the whole effort 
needs to be supported by tailored and targeted guidelines and effective tools for planning 
and implementation.

97) Data taken on 20 August from http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/listing/pilot-program-for-
climate-resilience.



6464

5 NAPA implementation

Sustainability of the NAPA product and process
A generalized criticism of the LDCF NAPA implementation process by LDCs and other 
stakeholders was the slow pace of NAPA priority activity approval and implementation. 
According to the e-survey and case studies evidence exists of improvements in capac-
ity and awareness, and that in some cases across government coordination was initiated 
during the NAPA preparation. But these were not often followed through to impacts on 
wider development policy and expenditure.

The NAPA implementation processes lost momentum – as can be seen from the evi-
dence presented in Section 5.1 for time taken between key stages in the project cycle. 
NAPA implementation activities became focused on the lengthy bureaucratic processes 
of preparing PIFs etc. This has tended to involve few people in governments and GEF 
Agencies and the NAPA profile is lost to the wider policy and development arenas. There 
seems to be no one simple or single explanation – opinions range from the complexity of 
the guidelines, delays caused by work overburden in GEF Agency country offices from 
competing higher priority work streams, the technical complexity and newness of climate 
change adaptation and its perceived importance compared with other basic needs and 
priorities of development. There was also a lack of operational guidance on how to proc-
ess NAPA implementation projects.

A wide array of sectoral and regional studies has been developed as part of the different 
NAPA processes.98 These finer grain reports have seldom if ever been put into the public 
domain but they represent a tremendous resource for sectoral and subregional planning 
because of their specificity. However, the NAPAs have not become planning tools for 
stakeholders outside of the upper levels of government. NAPAs have very seldom been 
reported as being utilised in the development of sectoral plans at either national or de-
centralised scales. This is part is due to some NAPA processes being consultant rather 
than government driven, also to type and level of policy formation relevant information 
available in the NAPA reports. Evidence for this includes the case studies, the e-survey, 
the key informant interviews and other NAPA assessments reviewed here.

Many stakeholders interviewed in the five case studies and in the key informant inter-
views shared the belief that an effective USD 3.5 million ceiling existed for LDCF fund-
ing of NAPA priority projects. They identified this as a factor that limited the ambition 
and effectiveness of the planning process. It may also have, in effect, thwarted the pos-
sibility of a more programmatic approach being taken through the NAPAs. This despite 
mention in UNFCCC Decision 28/CP.7 and in the annotated guidelines for the NAPA 
preparation provided by the LEG in 2002 that adaptation “activities should include, inter 
alia, projects, integration into other activities, capacity building and policy reform.” The 
box below provides an illustration of this point from one of the case studies.

Since 2006 project selection has been on project quality irrespective of size of budget. In 
principle there are no limits to project size – according to the sliding scale – provided that 
the country can identify all the remaining co-financing. Co-financing under the LDCF 
administrative system has a very wide definition – most financial allocations and in-kind 
inputs from public sector count. Hence, co-financing is not a serious constraint. However, 
the small scale of resources pledged to the Fund and the interpretation of the equitable ac-
cess principle have meant that the leverage potential of LDCF funding has small purchase. 

98) See the reports of all the country case studies in the Annex X and the review of NAPAs in Annex V.
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The LDCF has only opened up to having more than one priority project per country 
since the beginning of 2009. The LDCF management now imposes no limits to the scale 
of proposed priority activities and there can be more than one project per country. Mali, 
for example, has two priority activities agreed.

Box 5.4 Getting NAPA findings into priority activities – the Malawi case 

A case in point is the way priorities from the Malawi NAPA are being processed into a propos-
al to the LDCF. The Malawi NAPA process identified 31 adaptation options from eight sectors 
to address the urgent adaptation needs. The emphasis was on vulnerable rural communities. 
The 31 were ranked using multi criteria analysis and a 15 item short list of priority adaptation 
options was developed. These were further ranked and prioritized for urgency, and catego-
rized either as high, medium or low – see Malawi case study in the Annex X. 

Stakeholders in Malawi from different groups consider the NAPA a good starting point for 
climate change adaptation planning. They point to the validity of the five priority areas de-
veloped and the progress made on estimating the costs of interventions. The list of five top 
priority and urgent actions include: 

• Improving community resilience to climate change through the development of sustain-
able rural livelihoods; 

• Restoring forests in the Upper and Lower Shire Valleys catchments to reduce siltation 
and associated water flow problems; 

• Improving agricultural production under erratic rains and changing climatic conditions; 

• Improving Malawi’s preparedness to cope with droughts and floods; and  

• Improving climate monitoring to enhance Malawi’s early warning capability and decision 
making and sustainable utilization of Lake Malawi and lakeshore areas resources. 

 
The estimated cost of implementation in 2006 was modest at USD 22.43 million. Yet due to 
the effective ceiling on priority action implementation proposals and the equal allocation 
procedure of one priority project per country in the first round, only the first priority on the 
list was chosen for incorporation into a wider agricultural development investment under the 
coordination of the AfDB.

The sliding scale for priority activity implementation grants from the LDCF was adopted 
to try to accelerate the implementation process for priority activities and to avoid meas-
urement of additional costs of climate risks. It was developed by the LDCF management 
with the GEF donor contact group who considered that baseline co-financing can be 
assessed easily. The LDCF management expressed a preference for co-finance from LDC 
government investment. However, stakeholders from LDCs and GEF Agencies gave dif-
ferent explanations of the sliding scale to the Evaluation leading to the conclusion that 
the concept has not been well enough explained. The LDCF management together with 
the UNFCCC Secretariat is now developing a step-by-step guide to better explain the 
LDCF procedures. 
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Stakeholders from different groups in the case study countries expressed the concern that 
the expectations of adaptation funding created by LDCF led to reticence of the national 
governments to invest their own resources to instigate climate change adaptation proc-
esses. In Malawi, some considered that this factor had also meant that the Government 
had not “marketed” until relatively recently the expected climate change effects and the 
corresponding adaptation needs to donors. 
 
The Evaluation finds that LDC governments need to take measures to set aside budget 
for climate change adaptation costs and investments. These costs are huge and will not 
be solved through sources such as the LDCF, or ODA alone. NAPAs findings should be 
made known to ministries of finance so that NAPA priority projects can be integrated in 
the yearly national budgets and in the longer three and five year planning cycles. Without 
this sustainability is challenged. Developing countries such as Bangladesh, Indonesia and 
Kenya are addressing this issue.
 
Due to the time that has elapsed between NAPA completion and start up of priority 
activities with LDCF funding (over three years in some cases) stakeholders in different 
countries expressed concern that updating the urgent and immediate climate change ad-
aptation priorities was necessary. Indeed, in Bangladesh the UNDP has initiated a NAPA 
phase 2 in part to address the updating required (see the Bangladesh case study in Annex 
X). The need to update NAPAs has been explored by the recent LEG report. It presents 
a possible approach for updating NAPAs, to be used by LDCs in submitting information 
that would supplement previously submitted NAPAs as a way to update risks and priori-
ties being faced.99

 
Sustainability of the LDCF
So far this section has dealt with in-country sustainability of LDCF outputs and out-
comes. The sustainability of the Fund from the perspective of contributing parties also 
needs assessment. 

During interviews, different key stakeholders characterized the LDCF as an experiment 
in adaptation financing. The climate change adaptation negotiations are now at a stage 
where there is a general recognition and acceptance that there must be more money for 
adaptation. This comes at a time when donor countries are looking for more effective 
and lower transaction cost ways of allocating and spending on adaptation. The sustain-
ability of the LDCF from this perspective in part is determined by what is thought to be 
the sustainability of alternative adaptation finance delivery mechanisms. Among these are 
the PPCR managed by the World Bank and assisted by the regional development banks. 
Bilateral donors are also seeking ways to better integrate adaptation into development
The availability of more significant financial resources from sources other than the LDCF 
for climate change adaptation, added to the perception of slow progress through LDCF 
procedures, challenges the sustainability of the Fund in, for instance, Bangladesh and has 
tainted its legacy in the minds of stakeholders. 

Sustainability is not about rushing to achieve, more fundamentally it is about putting in 
place frameworks that facilitate medium and long-term actions and gauging the pace of 
developments to allow an effective assembly of the right stakeholders to be involved. An 
effective assembly requires the right leadership. The momentum of development partners’ 

99) See: LDC Expert Group (2009) The least developed countries National Adaptation Programmes 
of Action: overview of preparation, design of implementation strategies and submission of revised 
project lists and profiles. UNFCCC Secretariat, Bonn, Germany.
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interventions of climate change issues in Malawi for example has been moderated by the 
recognition of the importance that the Government should lead and co-ordinate such 
initiatives. 
 
However, certain development partners have internal targets and deadlines to meet in 
terms of rolling out climate change adaptation initiatives. For example, the Pilot Pro-
gramme for Climate Resilience managed by the World Bank has issued invitations for 
applications to nine countries including LDCs, and requires prompt expressions of inter-
est and full proposals for financing climate adaptation related investments at a later stage. 
This may force the hand of some development partners and require them to urge/ facili-
tate the Government to take actions pre-emptively. 
 
The opposite is true of the LDCF which is characterised in the perception of many stake-
holders as being slow to move through the steps necessary to get finance for adaptation. 
Hence, there is the likelihood of climate change adaptation initiatives funded from differ-
ent multi-lateral sources working at different rhythms and causing significant transaction 
costs to national governments. If there is sufficient concern about how synchrony brings 
about synergy this should be avoided.
 
In conclusion, the technical sustainability – the legacy of the NAPA findings – of the 
LDCF supported activities is predicated to a large extent on the institutional sustainabili-
ty – the capability of organizations to comprehend and action climate change adaptation. 
Both aspects of sustainability are difficult to achieve and will require serious country-by-
country consideration of how they can be achieved.
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This chapter presents the conclusions of the Evaluation. Overarching conclusions come 
first followed by those on the way the LDCF has addressed COP expectations, then con-
clusions on the LDCF, the NAPAs, and NAPA implementation phase are presented.100 

Overarching conclusions

The LDCF was an expedient attempt to identify, prioritize and begin to address urgent 
and immediate adaptation needs within LDCs. In addition, the opportunity to precipi-
tate mainstreaming of climate change adaptation was recognized and embodied in the 
eligible actions for NAPA priorities – capacity development, integration of adaptation 
into development, and policy reform. These three elements, in addition to the sectoral 
projects identified in the NAPAs, should be developed into programmatic approaches for 
addressing urgent and immediate adaptation needs across the LDCs.

The NAPAs have contributed at an early and critical stage to increasing awareness in 
LDCs of the adaptation challenges that climate change poses. The NAPA reports have 
become key government statements of adaptation needs in some countries and the priori-
ties they identify are considered generally relevant by most stakeholders.

The scale of the Fund precluded effective support of programmatic responses to the adapta-
tion needs identified. The LDCF was established well before the Inter-governmental Panel 
on Climate Change 4th Assessment report and when the predominant stakeholder aware-
ness of climate change challenges and adaptation responses to be addressed was still low. 
In addition, the modus operandi of the LDCF has been predominantly project and sector 
focused, rather than addressing the integrated, cross-sectoral thematic and transformative 
approaches required for more effective adaptation planning and implementation.

This Evaluation consulted widely and used different means of obtaining the views of LDC 
stakeholders. Perhaps the greatest frustration voiced about the LDCF by different stake-
holders is simply the length of time required to obtain funds for adaptation priority actions. 
That disbursement has been slow and too little compared to the need in a programme that 
was justified as an attempt to meet urgent needs does no credit to those who established 
the Fund and those who have attempted to administer and implement it. An almost unani-
mous verdict from informants is that such funds are needed more than ever but that the 
LDCF as presently constructed does not meet that need. The Evaluation concurs and rec-
ommends in the last chapter ways that the LDCF can be made better fit for purpose.

COP expectations

In reference to the initial COP guidance for the LDCF in Decision 27/CP 7, the Evalua-
tion concludes that:  

• funding has been provided to meet the agreed full cost of preparing the NAPAs 
and separation has been ensured of LDCF funding from the other funds of the 
GEF; 

100) The table in Annex XI summarizes the conclusions and indicates the sources of supporting evi-
dence.
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• adoption of “simplified procedures … for expedited access” has proved problematic 
and current efforts by the GEF and its Agencies to expedite access and streamline 
procedures have come late in the process;  

• the complexity of the structure and procedures of the LDCF (a sum of LDC gov-
ernments, GEF Agencies, GEF Secretariat as the LDCF administration, and the 
LDCF Council) has hampered understanding of the workings of the fund from the 
perspective of LDC stakeholders;  

• greater use of public sector experts, less reliance on independent consultants and 
more attention to setting up intra-government arrangements in NAPA processes 
would have improved the technical sustainability of the NAPA outputs; 

• a broad platform of NAPAs has been created alongside a wide set of expectations in 
LDCs that NAPAs will be implemented.

The LDCF – resources, structure & actors 

i) The scale of the financial resources made available by contributory countries to the 
LDCF was insufficient for the task set. Insufficient when compared to the scale 
of what is needed to resource climate adaptation planning and implementation in 
LDCs.101 Insufficient also in terms of being available from contributory countries 
on a voluntary basis and hence deemed not reliable enough by the LDCF adminis-
tration to allow for the programming of implementation of adaptation needs across 
all LDCs. Inadequate resources and a limited cognizance of the challenges that cli-
mate change poses to development goals has meant that opportunities were missed 
to develop NAPAs as strategic and sequenced programmes of adaptive activities. A 
more ambitious aspiration for the NAPAs and greater resources (financial and tech-
nical) from the LDCF could have led to more programmatic approaches in NAPA 
preparation. 

ii) The LDCF structure places the LDCs and the GEF Agencies in a relationship 
where accountability and reporting are not as direct as they should have been. The 
GEF Agencies receive the financial resources from the Trustee and deliver the ap-
plications for funding to the LDCF administration. The Agencies are accountable 
to the GEF. The LDCs do not have direct access to the LDCF funds and to report 
to the UNFCCC on NAPA outcomes. Hence, the LDCs have little effective con-
trol over either decisions or resources. The LDCs can decide which GEF Agency to 
work with – and changes in agencies have occurred between the NAPA preparation 
and implementation stages – but other than that the LDCs have little effective ne-
gotiating power in their relationship with the GEF Agencies.102 

iii) Climate change adaptation is a new policy area for the LDCs. Few public sector 
employees and fewer politicians have a technical background that includes climate 
change expertise. The low level of human resource capacity among ministries and 

101) The most recent report to assert the scale of resources needed for adaptation in poor countries fol-
lowing a review of evidence is that by the Swedish Commission on Climate Change and Develop-
ment. 

102) The voice of the LDCs on the LDCF/ SCCF Council is weak due to being few in number and 
often not being able to be present at meetings. LDC representatives on the LDCF/ SCCF Council 
are GEF Focal Points and are seldom those that attend UNFCCC meetings.
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line agencies was an important constraint in developing and implementing adapta-
tion planning. Results from the LEG survey of LDC parties concur and also point 
to the lack of guidance and capacity development. 

iv) The GEF Agency country offices responsible for climate adaptation planning have 
heavy workloads and often lack adequate specialist technical capacity to address climate 
change adaptation issues. The GEF Agencies have recognised this and are currently 
seeking to recruit and train staff that can specialise on climate change adaptation.

v) In the cases where the GEF Agencies employed consultants to do tasks related to 
NAPAs, this limited the opportunities for experiential capacity development by 
LDC government staff. The e-survey points to institutional capacity being built 
where government and public sector technicians were involved.

LDCF procedures

vi) LDC stakeholders find LDCF procedures overly complex and the processes of 
priority activity proposal preparation for financing non-transparent. A lack of clar-
ity of understanding exists among key LDC and GEF Agency stakeholders as to 
how the optional sliding scale and the ‘additional cost’ criteria apply, and how co-
financing functions in LDCF.

vii) The LDCF procedures lack the operational flexibility needed to deal with the com-
plex issues of climate change adaptation planning across the very diverse settings 
represented by the LDCs, and their varying needs over time. 

viii) LDC demands for expeditious access to finance for NAPA priority activity imple-
mentation were clear and repeated during the Evaluation. The GEF and the GEF 
Agencies have recently improved response times of the LDCF procedures. Inno-
vative processes to ‘fast track’ urgent and immediate adaptation needs that might 
have been expected from such a Fund, given its mandate, have been slow to appear.

ix) The true national scale and total costs of climate change adaptation were under 
estimated by the NAPA processes. This is attributed to: (i) the project-by-project 
approach to prioritisation, (ii) the effective ceiling on priority project cost (and 
therefore project size) allowed by the financial capacity of the LDCF in turn due to 
the scale of donor country contributions, and (iii) the difficulty in using economic 
costing methods – including cost/ benefit analysis – in the context of a dearth of 
quantified evidence.

x) Room for a programmatic approach to climate change adaptation seems not to have 
existed within the LDCF system. The NAPA processes narrowed down – most often 
using multi-criteria assessment and expert opinion – from a wide set of priority ac-
tions to identify few top priority projects. This process missed the opportunity to 
develop a strategic set of activities that by combining and sequencing could have re-
sulted in more comprehensive programmes for climate change adaptation. 

The NAPAs

xi) The NAPAs are recognized in the LDCs and elsewhere as important documents 
and good value for the resources invested in their preparation. Most of the stake-
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holders involved in carrying out the NAPA exercises consider the methods used to 
be suitable for the LDC context. However, concern exists particularly on behalf of 
civil society groups as to the adequacy of the consultation processes with climate 
vulnerable populations. The relevance of the NAPA processes was ensured, at least 
in part, by the use of nationally developed criteria for prioritization of adaptation 
actions as per the LEG guidelines.

xii) All NAPAs succeeded in collating and processing information (both the reports 
and the component studies), in capacity development, and in awareness raising on 
climate change adaptation issues. In some cases the NAPAs led to the establish-
ment of institutional arrangements for climate adaptation planning, albeit of vary-
ing duration, and achieving political recognition of the challenges of adapting to 
climate change.

xiii) The NAPA priority activities identified are largely project type interventions target-
ing specific interventions in single sectors.103 Integration of adaptation into devel-
opment and policy reform are largely absent. 

xiv) The NAPA reports provide summarized lists of priorities selected across sectors 
and sub-regions – yet the subsidiary reports examined in the case study countries 
do provide more detailed and specific assessments and they merit re-examination 
for the purpose of integrating the adaptation needs and measures they identify into 
sectoral development.

xv) Given the vulnerability of women to climate change impacts and the importance of 
women as central protagonists in climate change adaptation efforts, the lack of at-
tention to gender differentiated vulnerability in LDCF supported activities has led 
to gender being unevenly addressed across the NAPAs and unless this is put right 
this imbalance will reduce the effectiveness of adaptation implementation.

Catalytic effects and synergies 

xvi) The potential for catalytic effects of NAPA processes has depended in large part 
upon the institutional framework that governments had or have set in place. Ab-
sent or poor intra-government collaboration has limited NAPA take-up by other 
ministries and hence the possibilities for mainstreaming NAPA findings into sec-
toral policy areas. There are exceptions – the water resources policy area in Bangla-
desh is one such – but few cases of NAPA related mainstreaming of climate adapta-
tion into other than high level policy statements were encountered.104 

Coherence and sustainability

xvii) The technical sustainability of NAPAs is predicated to a large extent on the insti-
tutional sustainability, i.e. the capability of organizations to comprehend and take 
action on climate change adaptation.

103) The UNFCCC NAPA database currently lists 425 priority activities from 38 NAPAs of which 394 
are categorized as addressing sectoral adaptation needs and 31 have a cross-sectoral scope.

104) For corroboration, see the recent OECD-DAC Policy Guidance on Integrating Climate Change Ad-
aptation into Development Co-operation. Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Environmental 
Policy Committee (EPOC) 2009.
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xviii) The expectation that the LDCF will fund urgent and immediate adaptation priori-
ties has led some LDC governments and development partners to direct their fund-
ing to other objectives.

xix) The time taken to get NAPA priority actions funded and into operation is being 
addressed by the GEF and the GEF Agencies, and there are healthy signs that re-
duced time intervals are being achieved between different stages of the project cy-
cle. However, in order for the LDCF to play a complementary role to the emerging 
other climate change financing mechanisms, greater responsiveness and flexibility 
of procedures will have to be introduced to ensure complementarity and avoid du-
plication.

xx) Despite the recognition by most if not all UNFCCC parties of the need to support 
climate adaptation in LDCs, no cases were encountered through any of the evalua-
tion instruments where bi-lateral donor agencies directly supported NAPA priority 
activity implementation. This situation may change with donor agencies being pre-
pared to harmonise support on climate change in certain LDCs and donors chan-
nelling funding for adaptation through programmes such as the PPCR that should 
address NAPA priorities.

xxi) NAPAs were designed to address urgent and immediate needs. As such these needs, 
if they remain unaddressed and are exacerbated, can be expected to change e.g. 
flooding in Zambia led to a re-assessment of priorities. Similarly, the ranking of 
priorities will change over time and if very few NAPA priorities can be addressed, 
the likelihood of the top priority in 2005 being the top priority in 2009 is very 
small.105 

xxii) The recent emergence of significant financial resources for climate adaptation from 
sources other than the LDCF (e.g. the PPCR, the Japanese fund for climate change 
adaptation in Africa, the UNFCCC Adaptation Fund and the EU’s Global Climate 
Change Alliance) added to the perception of slow progress towards priority activity 
implementation through the LDCF procedures, challenge the sustainability of the 
LDCF. However, there is significant strength of opinion and explicit preferences by 
LDC stakeholders that the LDCF should continue but be reformed to allow expe-
ditious access to implementation finance and technical support.

105) UNDP – the GEF Agency in Bangladesh – instigated a review of NAPA priorities for this reason. 
In addition, the LEG have come to the conclusion that NAPA priority review may be warranted 
in some cases and sets out a procedure for doing so in their 2009 document – LDC Expert Group 
(2009) The least developed countries National Adaptation Programmes of Action: overview of 
preparation, design of implementation strategies and submission of revised project lists and profiles. 
UNFCCC Secretariat, Bonn, Germany. 
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It is recognized explicitly here that what happens next to the LDCF depends to a large 
extent on the outcome of the negotiations on financing between the parties under the 
UNFCCC. It is anticipated that important and far reaching decisions will be reached at 
the COP 15 in Copenhagen on the scale and modalities for adaptation funding. In addi-
tion, the LDCF future could be affected by the outcome of the fifth replenishment of the 
GEF – since one of the proposals is to replenish the LDCF together with the GEF Trust 
Fund.

This Evaluation (in common with other assessments reviewed here) has identified prob-
lems of LDCF performance that are related to design and function and have resulted in 
very few LDCs so far being able to reach the implementation of NAPA priority projects 
– one project is in operation in Bhutan and four other projects in Bangladesh, Burkina 
Faso, Cambodia and Samoa now have the pre-requisite GEF CEO endorsement or ap-
proval for implementation to go ahead.  

In part, the difficulties have been due to dealing with a complex subject that is new to 
many stakeholders (including both the GEF Agencies as well as the LDCs), in countries 
with poorly defined climate adaptive capacity. In addition, the funding of the LDCF by 
contributory countries has neither been predictable (being on a voluntary basis) nor suf-
ficient to address programmes for adaptation. These are grounds for a significant reform 
and then replenishment of the LDCF. 
 
The NAPAs represent an investment of resources that have resulted in consultations and 
prioritized plans for adaptation, increased climate change adaptation awareness, and in 
some cases political will to address climate change effects on vulnerable people.
Significant strength of opinion and explicit preferences of LDC stakeholders were re-
vealed through this Evaluation that the LDCF should continue to function, but in ways 
that enable expeditious access to adaptation implementation finance and technical sup-
port.

 
7.1 Lessons learned

The following lessons are drawn on the role and functions of the LDCF based on the 
evidence gathered during the Evaluation. The lessons are relevant to how global funds for 
climate change adaptation are set up.

Scale

• The scale of financial resources and the reliability of replenishment are crucial fac-
tors in the establishment and management of a fund aimed at adaptation needs. 
Unfulfilled pledges can thwart the performance of a fund as can setting up a finan-
cial resource channelling programme that is of an inappropriate scale for the size of 
the task at hand. 

• If resources are too limited for a fund to handle all countries at once in an efficient 
manner, ways should be sought how countries may be addressed gradually, e.g. 
through a stepwise approach with certain deadlines established for project submis-
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sions (a limited number of countries being sufficiently addressed rather than a large 
group not being sufficiently targeted). 

Flexibility and responsiveness

• A fund that has urgent and immediate priorities as its major goal needs to be de-
signed so that it can quickly generate a programme pipeline with projects ready and 
mature enough for financing. This requires that clear guidance on policy and project 
design go hand-in-hand from the very beginning, or at least, that more specific poli-
cy implementation guidelines are elaborated early. Policy implementation guidelines 
are needed in order for the countries and the project developers to be able to set 
individual projects into context. This requires clear templates and guidelines at the 
project design level. If this type of guidance is not provided at an early stage, there 
is a risk that the fund will become based on ad hoc individual projects rather than a 
strategic approach providing guidance on how to implement adaptation in practice.

 
Design

• Funds that need to be mobilized quickly require a clearly defined programme de-
sign including a clear overall management strategy focusing on performance and 
achievements within clear deadlines. Furthermore, sufficient staff resources need to 
be allocated. Otherwise, there is a risk that the development of the fund’s strategic 
priority setting, its planning process and project procedures will be hindered.

• A project preparation fund may have the potential of boosting possible co-financ-
ing and complement other types of adaptation funding as long as it is still provided 
within a clear overall agreed policy framework. Although in purely financial terms 
this may only meet a tiny proportion of the countries’ needs, it may play a key role 
in leveraging co-financing operations with other programs or funds. To do so the 
incentives need to be clear and well communicated to possible partners in order to 
create a high degree of commitment.

Capacity

• In countries with limited technical and human resource capacity, bottlenecks will 
occur in project preparation that will prevent the full benefits of adaptation con-
siderations being integrated into national policies and programs. However, short-
cutting this constraint by employing consultants to lead the work, without proper 
engagement with government staff and thereby capacity development, will often 
lead to a lack of national ownership of plans developed. 

• Adaptation is still a young discipline and it is necessary for a fund to have a large de-
gree of flexibility and to be able to deliver the financial and technical resources the 
different countries need. As countries are ready, direct finance resource access should 
be made available. Others need to receive support in project identification and pro-
gramme preparation. A fund would need to be able to cover this diversity, so that pro-
gressive steps in countries with stronger capacity do not become missed opportunities. 

• Outreach and communications capacity need to be specifically addressed. Proce-
dural aspects need to be well communicated to implementing agencies and recipi-
ent countries. This should be provided at an early stage.
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Lesson learning

• The ability to monitor and track achievements and results needs to focus not only 
at project level but also at the programme level. Fund management must be able 
to draw on strategic advice in terms of substantive matters but also project man-
agement issues. If such issues are not addressed, reporting and monitoring may 
tend to focus only on money pledged to the fund, where projects are in the project 
cycle and specific issues to be solved in project applications. Such issues should be 
addressed by a task force or established as a protocol across the fund and its imple-
menting agencies.

7.2 Recommendations for the future of the LDCF
 
The recommendations are presented according to the stakeholder group they are targeted 
at. 

Parties to the UNFCCC – the following recommendations require UNFCCC COP guidance 
or requests

1. Given that the context of the LDCF has changed since its creation, i.e. additional 
funds have been created – most importantly the Adaptation Fund under the Kyoto 
Protocol – as well as additional information about the severity of climate change 
coming out of IPCC and elsewhere that implies additional costs, UNFCCC should 
reassess the role of the LDCF. What is the niche of the LDCF given the likely scale 
of its funding and the emergence of new channels and some additional funds? Par-
ties should consider what constitutes an appropriate lifespan of the LDCF – be 
that short to medium term, e.g. up to 2012 and the replacement of the Kyoto Pro-
tocol, or longer term.

2. In addition, parties should consider if the present institutional arrangements for 
LDCF management are fit for purpose in the post-Copenhagen era. The precedent of 
the direct access model under development in the Adaptation Fund is important here.

3. In order to reach agreement on the reforms and improvements required to the 
LDCF a multi-stakeholder dialogue (perhaps electronically or through a workshop) 
should be convened to review the governance structure and operations of the Fund. 
The evidence considered would come from various sources, including this Evalua-
tion. The dialogue should include representatives of the LDCs, current and future 
contributory countries to the LDCF, the LEG, the UNFCCC, the GEF Secretariat 
and the GEF Agencies. It should be facilitated by a third party (i.e. neither GEF 
Secretariat, nor GEF Agencies) and participants should agree to abide by the agree-
ments reached. Replenishment of the Fund should take into account the reform 
dialogue conclusions.

4. Any replenishment of the LDCF for the longer term should be sufficient to sup-
port whole NAPA programmes, rather than individual project implementation. 

5. The structure of the LDCF system needs to change such that the Fund is more 
responsive to LDC demands for more expeditious access. The role of the GEF 
Agencies, how they are contracted and who they report to should be reviewed. One 
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option would be to enable LDCs to directly contract in the services of the GEF 
Agency they choose. The ‘direct access’ precedent being set by the Adaptation Fund 
is also important. 

6. Clear policy frameworks need to be tailored to specific country needs and circum-
stances early in the NAPA implementation process. It may prove necessary to swift-
ly mobilize supporting tools for adaptation planning. A way of doing this could 
be for the COP, or the LDCF Council, to decide to entitle the Fund to allocate 
a certain percentage of its financial resources for technical assistance support and 
development of supporting tools for implementation, including sector thematic 
guidance on how to integrate adaptation into development and how to address 
adaptation within key economic sectors. This would enable the Fund to collect les-
sons learned from policy and project level and ensure synergies between the two.

7. Also the future development, re-structuring and updating of the NAPA reports 
need to be considered. In order to better serve as a flexible and updated planning 
tool for governments, adaptation priorities need to be established for the short, 
medium and longer term, and the sequencing of priority implementation needs to 
be designed so that effectiveness and synergies between actions are assured. NAPA 
report review and updating on a biannual basis would be sensible and would allow 
NAPA priorities to be better incorporated into budgetary decision making at a cen-
tral LDC government level106.

8. The COP should consider requesting the LEG to build upon the advances 
achieved in the LEG technical working paper on NAPA implementation strate-
gies107 and the OECD/DAC guidelines on mainstreaming adaptation by develop-
ing more detailed guidelines on aligning NAPA priority projects with government 
planning and budgetary processes, in order to ensure better implementation plans.

LDC governments

9. Ministries of finance and/or planning should call each year for climate change adap-
tation priorities at the sector level for the purpose of the national budget construc-
tion. A climate change adaptation planning cycle needs to be started. This would 
provide a way of coordinating the investment of funds available from other sources.

10. Support for the establishment of strong national inter-institutional arrangements 
for adaptation planning needs to be put in place in order not to lose momentum 
from NAPA preparation and completion to implementation of NAPA priorities. 

11. NAPA implementation planning should ensure that outputs are complementary to 
and aligned with the government planning cycle.

12. NAPA findings should be taken more seriously into account when developing 
SWAps and other sector investment programmes. LDCs should demand that 
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107) LDC Expert Group (2005) Elements for Implementation Strategies for national adaptation programmes 
of action UNFCCC/TP/2005/5, 2 August 2005.
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donor agencies harmonise around climate change support and properly consider 
NAPA priorities when supporting adaptation. 

13. LDCs should take a stronger co-ordinating role in regard to official development 
assistance support for climate change adaptation to avoid duplication and achieve 
synergies. NAPAs should be considered as the basis for the development of central 
programming documents for climate change adaptation.

Development partner agencies

14. Support to help LDC governments implement NAPA priority activities should be 
designed that maximizes national capacity development on climate change adapta-
tion implementation through projects, integration into development and policy 
reform. 

15. Development partners should seek to align with LDC adaptation priorities and use 
updated NAPAs to do so. In addition, development partners should reduce LDC 
transaction costs by harmonising approaches in support of adaptation and NAPA 
implementation. 

LDCF Council

16. The agenda of the LDCF Council should draw on lessons learned on LDCF per-
formance – including this Evaluation – in a more systematic way. This would allow 
better responses to the guidance and requests from the LDCs and the LEG. In ad-
dition, the Council should advise the LDCF administration how best to support 
the implementation of the remaining parts of the LDC work programme thus re-
sponding proactively to the COP decisions. 

17. The timeliness and thematic breadth of the advisory support to the LDCF Secre-
tariat needs to be strengthened by greater engagement of the LEG and other rel-
evant adaptation experts. 

18. Consideration should be given to how the LDCF’s performance could be strength-
ened through a budget line to initiate cross cutting projects on thematic issues that 
would support the individual NAPA priority project beyond the current “projec-
tisised” approach and to set in place better frameworks for adaptation planning in 
the future.

19. LDCF should open a civil society-only funding window to support the delivery 
of climate change adaptation according to NAPA priorities by NGOs, CBOs and 
local organisations. This opportunity should be taken to test innovative funding 
schemes, e.g. ‘pull’ mechanisms and output-based models108. 

LDCF administration /LDCF team in the GEF Secretariat

a. Knowledge generation and dissemination: 

20. Establish a help desk or hotline with direct access for countries, GEF Agencies and 
consultants working on project preparation. 

108) See discussion in the Malawi case study in Annex X.
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21. Systematic and inclusive learning and reflection processes should be initiated as 
part of NAPA priority activity implementation so that LDCs and other stakehold-
ers can draw lessons and identify ways of improving adaptation delivery. This will 
require: (a) adequate financial and technical resourcing of monitoring and evalua-
tion for NAPA implementation, (b) that sufficient NAPA priority activities across 
different LDCs are synchronised to allow concurrent and therefore more easily 
comparable initiatives. 

22. Significant multiplier effects would be possible by investing in programmatic im-
plementation and careful scrutiny of the socio-economic costs and benefits of cli-
mate change adaptation in terms of learning outcomes and knowledge generation. 

23. Implementation of NAPAs could be treated as piloting ways of (a) mainstream-
ing by both getting climate change adaptation priorities into sectoral planning 
through the generation of high level then more local scale policy developments, 
(b) the elaboration of policy instruments for adaptation and development objec-
tives including in the areas of, for example, food security, water resources manage-
ment, public health and disaster risk reduction and (c) to assess what approaches 
to project interventions, integration into development, capacity development and 
policy reform work best for adaptation outcomes.

24. It is essential to identify and to understand how LDCF supported adaptation ac-
tions can best address gender equality issues and women as agents of adaptation.

25. Resources should be invested in developing an understanding across different 
LDCs of the true escalating costs of climate change leading to adaptation needs. 
As part of this, finance and planning specialists from government and non-gov-
ernment agencies across LDCs should be convened into a community of practice 
on assessing costs and benefits of climate change adaptation using NAPA priority 
activities as case studies. 

26. Issue guidelines and/or good practices on how to establish ‘additional costs’ in ad-
aptation projects, how to interpret the equitable access protocol and how to deal 
with co-financing requirements. Guidance should be developed and disseminated 
on good practices in NAPA priority activity implementation.

27. A knowledge base should be developed on climate change adaptation experiences 
at local through to national levels across LDCs where different types of governance 
systems prevail.

28. The technical advice available to the LDCF administration should be strengthened 
both through a permanent advisory body and ad hoc groups for addressing specific 
thematic issues.

b. Operational aspects: 

29. In order for the LDCF to play a complementary role to the emerging other climate 
change financing mechanisms greater responsiveness and flexibility of procedures 
will have to be introduced to ensure lack of duplication and complementarity.

30. All the NAPA priority projects should use evidence-based inquiry into the ways 
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climate change effects are differentiated between genders, introduce measures that 
identify women’s vulnerability to climate change, and listen to the voices of climate 
vulnerable women. 

31. In order to reduce process time for the NAPA follow-up project preparation stage, 
it is advised to limit the documentation needs at the early phase of the cycle. This 
implies a risk, but this risk must be handled and mitigated later in the project cy-
cle. This should be addressed promptly through consultation with representatives 
from recipient countries and stakeholders and agencies involved. Through discus-
sion of experiences, pragmatic ways need to be identified to: 

• Shorten the project cycle by, for example, combining the PIF and PPG stages 
within a project inception stage. This is standard practice in development assist-
ance funding. It will require further detailed guidance to countries in order to 
avoid uncertainties on the feasibility of the project and the project criteria,

• Create stricter deadlines for the GEF Agencies on submission of project docu-
ments for CEO endorsement, e.g. a 12 months deadline for submission followed 
by a sunset clause, 

• Create transparent and clear criteria for reviewing PIFs, PPGs and other project 
documents including putting review sheets, or some version thereof, into the 
public domain, so that these are used only for issues that are crucial for the early 
preparatory phase – those issues relevant for the elaboration of a full project 
document should be dealt with at that later stage,

• Introduce a common tracking procedure across the LDCF and the agencies, so 
that the status of a given project may be found irrespective of where it is in the 
cycle and with which agency it is in the process.
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