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CASE STUDIES

Learning points:

• Understanding the methodology and 

tools used for capturing, sharing and 

disseminating BP+LL.

Guiding questions:

• What are the criteria that can be applied 

for the selection of best practices?

• Which channels are useful for the 

dissemination of BP and LL?



What is a best practice?

• Can be examples of processes or activities that 
yield success or at least meaningful results. Very 
often, best practices are seen as an innovation in 
comparison to what was done before.

Definition

• To provide stakeholders involved in the NAPA  and 
NAP processes, and other adaptation initiatives, 
with a wider range of possibilities that they could 
eventually consider, tailor, and use for their specific 
situations.

Objective



What is a lesson?

• To facilitate use in future areas and applications, and actively 
facilitate learning from experience in order to avoid repeating 
past mistakes or reinventing the wheel.

Objective:

• Highlight knowledge or understanding gained by experience. 
The experience may be positive, as in a successful test or 
mission, or negative, as in a mishap or failure. 

Definition: 

• According to UNEP a “good’’ lesson must 1) concisely capture 
the context from which it is derived, 2) be applicable in a 
different context, 3) have a clear application domain, 4) have 
clear target users, 5) and guide actions.

Characteristics:



Methodology for capturing BP+LL

• Effective efforts for addressing a common problem experienced by 

LDCs;

• Potential for long-term positive impact;

• Good management of interrelationships between different actors/issues;

• Potential for replication at a larger scale and/or in another country;

• Lessons learned aim to communicate insights and understanding in 

how to arrive or implement best practices.

The LEG’s criteria for the selection of best 
practices and lessons learned is based on:



Best Practices – Vol.1

For all LDCs, support for the NAPA team 
ceased with closure of NAPA preparation 
projects, leading in many cases, to a 

disbanding of the NAPA teams. However, as 
opportunities for adaptation arise, it will 
become important to build on existing 
capacity and to promote continuity.

The engagement of national 
experts/consultants and continuous 

collaboration with all relevant stakeholders 
across all sectors is also perceived as a 

significant factor that positively influence 
the effectiveness of the implementation of 

NAPAs.

Best Practice:

Countries that have maintained 
continuity in the institutional 
framework between NAPA 
preparation and implementation 
tended to be more effective in the 
implementation of their NAPA.

Lessons Learned:
Continuing support for the NAPA team to 
oversee the design of implementation, 
beyond the end of the NAPA preparation 
project, is widely seen as a critical need 
for many LDCs, to avoid any delays in 
implementation and to nurture the 
considerable capacity built in LDCs during 
the preparation phase. 

Also, promoting local expertise is seen by 
many as a means of ensuring stronger 
national ownership of NAPA projects.

Envisioning the involvement of NAPA teams in the 
long‐term helps raise awareness and ensures 
continuity of adaptation programmes and activities in 
the country
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Best Practices – Vol.2

Many LDCs have indicated that the 
coordination of the adaptation work in their 
country is greatly improved when the 
institution acting as climate change focal 
point has a clear mandate. This allows for 
the mobilization of other relevant 
stakeholders, including the civil society to 
address climate change adaptation in a 
coherent manner. 

Best Practice:
Building on and integrating 
institutional structures for adaptation 
into existing national institutional 
arrangements can facilitate early 
success through the smooth 
integration of adaptation into ongoing
national development planning and 
the effective use of resources. 

Lessons Learned:

When climate change adaptation initiatives are 
conducted in isolation of on-going national 
planning and implementation activities, 
resources are wasted in creating institutional 
arrangements that duplicate existing functions. 
Given limited technical capacity in many LDCs, 
this leads to reliance on external consultants or 
to local brain drain, as people are hired away 
from existing functions to manage the new 
adaptation initiatives. 

Aligning adaptation planning at the national level 
through effective institutional arrangements 
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Best Practices – Vol.2

To ensure data and information are updated 
over time, countries that have relied on existing 
data management processes have fared better 
in terms of sustaining their efforts over time. 

Maintaining these systems as opposed to 
creating new data arrangements, ensures long‐
term access to high quality data. Arrangements 

to share the data with teams conducting 
assessments are needed, and need to be 

facilitated by national data sharing policies.

Best Practice: 
Effectively documenting the national 
adaptation process contributes to the 
building of a knowledge base for 
adaptation and facilitates subsequent 
adaptation assessments and future 
planning. In addition, mandatory 
regular reporting on the elements of 
the process, including on projects and 
activities, facilitates the documentation 
of the process and thus promotes the 
archiving and sharing of information. 

Lessons Learned: 
When documentation of the process is not done 
properly, it often becomes a challenge to make a 
case for the projects being proposed for 
implementation. In some cases, LDCs had to 
repeat a similar exercise to that which was done 
during the preparation of the NAPA while turning 
their project priorities into project proposals, part 
of this being due to lack of documented 
information. 

Documenting the different elements of the national 
adaptation process 
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Best Practices – Vol.2

Best Practice: 
Support by the LEG in terms of 
monitoring can assist the LDCs in the 
NAPA process. The LEG has worked 
together with the LDCs on the review 
and monitoring of progress in the NAPA 
process at both the national and 
international levels. At the national level 
the LEG undertakes regular interactions 
and surveys to LDC Party 
representatives, including during 
Subsidiary Body sessions. At the 
international level it collaborates with 
LDC Parties and the GEF and its 
agencies to discuss progress, 
bottlenecks and strategies to address 
challenges. To complete the exercise, 
the LEG provides feedback through its 
regular reports to the SBI to recommend 
further action, as appropriate. 

Lessons Learned: 
Although some work has been done to 
support LDCs in monitoring progress in the 
NAPA process, such as by the LEG, more 
needs to be done to promote effective 
monitoring and evaluation of adaptation 
activities at the national level. Challenges that 
have already been identified point towards 
the need for the continuous provision of 
leadership, technical capacity and resources. 

Monitoring and evaluating adaptation planning and
implementation at different levels 
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Best Practices – Vol.2

In general, it was found that the LDCs that have 
made the most progress in implementing their 
NAPAs are those that are also implementing 
various other adaptation projects outside the 

Convention. 

Multiple sources of funding are available but it 
takes time and effort to mobilize available 

resources. To limit the number of requirements 
and constraints linked to accessing funds, in 
particular vertical funds, efforts could first be 
directed towards accessing the biggest sources 

of funding.

Best Practice:

The facilitation of resource 
mobilization through the organization 
of donor roundtables, the setting up of 
national trust funds and the 
mobilization of diverse organizations 
has proven to yield positive results in 
some LDCs. More resources were 
able to be mobilized, and more 
partners engaged in various roles, for 
the implementation of NAPA projects. 

Lessons Learned: 

Accessing funds from different sources is 
challenging for many LDCs, as is reporting on 
funding received, and adds an extra layer of 
responsibility on LDCs. Reporting to funding 
agencies and other partners is made easier 
when the supporting agencies coordinate their 
activities and such reporting is guided by clear 
national guidelines. 

Mobilizing financial resources 

Photo credits: Southern Daily Press 9/11/2011



Best Practices – Vol.2

In the early years of NAPA implementation 
(2005‐2009), most LDC Parties were struggling 
to access the LDCF. They found the LDCF 
procedures very complex and not transparent 
enough. Some requirements such as the sliding 
scale were difficult for them to apply. Many LDC 
Parties which had initial difficulties eventually 
overcame these barriers, through a process of 
learning‐by‐doing and actions taken by the GEF 
to streamline the LDCF process. According to the 
GEF, 33 observed trends show that countries are 
making progress in accessing resources under 
the LDCF, particularly in increasing project size, 
decreasing time between NAPA completion and 
the approval of the first NAPA implementation 
project, as well as between project approval and 
CEO endorsement. 

Lessons Learned: 

LDC Parties have learned-by-doing to access 
the LDCF for NAPA projects, and many earlier 
difficulties and obstacles in accessing funds 
have been overcome. There are some 
limitations, however. Although it is now 
generally recommended to implement 
adaptation using a programmatic approach, 
the current modalities for funding of NAPA 
projects under the LDCF are not easily applied 
to support the development of national 
programmes on adaptation. Reasons include 
the current focus on capacity-building and 
piloting activities, and the much higher 
resource requirements for the application of 
the GEF programmatic approach. 

Accessing resources under the 
least developed countries fund: 
latest experiences 



Best Practices – Vol.2

Lessons Learned: 

A programmatic approach is widely promoted as 
more effective than project-based approaches 
but there are hardly any success stories in 
applying this to NAPAs. The programmatic 
approach seems to have a lot of value at the 
design phase where it enables an integrated 
approach and facilitates integration of activities 
into sectoral and national activities. The choice 
of a programmatic approach should be entirely 
benefit-driven especially since the 
implementation phase of a programmatic 
approach can be cumbersome, sometimes 
involving navigating through complex 
operational lines (multiple agencies, accessing 
different funding windows with different reporting 
requirements and complex flow of funds). 

Programmatic approaches: 
tools to address medium‐ and long‐term
adaptation needs 
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The LDC BP+LL Platform

http://unfccc.int/6491.php



PRACTICAL SESSION



Objectives

Identify additional best practices and lessons learned to be shared and captured in 
the third volume of the LEG Best practices and lessons learned publication.

Guidelines

- Participants to work in groups composed of 4 countries;

- Each group to identify 1 or 2 BP&LLs, based on the group members experiences 
in adaptation. The group should be able to justify why a particular BP and LL was 
selected;

- Each group to select one member to report back to the bigger group for 3 mins. 
Reporting back includes: short description of the BP and LL selected, the context 
and justification of the selection. 

- Duration of the group discussions: 15 mins

- Duration of reporting back: 12 mins

Practical session


