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T H E  P R O D U C T  E C O S Y S T E M

Map of products the LEG is building

F O U N D A T I O N S

Updated Technical Guidelines + Mapping 

of finance + A systems approach to 

delivering on GGA targets through NAPs

D A T A  M O D E L

Adaptation Data Model, NAPX

I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  D E S I G N

Supplement on NAP implementation

T R A C K I N G

Use NAPX to develop methodology 

paper for tracking NAP progress

R E P O R T I N G

Annual NAP Progress Report

P O R T A L

NAP eXchange portal — with 

Adaptation-Priorities Registry / Catalog

Each product feeds the next — from guidance and finance mapping, through data and tools, to a live portal of adaptation priorities.
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W H A T  T H E  L E G  H A S  B U I L T

NAPX: a tool for adaptation knowledge and data

The LEG has developed NAPX to manage adaptation 

knowledge and data, centred on National Adaptation 

Plans (NAPs).

It is flexible by design: the same methods can mine information 

from other plans and strategies beyond the NAP itself.

From documents, to structured knowledge, to decision-ready 
outputs.

I N P U T S

NAPs — plus related plans, strategies and assessments

N A P X

Structured, traceable adaptation knowledge and data

O U T P U T S

Tables, reports, progress measures and finance tools
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It helps connect the results of assessments with knowledge 

needed to plan, implement and track progress



H O W  T H E  K N O W L E D G E  I S  S T R U C T U R E D

Built on four design principles

1 IPCC AR6 alignment

Knowledge is organised according to the IPCC AR6 frameworks 

for adaptation, so country data speaks the language of the 

global assessment.

2 Database principles

Information is held as structured, typed data — consistent, 

comparable and queryable across documents and countries.

3 Functional approach

Methods that reduce the dimensions of adaptation data, 

distilling complex narratives into a manageable set of 

adaptation functions.

4 Traceability

Every item is traceable to exactly where it is sourced in the 

input documents — and to how it connects along the logical 

flow of planning and implementation.
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T H E  B A C K B O N E  O F  N A P X

A logical flow: eight steps from hazards to investment

1

Hazards

2

GGA component systems

3

Exposure & vulnerabilities

4

Risk pathways

5

Adaptation functions

6
Essential adaptation 
solutions

7

Adaptation priorities

8
Investment concepts 
(projects / portfolios)

…and onward through delivery:   Implementation orchestration →   Financing →   Outcomes, M&E, reporting & learning

This flow is what connects assessment results to the plan itself — the NAP.
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F R O M  A S S E S S M E N T  T O  T H E  P L A N

From documents to a structured, reportable database

A S S E M B L E

Methods & prompts

Assemble data and information from the 

NAP and related documents into an Excel 

table with multiple tabs — part of a 

broader database.

R E P O R T

Reports on demand

A range of reports can then be generated 

directly from the structured data.

E X A M I N E

Cross-cutting principles

Complementary coding prompts extract 

how key principles are treated in the NAP 

— e.g. gender responsiveness and 

consideration of special vulnerable 

groups.

One structured source — many views of the same traceable data.
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C O N N E C T I N G  D A T A  T O  M O N E Y

Next step: the NAP Finance Navigator

Building on the LEG's mapping of available funding for adaptation, the Navigator is a web-based interface that joins NAP summary

data with climate funding windows and their templates.

NAP summary data

Priorities, solutions and investment concepts 
from NAPX

Funding windows & templates

Mapped adaptation finance sources and their 
requirements

NAP FINANCE NAVIGATOR

Web-based interface matching country 

needs to finance

Concept notes & proposals

Designed with the country — tailored to the 

requirements of each funding window

The Navigator links planning outputs directly to the steps of NAP implementation.
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Implementing National Adaptation Plans — one-day training

T H E  P A T H

Four phases in the steps of planning to implementation

1. Organise → 2. Plan → 3. Package → 4. Finance → 5. Approve → 6. Disburse → 7. Deliver → 8. Learn

Foundational
Stages 1–2

Build the delivery 
architecture and the 
investment framework. 
Without these, finance 
cannot be organised or 
absorbed.

Access
Stages 3–5

Package priorities, match 
each package to the right 
instrument, and move 
through fund access and 
approval.

Delivery
Stages 6–7

Turn approvals into 
disbursement, and 
disbursement into 
implementation through 
national and local systems.

Learning
Stage 8

Track finance, 
implementation and 
results — and feed the 
findings back into the plan 
and the pipeline.

The stages are sequential because each builds on the last — but the path is not rigidly linear.

8

Eight stages



T H E  S P I N E

Eight stages, four phases
The sequence a country already passes through to turn a NAP into money on the ground, made explicit so support can be placed 

against it. Every activity, need and gap in the framework is tagged to one of these stages.

F O U N D A T I O N A L A C C E S S D E L I V E R Y L E A R N I N G

1 ORGANISE

Build the finance 
& delivery 
architecture, 
Institutional setup 
and capacity-
building for all 

→ Finance & 

delivery mechanism

2 PLAN

Present the NAP 
as an investment 
framework

→ Investment 

framework

3 PACKAGE

Convert it into 
fundable 
portfolios

→ Graded portfolio 

pipeline

4 FINANCE

Match packages 
to finance 
instruments

→ NAP financing 

strategy

5 APPROVE

Secure access 
and approval

→ Approved 

commitments

6 DISBURSE

Turn approval 
into money

→ Funds actually 

flowing

7 DELIVER

Implement 
through national 
& local systems

→ Implemented 

NAP actions

8 LEARN

Track progress, 
gaps and results

→ Finance & impl. 

dashboard

G U I D E L I N E S  A N C H O R

Module E · B Module A · B Module C.1 Module C.1 · E Module C.2 Module C.3 · E Module C.3 Module D

Module E — readiness, institutions, finance access and the knowledge base — is not a stage. It runs beneath all eight and is the condition for each of them.



The NAP Implementation Path
Eight stages, four phases — Organise → Plan → Package → Finance → Approve → Disburse → Deliver → Learn

Foundational (1–2) Access (3–5) Delivery (6–7) Learning (8)

1
Build finance & delivery
architecture (Organise)

Assign leadership (MoF/NDA); direct-access 

strategy; local delivery channels.

→ Finance & Delivery Mechanism

2
Present the NAP as an
investment framework (Plan)

Prioritise, cost & sequence NAP actions; link to 

GGA; gap analysis.

→ Investment Framework

3
Package into fundable
portfolios (Package)

Convert framework into discrete packages; 

sector, subnational, blended.

→ NAP Portfolio Pipeline

4
Match to finance
instrument (Finance)

Grant vs loan; concessional vs market; a debt-

sustainability decision.

→ NAP Financing Strategy

5
Secure access &
approval (Approve)

Submit strong, evidence-based concept notes 

& proposals.

→ Approved commitments

6
Approval to
disbursement (Disburse)

Legal agreements, procurement, conditions 

precedent; track delay.

→ Funds flowing

7
Deliver through national
& local systems (Deliver)

Sector ministries, local govts, small-grant 

windows; safeguards; capacity.

→ Implemented NAP actions

8
Track progress, gaps
& learning (Learn)

Dashboard: needs vs mobilised, terms, GGA 

results, unfunded gaps.

→ Finance & Impl. Dashboard

continue

FEEDBACK LOOP — the NAP is iterative

Learning reprogrammes priorities, re-costs gaps & updates the framework

repackage unfunded priorities → Stage 3

NAPX — the NAP finance navigator supports the outputs at each stage

Stage 2: build the structured NAP summary with clear traceability of evidence from the NAP — the evidence base for every profile and proposal.

Stages 3–5: the NAPX Navigator drafts package profiles, the financing strategy, concept notes & proposal outlines.   Stage 8: feeds the tracking dashboard.

Start these in parallel — don’t wait for Stages 1–2 to finish

• Strengthen NDA & Ministry of Finance coordination

• Develop project-preparation capacity

• Map accredited entities & delivery partners

• Prepare climate-risk evidence packages

• Develop GGA-aligned indicators

• Engage local governments & sectors

• Review debt sustainability & fiscal space

• Identify quick-win projects for momentum

Binding step remains the Investment Framework (Stage 2) —

the anchor these activities cohere around.



Implementing National Adaptation Plans — one-day training

T H E  P A T H

Two ideas that organise everything

2 The binding step is Stage 2

The NAP Implementation Investment Framework is the reference 
every later stage draws on. Without it, a country stays reactive —
preparing separate proposals whenever a window opens. With it, the 
country approaches funds with one coherent national programme.

The Investment Framework defines the master list of what needs to 
be funded. It shows costs and sequence of the priorities – it is the 
national programme

8 The path is a cycle, not a line

Stage 8 turns the sequence into an iterative cycle with two 
feedback arrows:

‣ Reprogramme (→ Stage 2): re-cost and re-prioritise the 
framework

‣ Repackage (→ Stage 3): re-bundle unfunded actions and take 
them back through approval

AND MANY THINGS START IN  PARALLEL,  FROM DAY ONE

NDA–Ministry of Finance coordination  ·  project-preparation capacity  ·  mapping accredited entities  ·  climate-risk evidence packages  ·  
GGA-aligned indicators  ·  engaging local governments  ·  debt-sustainability review  ·  quick-win projects

11



T U R N I N G  T H E  F R A M E W O R K  I N T O  T R A C K I N G

A set of measures to track progress — M28

28
measures spanning the full journey

Formulation

Steps in preparing and refining the NAP

Implementation

Phases and stages of delivering the plan

Interactions with the climate funds

Access, readiness and proposal pipelines

D E S I G N E D  T O  S H O W

Where things work 

well — and where 

bottlenecks arise

These measures are the basis for the Annual Progress Report on NAPs — due in October.
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C L O S I N G  T H E  L O O P

Linking M28 to the updated technical guidelines

M 3 8  P R O G R E S S  M E A S U R E S

Formulation measures

Implementation measures

Climate fund interaction measures

U P D A T E D  N A P  T E C H N I C A L  G U I D E L I N E S

Each measure maps onto the steps and stages of the 

updated guidelines — so guidance, planning and tracking all 

describe the same journey.

What the data shows:  the measures make visible where progress is strong and where bottlenecks concentrate — across formulation, implementation 

and access to the climate funds.
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One connected, traceable system

Assess Plan Finance Implement Track & learn

NAPX links assessment results, the NAP, finance windows and implementation stages into a single traceable data 

system — the basis for the M38 progress measures, the Annual Progress Report on NAPs, and the LEG's contribution 

to the GGA work on indicators.

Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG)



Who does what, who decides, and who is paid — the NAP-to-delivery chain
The same eight stages seen from three sides at once: the country that owns the plan, the fund that holds the money and the decision, and the delivery agency that holds the pen. Elapsed times and attrition are the most recent measured figures published by the 

GCF or its Independent Evaluation Unit. Where a stage has never been measured publicly, the map says so.

Country — NDA, ministry of finance, sector ministries, local government Fund — Secretariat, iTAP, Board, independent units Delivery agency — accredited entity, executing entities, consultants Foundational Access Delivery Learning State of play, July 2026

FOUNDATIONAL — the country builds the case ACCESS — the entity writes, the Board decides DELIVERY — approval is not access LEARNING

STAGE 1 · ORGANISE

Build finance & delivery 
architecture

→ Finance and delivery mechanism; 

accredited entities

STAGE 2 · PLAN

Make the NAP investable

→ Investment framework: priorities costed 

and sequenced

STAGE 3 · PACKAGE 1

Package into fundable portfolios

→ Pipeline of discrete, bankable packages

STAGE 4 · FINANCE

Match to a finance instrument

→ Financing strategy: grant, loan, blend

STAGE 5 · APPROVE 2

Secure access and approval

→ Approved commitments

STAGE 6 · DISBURSE 3

Approval to disbursement

→ Funds actually flowing

STAGE 7 · DELIVER

Deliver through national & local 
systems

→ Implemented NAP actions

STAGE 8 · LEARN

Track progress, gaps & learning

→ Finance and implementation dashboard

COUNTRY

NDA · Ministry of 
Finance · sector 
ministries · local 

government

Chooses whether to pursue direct access 

or work through an international entity. 

OWNS THIS

Nominates the NDA; requests readiness

The NDA role is often “a small share of one 

official’s duties.” It works only where it sits 

in finance or planning. Readiness: 171 days 

to approval, one to two years end to end; six 

LDCs have never accessed it.

Links adaptation actions to the Global 

Goal on Adaptation; runs the gap analysis. 

OWNS THIS

Prioritises, costs and sequences the NAP

Only 23 LDCs have submitted a NAP after 15 

years of the process. No financing instrument 

anywhere has a NAP as its unit of account.

Sector, subnational and blended portfolios 

drawn from the NAP. 

Names priority packages

In practice the entity, not the country, 

converts priorities into proposals. The IEU: 

entities “bypass the NDA altogether or 

inform it too late in the design process.”

A debt-sustainability judgement, usually 

taken by finance ministries under pressure. 

Decides grant versus loan

54% of adaptation finance to LDCs arrives 

as loans, 36% as grants. Across 58 LDCs and 

SIDS, 2022 debt service was US$59bn against 

US$28bn of climate finance received.

The country’s only formal veto in the 

entire chain. 

THE ONE CONTROL POINT

Signs the no-objection letter

Signed late, on designs already fixed. The IEU: 

a “compliance check rather than a genuine 

opportunity for country leadership.” Fewer 

than a third of NDAs have an operational 

procedure; 76% have no time standards.

Co-financing, legal opinions, institutional 

set-up. 

Meets counterpart conditions

The NDA has no formal role after the no-

objection letter — not in reviewing final 

designs, not in monitoring. Money largely 

arrives off-budget.

Sector ministries, local government, 

communities. 

Implements through its own systems

Only 38% of LDC projects are on track 

against their own disbursement schedules, 

against 61% for Africa and 34% for SIDS.

Feeds unfunded priorities back into the 

next round of packaging. 

Reports NAP progress and gaps

The GCF does not track how much of its 

finance reaches local communities or 

Indigenous Peoples, so the country cannot 

verify its own delivery.

THE FUND

Secretariat · iTAP · Board 
· independent units

Fiduciary, safeguards and gender 

standards, then a master agreement. 

DECIDES

Accredits entities; approves readiness

1,144 days from application to a usable 

agreement — 688 to the Board for a national 

LDC entity against 317 for a regional one. 

23% of accredited entities cannot yet 

transact.

not engaged

at this stage

Non-binding feedback against six 

investment criteria. 

SCREENS

Screens the concept note

40% of adaptation concept notes are 

withdrawn during review. Review rounds 

depend on “the individuals involved”. No 

conversion rate is published for the single 

most consequential filter in the chain.

Project Preparation Facility, up to 

US$1.5m. 

Approves preparation funding; sets the 

criteria

Roughly 12 months to approve; 52% of 

grants convert to an approved proposal. 

Direct access entities take 64% of grants but 

56% of the money.

Two, sometimes three technical screens 

with the same criteria. 

DECIDES

Due diligence → iTAP → Board

311 days to Board approval; iTAP five weeks, 

11–15% not recommended first time (+1–6 

months). Every proposal, of every size, 

needs the full Board, which meets three 

times a year.

Conditions to effectiveness, then 

conditions precedent to first disbursement. 

DECIDES

Negotiates the agreement; releases 

tranches

Median 9–17 months approval to first 

disbursement — the series stops at 2023. 

National entities take 475 days on an 

adaptation agreement. No service standard 

in days exists for any stage after approval.

Change requests, extensions, waivers. 

Supervises; approves restructurings

The Fund has no procurement rules of its 

own and publishes no contract, supplier or 

local-content data. Restructuring is now “a 

normal portfolio management tool rather 

than an exceptional mechanism.”

Annual performance reports, redress, 

evaluation. 

Collects reports; hears grievances

20 grievance cases in nine years across 354 

projects, four of them from one project. No 

count of cancelled projects is published 

anywhere.

DELIVERY AGENCY

accredited entity · 
executing entities · 

consultants

An international entity typically arrives 

pre-qualified. 

Seeks accreditation, or is already 

accredited

Direct access entities are 67% of the 

network and receive 20% of the funding —

a share stuck there for a decade. 16 of 113

have ever had a proposal approved.

usually absent —

and this is the problem

Sets the design, the theory of change and 

the numbers. 

HOLDS THE PEN

Writes the concept note

Preparation commonly exceeds US$100,000. 

Direct access entities are 57% of concept 

notes but only 22% of active funding 

proposals — the collapse happens here.

Term sheet, blending, internal approvals. 

Structures the instrument; raises co-

finance

Co-finance materialises at roughly half the 

leverage promised at approval. Non-arrival 

of co-finance is a leading cause of start-up 

delay.

60-page narrative plus annexes running to 

28 in one approved case. 

HOLDS THE PEN

Writes the full funding proposal

A simplified proposal averages US$750,000 

to prepare — three to ten times 

comparable funds. The IEU: the capability 

built “tends to stay with the consultant.”

Entity fee plus project management costs, 

both from the award. 

IS PAID HERE

Signs the agreement; draws its fee

Fee 4–10% plus project management 5–7.5%

— 12–14.5% of a small award consumed 

before any field activity, monitoring 

budgeted on top. Fees do not differ between 

a national entity and UNDP.

Subsidiary agreements with executing 

entities. 

HOLDS THE PEN

Contracts and procures under its own 

rules

Procurement is the second-ranked cause of 

implementation delay — retendering, thin 

supplier markets, consultant procurement of 

up to two years. Assessed once, at 

accreditation; self-certified thereafter.

Self-assessed progress against the 

logframe. 

Files the annual performance report

Entities self-reported 56% of projects 

“progressing as planned” against the 

Secretariat’s 31% — the cleanest published 

measure of reporting optimism.

ELAPSED TIME

measured, cumulative

1–3 years
readiness + accreditation

years
unmeasured

unmeasured
the chokepoint

~12 months
if preparation used

311 days
to Board approval

9–17 months
to first money

3–7 years
implementation

continuous
in principle

FEEDBACK LOOP Stage 8 → Stage 3: unfunded priorities are repackaged, the framework is re-costed, the NAP is updated. In practice the loop is broken: the country cannot see what reached the ground, and the Fund publishes no cancellation, conversion or end-to-end data to learn from.

Handoff · country → delivery agency, at Stage 31

The plan stops being the country’s

The country names priorities; the entity writes the proposal. The IEU records international entities using their direct line to the 

Secretariat to float project ideas, sometimes bypassing the NDA — leaving countries to “retrofit national strategies”, which it 

calls “effectively reversing the logic of country-driven programming.” The plan enters as a NAP and leaves as someone else’s 

project.

Handoff · delivery agency → fund, Stages 3–52

The chokepoint nobody measures

Direct access entities fall from 57% of concept notes to 22% of active funding proposals to 20% of approved value. Forty per 

cent of adaptation concept notes are withdrawn. This is where applicants actually disappear — and it is the one stage with no 

published conversion rate, sitting downstream of the accreditation gate that a decade of reform has been trying to widen.

Handoff · fund → agency → country, Stages 6–73

Approval is not access

Of US$20.2bn approved since 2015, US$6.5bn has been disbursed — 32%, unchanged in four years; 64 of 354 activities are fully 

disbursed. In July 2026 the Board released US$5.65bn of extra commitment capacity, accelerating the approval end against a 

delivery machine that has not changed.

Who holds the pen

The delivery agency, at every stage from 3 onwards. It writes the concept note, structures the instrument, drafts the 

proposal, procures under its own rules and files the report on its own performance. The country supplies priorities and a 

signature; the Fund supplies criteria and a decision. Neither writes the document that determines what actually gets built.

Who decides

The Fund, at every gate. Accreditation, readiness, concept-note screening, preparation funding, approval, disbursement 

conditions, restructuring. The country’s single formal control is a no-objection letter signed late, after which it has no formal 

role at all. Across five climate funds, the variable that predicts speed is not template length or fund size — it is who holds 

approval authority.

Who is paid

12–14.5% of a small award is consumed before any field activity, and 80% of approved value goes to 55 international entities 

against 20% for 113 developing-country ones. The Fund publishes no aggregate figure for fees paid, no procurement or 

supplier data, and no measure of what reaches the ground. The money is traceable to the entity and no further.

Stage structure follows the NAP implementation path (Organise · Plan · Package · Finance · Approve · Disburse · Deliver · Learn). Evidence from: GCF/B.45/Inf.11 and GCF/B.45/15/Rev.01 (status of resources, portfolio and pipeline; fifteenth report to the COP); GCF/B.44/Inf.08; GCF/B.44/13 (review of the iTAP); GCF/B.43/Inf.10/Add.01 (Annual Portfolio Performance Report 2024); GCF/B.34/Inf.11/Rev.01 (APPR 2021); fourteenth report of the GCF to COP30; Independent 

Evaluation Unit evaluations — accreditation function (2020), investments in LDCs (2022), adaptation portfolio (2023), readiness programme (2023), Second Performance Review (2023), Simplified Approval Process (2025), country ownership (2025–26), Project Preparation Facility (2026); Independent Redress Mechanism case register; policy on fees for accredited entities (decision B.19/09); UNFCCC LDC Expert Group NAP progress report 2025; Oxfam/CARE Climate Finance 

Shadow Report 2025; IIED on LDC debt and climate finance. Figures as at 30 April–July 2026 unless otherwise dated.





O N E  D A T A  M O D E L ,  M A N Y  U S E S

Applications of NAPX

1 Implementation & 
financing readiness

Making a NAP implementation- and financing-

ready — structuring priorities into costed 

investment concepts and portfolios that can be 

taken to funding windows.

2
Draft NAP review

Reviewing a draft NAP for completeness —

checking coverage of each step of the logical 

flow and treatment of cross-cutting principles, 

and flagging gaps before finalisation.

3 NAP preparation & 
drafting

Preparing a NAP — including writing the NAP 

document itself, assembled from the structured 

assessment data rather than starting from a 

blank page.

4
Project alignment analysis

Analysing adaptation projects for alignment with the NAP and with other 

adaptation plans and strategies — showing where proposals reinforce national 

priorities, and where they diverge.

5
Reporting support

Supporting reporting through tabular formats — structured, multi-tab tables 

that feed progress reports and other national and international reporting needs.

The same structured, traceable data serves every application — assembled once, applied across the NAP cycle.

NAPX — National Adaptation Plan eXchange  |  Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG)
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Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG)
E-mail: leghelp@unfccc.int 

Important links

❑ LEG: http://unfccc.int/LEG
❑ NAP Central: https://napcentral.org
❑ NAPeXchange: http://napx.napcentral.org (being updated to with the registry 

functions)
❑ Sample NAPX bundle for Sierra Leone: available soon on GitHub

Contact details and key links

http://unfccc.int/LEG
https://napcentral.org/
http://napx.napcentral.org/
http://napx.napcentral.org/
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