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The WDR 2010 team sponsored a workshop in Johannesburg that drew together participants in the National Adaptation Plans of Action (NAPA) from ten countries: Benin, Burkina Faso, Gambia, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia.
 The objective of the meeting was to move beyond the information contained in the publicly available NAPA documents and understand the NAPA process better. NAPAs in the 48 Least Developed Countries (LDCs) had sought to identify the most urgent and immediate adaptation needs of the relevant countries. In organizing the workshop, the WDR team hoped to gain deeper insights into three areas through a discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the already concluded NAPA process.
· The extent to which the NAPA process can be regarded as a success;

· The lessons from the NAPA process for broader and more comprehensive adaptation needs in the countries that have prepared the National Adaptation Plans of Action; and

· The lessons from the NAPA process for developed and other developing countries. 

The discussions during the meeting started with short summaries of the country-level experience that were prepared by each participant,
 and circulated among participants prior to the meeting. During the meeting itself, which occurred on November 21, the discussions were animated and broad-ranging. They offer insights into the strategic, organizational, technical, and financial aspects of national level adaptation planning, and more generally into the requirements of effective national level adaptation plans. 

The document first summarizes the key messages emerging from the discussion. A description of the discussions follows. The discussion was organized around two major questions related to the NAPA process itself, and the larger lessons of this process for national level adaptation planning. The latter half of the document contains the short summaries of the country-led NAPA process for the ten countries. 
Three key messages were repeated by many participants in the meeting. These concern financing for the NAPAs and adaptation more generally; the institutional architecture that the NAPAs have create, and the capacity available to conduct adaptation planning and implementation in the relevant countries.
Key Message #1: Adaptation Financing (WDR chapter 6): Nearly all the participants expressed significant concerns about the low availability of funds to address adaptation needs identified through the NAPAs. The NAPA was supposed to identify urgent and immediate adaptation needs. Although a number of criticisms have been advanced in relation to the NAPA process, the fact remains that the NAPAs constitute the only available cross national planning documents for adaptation. These documents were prepared through a similar process in 48 LDCs, and 38 of these countries have now submitted their NAPAs. The collective costs of all projects identified as being urgent in the 28 available NAPA documents is less than 2 billion dollars. Despite this relatively low price tag, little financial support has been available to address the identified adaptation projects. As one of the participants in the meeting said, if the NAPA projects have not been implemented after 2 years of being identified, are they still NAPAs? Climate change needs and requirements change over time – if funds are not available from the international community to address even the urgent needs identified in the NAPAs by the LDCs, valid concerns can be raised about the seriousness of donors to assist broader and more comprehensive adaptation needs in the developing world.

Key Message #2: Institutional Architecture for Adaptation (WDR chapter 5): In general, participants suggested that the available institutional architecture for adaptation, as developed by the NAPA process was a significant advance over what had existed. Nonetheless, institutions for more comprehensive adaptation will need to be a) more permanent, b) better linked to different ministries, c) need substantial support from ministries of Finance and Planning (instead of just from ministries of environment and sectoral directorates), and d) will have to be connected better to provincial and district level planning and implementation mechanisms. Adaptation planning can be carried out through a dedicated body devoted to adaptation and climate change, but it will be critical to pursue implementation of adaptation projects through existing institutional and governmental structures since in many cases these projects will have a sectoral nature – in relation to natural resources, infrastructure, public health, or information dissemination. What will be different perhaps is the nature of linkages and integration across projects, and the kinds of information that will be needed to ensure that the projects are for adaptation to climate change. 

Key Message #3: Capacity for Adaptation Planning and Implementation (WDR chapter 4-5): Nearly all participants also emphasized the fact that the existing capacity for adaptation in most developing countries is very low – and this includes technical capacity, knowledge, training in the relevant areas, equipment, and modeling necessary to understand climate impacts, and their implications for the country in question. As a result, the participants emphasized the need to create capacity in African universities, to involve different civil society actors, and to create greater awareness regarding climate change and the need for adaptation.

Description of discussions during the WDR team-sponsored Johannesburg NAPA Workshop


The first half of the NAPA meeting in Johannesburg focused on the individual country experiences and occupied the morning of November 21. It allowed all country representatives to present a summary of their country’s NAPA experience.
 The second half of the day contained two sessions – the first devoted to the lessons of the NAPA process for the countries themselves, and the second to the broader lessons of the NAPA process for adaptation planning more broadly. 
Session 1: Lessons of the NAPA process from the relevant countries: This discussion responds to three questions: What did each country do to create the institutional mechanisms necessary to undertake adaptation planning within the country? What problems were faced during the NAPA process? What has occurred as a follow up activity on the NAPA? What is the status of the NAPA team and who were/are the key actors involved in the team?
Sudan: The NAPA process in Sudan relied substantially on regional NAPA teams. In setting up NAPA process in the regions the process that was followed resembled the setting up of other technical and environmental planning teams in Sudan. People involved in NAPA were drawn from a range of other ministries, sectors, and organizations representing water, health, research and university professionals, NGOs. The continued existence of the adaptation team is a matter of commitment of the government, and is certainly a good thing for following up on what the NAPAs have outlined. In Sudan, the NAPA steering committee is still in existence, but meets only if there is a reason. Since the completion of the NAPA report, this steering committee has not met. The purpose of forming the committee with such a broad membership was to build on existing capacity and that worked out well.

The Sudanese government is also using the focal point for CC for continued follow up in the wake of the NAPAs, and recently submitted a 6 million dollar project to GEF. This proposal represents a significant commitment from the government as well. It will cover five different eco-climatic zones in Sudan, and the selection of projects for the different zones was based on the projects that had been ranked as having the highest priority in each zone during the NAPA process, rather than selection of the highest ranked projects at the country level. Most of the projects submitted in the GEF proposal focus on agriculture and water from different zones. Sudan is also conducting a vulnerability assessment for the entire country with support from the UN (750K over 2 years).

Gambia: In Gambia, the focal point for Climate Change (CC) handled the NAPAs. Members of the steering committee for the NAPA were also involved in other climate-related work. A large number of studies for different sectors were carried out, and all of them were done by experts in different sectors. The steering committee is no longer in existence since the NAPA process has been concluded. But the national committee on CC continues to exist and is charged with handling all issues related to CC. One of the problems in the national committee on CC is that there is a high turnover of personnel. Nonetheless, a few members of the committee have been in it for a long time. The most important projects identified in the NAPA focused on coastal zone management (including the fisheries sector) and strengthening of climate monitoring. Some projects which will directly address climate change have reached an advanced stage.  The climate change Focal Point is the best person for handing new issues regarding which projects should be further developed and implemented. 

Liberia: The environmental protection agency in Liberia (EPA) is the national focal point for the NAPA. It executed the first National communication and was also put in charge for producing the NAPA document. Most of the members of NAPA team were also involved in drafting the first National Communication. Now that the NAPA has been completed, the president has engaged other sectors in adaption planning as well. Defense of coastal cities is an urgent need and the Ministry of Land, Mines and Energy is taking the lead in executing the NAPA. Members of the team are taking advantage of these activities. The team meets frequently. In terms of funding, the president is in touch with UNDP which will take the lead in providing the support.  UNEP was in the lead in the preparation of the NAPA, but UNDP will provide lead assistance for the implementation of the coastal zone project. For post-NAPA actions, there is the effort to create a national dialogue and initiative. During this dialogue, the question of national level adaptation planning will also be highlighted. After the COP in Poznan, a common launch of NAPA will occur. Many people are trying to understand climate change but this understanding will come only gradually. Far more awareness and activity around climate change are needed. Liberia will seek additional funding for the implementation of the NAPA. The ministry in charge of meteorological activities will take the lead. In Liberia, the NAPA has provided a good assessment of the existing adaptation needs and there is no need for a fresh assessment of the country’s needs. What is more important is to implement activities on the ground so that there is a positive impact on people’s lives.  

Burkina Faso: The NAPA process in Burkina Faso was led by the Ministry of Environment. The different members of the NAPA team were contracted to the ministry. The key members of the team that prepared the NAPA (NAPA coordinator and experts who participated both in vulnerability/adaptation assessment and NAPA formulation)are no longer connected to the process. One clear lesson of the experience in Burkina is that the NAPA team should be permanent.  Some of the projects identified by the team as priority projects will be submitted for funding very soon.

Madagascar: The appropriate arrangement for NAPA management is a steering committee. This was the main mechanism for NAPA preparation in Madagascar. 
Benin: The NAPA process in Benin was handled by the National Committee on climate change. It includes a number of ministries and several NGOs. The NAPA document has been submitted to the UNFCCC in January 2008. Based on this report, the first NAPA project proposal has been prepared and submitted to Global Environment Facility. This project focuses on data collection and food security in agriculture. The country has also received some funding for pilot actions from the German government.

Malawi: The institutional arrangement for preparing the NAPA in Malawi was a Project Management Unit. It coordinated the process together with a NAPA document preparation team, an editorial team, a review team, and international advisors. The NAPA document in Malawi has been prepared and submitted to the PMU, and also submitted to the UNFCCC. After the preparation and submission of the document, the four teams involved in its preparation are not meeting. The PMU was also created on a contractual basis. The contracts for the management team for the NAPA document preparation have not been renewed. The environmental affairs department has adopted some of the recommendations of the PMU, but more as its general environmental activities rather than as climate change activities. 
Malawi has also prepared a proposal for carrying out one of the projects identified in its NAPA. This proposal has been submitted to GEF. A number of additional post-NAPA actions have taken place. The Environmental Affairs Department used a questionnaire to carry out an institutional assessment of the organizations involved in work on climate change. We have found that there is a mushrooming of new non-government organizations that focus on climate change. They may also be of help in starting the implementation of the NAPA projects.
Kenya: In Kenya, the NAPA preparation team was located in the Vice President’s office and the document was prepared by an environmental unit within that office. It had members from different sectors including civil society organizations. The team was very busy during the NAPA preparation process but is not as active now. The environmental unit in the Vice President’s office is permanent and meets each month. It includes secretaries from different ministries and can examine whether any NAPA project options have been implemented. During implementation, the projects will be handled by the sectors in which the projects fall rather than a single climate change unit. The University of Dar es Salaam has some significant expertise related to work on adaptation, especially in the Institute of Resource assessment.
Zambia:  The NAPA team and planning related to the NAPA in Zambia was the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism.  It formed two groups --- the NAPA technical team comprised consultants responsible for putting together the data and drafting the report. There was also a NAPA working group of experts in different government institutions. They served to review the NAPA with regard to its technical content and policy relevance. After the NAPA was completed, the teams have not worked any more. Now there is an inter-ministerial committee on climate change that is charged with overseeing mitigation and adaptation issues. The same committee also handles carbon trading issues in the country. The Minister of Environment presented a climate change response strategy for Zambia to donors in 2008. All the projects from the NAPA document were included in the response strategy. In general, once a project is taken up for implementation, it is allocated to the relevant minister. Within the ministry of environment, a new secretariat is being formed to address the coordination necessary for the implementation of the NAPA projects.
Uganda: The institutional setup in Uganda included a National Steering Committee that was charged with the preparation of the NAPA document. This Steering Committee was multi-sectoral and multi stakeholder in nature. It also linked to the district level and to representatives from the private sector and the non-government sector. It is supposed to work toward promoting community resilience. Built on the pillars of food security, water, health, income, ecological security and so forth, the committee also developed the NAPA village concept. These villages would have a range of interventions necessary to make them resilient to climate change and will serve as demonstration units.
Comments

Saleemul Huq: The NAPAs have been criticized on the grounds that they are not adequate. This includes the idea that the projects are not well defined, and that the documents themselves are mostly lists of projects. But this is what the NAPA process was tasked to do. It is not a fair criticism. The criticism also identifies an immediate task in terms of the need for more detailed project design and planning documents. A second criticism of the NAPAs is that they do not make a clear distinction between general development and climate change adaptation. They look like development projects. So one of the issues is how adaptation fits into these projects.
Joanna Post: Attribution of adaptation and its definition is quite difficult. We suggest that anything done in response to climate change, as it is happening in your country right now, can be viewed as adaptation. The UNFCCC Secretariat has put together an index of all projects highlighted in the NAPAs. Of the 48 countries that are preparing NAPA documents, 38 have been posted on the UNFCCC Secretariat website. The last ten documents will be completed and posted during the next six months to a year. The Secretariat has also put together a list of 430 projects that have been outlined in the completed NAPA documents.  All the UN agencies are involved in adaptation related activities at this time. 

John David Kabasa –What should be different in an adaptation project?

Saleemul Huq: It is important in this context to think about interventions that are new and are related to climate change. It would be better to focus on inputs in the project that build resilience to climate variability and ensure that there is knowledge about climate change is taken into account. If the projects can demonstrate that, it would be sufficient to ensure that they are focusing on climate change and resilience. The interventions themselves are going to be difficult to pin down as being purely about adaptation versus development.
Myueye Chambwera – another useful argument is that the NAPAs are designed to cater for the most urgent responses. They are built on relatively limited knowledge about future climate information. 

Bernard Gomez: In designing projects, it is not very clear as to how far one can go in elaborating on the project itself. 
Simon Anderson: The NAPAs were not designed to map out projects in great detail. They were to develop lists of priorities and areas in which projects were to be implemented. There is now sufficient interest among donor countries, learning from aid effectiveness and lessons from existing aid projects that adaptation will be increasingly seen through a program-based optic. This is likely the next thing to be an issue in the context of adaptation – how to move from projects toward adaptation programs. We are already seeing the development of this idea in the work of DfID and Danida. They want to identify standards and modalities rather than principles for adaptation projects. Thus, there is a window of opportunity in which it is possible to provide inputs into the definition of standards of modalities for adaptation. Land and water management related adaptation issues are thus quite important. DfID has commissioned a paper for identifying what lessons can be drawn for developing standards and modalities for adaptation. 

Everhart Nongoma: If we were asked to prepare NAPAs to respond to urgent issues for adaptation, when will donors be ready to respond to the urgent issues we have identified? We all used the same guidelines. So it is not so surprising that the language and the process of project identification are similar across the NAPAs. But the projects themselves and the needs are not similar. The idea that there may be little support forthcoming for the identified projects is quite worrying. This means that donors are not even willing to support the most urgent and immediate adaptation needs, let alone more comprehensive adaptation needs. 

Session 2: Lessons of the NAPA process for More Comprehensive Adaptation and for Other Countries: The second afternoon session was organized around a discussion of broader lessons from the NAPAs. Six questions guided the discussion and responses from the different country representatives. The questions are listed below. Answers from each country representative to the six questions are listed following the questions.
· NAPA planning process: What the planning process for the NAPAs constraining or effective to the country’s needs? A number of criticisms of the NAPAs have focused on the fact that all countries used the same approach to identifying their urgent and immediate needs. Were there needs or projects that were missed because of the standardization of the NAPA process?
· NAPA institutional arrangements: The NAPA process generated institutional arrangements for identifying adaptation needs. Are these sufficient to move to the next level of more comprehensive adaptation planning? Are new structures needed? (the answers could include such suggestions as a) build on existing capacity, b) involve new actors, c) maintain a permanent presence of the implementation structure, d) create links with local level, e) even when the NAPA team is not permanent, create links among existing ministries and departments with respect to NAPA implementation).
· NAPA projects: are you satisfied with the suite of adaptation projects identified through the NAPA process?

· NAPA financing: What are the major problems you have faced in the financing? How much financing is necessary to undertake a more comprehensive adaptation plan for your country?
· Technical capacity for adaptation: How can existing technical capacity for undertaking adaptation planning in your country be increased? 
· Political will and popular support: What are your views about improving political support for and popular awareness about climate adaptation? 
Uganda: Overall, the guidelines for the NAPA process that were received by the NAPA team in Uganda, were quite effective. The different stakeholders involved in the preparation of the NAPA debated what would be the best institutional arrangements for implementing the NAPA projects. The framework for the implementation, in the shape of the ministry and the steering committees already exists. The question is how best to build on this for a comprehensive adaptation process. The answer is that it is possible to build on the existing structure and keep improving. It is necessary to keep in mind that the NAPA government document and that there are many stakeholders. The institutional structure has to be formalized instead of retaining its existence as an ad hoc body. The NAPA teams have a lot of energy, and it is clear that there is a huge need for the whole process – The NAPA process provided a kind of leadership to adaptation planning – prior to the NAPA, there was no discussion of climate and adaptation in the country. At present, people have a good sense of how to continue.

In terms of interactions between higher and lower levels of governance, it should be noted that it is not just more or less centralized structures that are always good or bad. As we learn through our experience, we will continue to decentralize where necessary. Instead of simply committing to decentralized implementation of the NAPAs, we should be willing to think about what is needed for effective adaptation. The most important thing is to create an enabling environment. As the implementation moves to district or local level – there may often be resilience to thinking about climate. The community should be responsible for actual planning – and other agencies from the government should play a facilitating role. The community should have the ability to adapt on its own. The last point is that the implementation of policy is on the ground, central government should facilitate a better environment.  
Existing suite of projects that was identified through the NAPA is not sufficient for comprehensive adaptation for Uganda. The NAPA was immediate and urgent. Now we are talking about a programmatic and a more comprehensive approach. We are also talking about adaptation for the most vulnerable and those who suffer the most. That is, adaptation for the rest of the country. Mapping and identifying different vulnerable groups needs more work. 
Resources for more comprehensive planning for adaptation will require 12-18 months, and somewhat more than $200K. 
In the case of Uganda, there is also the need to build capacity for creating a climate adaptation shield – we talked about this earlier – but creating such a shield will require new capacity in a number of areas – information system (collection, generation, need to build capacity in different ministries and departments, among service providers, green technologies and water, links among these and investments by the private sector, legislation and policy making capacity, mainstreaming climate change). A big question here is about the knowledge of teachers. Without bringing climate related issues into the curriculum, greater awareness for people will not be possible. We also need to strengthen advisory and extension services related to veterinary, agricultural, and other work. We also have agreat needs for making infrastructure climate proof.  The basic point is that there are so many areas in which climate change has to be mainstreamed that it cannot be done without capacity building. 
How to improve political will and popular support? Policy makers and planners are the ones who decide how to develop. The role of the parliamentarians is critical – they need to be more aware of climate related issues. We would like to create a parliamentary forum for facilitating information provision about climate change so as to increase awareness. It would also be necessary to focus on opinion makers, think tanks and their networks, media, discussion forums and announcements, key note speakers at such forums that provide clear information about climate change. And furthermore, it is necessary to bring such information to the attention of decision makers.
Zambia: The NAPA process was effective. NAPA served as a spring board for climate change adaptation projects. Need to expand this further.  Country wide coverage was not done in Zambia. 

The current institutions in policy formulation, articulation, advocacy, at the government level are all right but for implementation it will be necessary to decentralize far more – right down to the ward level which is the lowest administrative unit. 
There are 10 adaptation projects in the Zambia NAPA – the worry is about the scale – when implemented, what will be the impact? Will their implementation have any changes in terms of the HDI? We need scaling up of these projects. Each and every region has to be properly assessed for effective adaptation. The Zambia NAPA is biased towards drought impacts. This is because at the time of writing of the NAPA, Zambia was going through a drought. But just after the NAPA was completed, Zambia has suffered from floods. So the projects included in the NAPA have to be supplemented. In fact, the identification of adaptation projects and activities should be ongoing. 
For more comprehensive adaptation planning, it will probably be necessary to have at least two years of time, and between $450-500K of funding. 

There is immense need for capacity building – in the universities, government department, for data interpretation and modeling, to understand climate interactions – for example with water, biodiversity and so forth. The nature of these interactions is not known and usually the country has to contract the relevant expertise from outside. 
For developing greater political will, we will have to undertake far more dissemination of knowledge about climate change. We organized workshops of two to three days for members of parliament. Also went to directors of departments and deputy directors. They are interested in climate change – need to do similar workshops on a larger scale. The media is interested in climate change – so new publications, television and radio programs etc will be helpful. Our work hasn’t yet touched the president’s office – not sure how that can be done.
Tanzania – The NAPA process was quite effective in Tanzania – and provided an opportunity for learning by doing in relation to planning for adatation.

However, the NAPA process and institutions are not sufficient for more comprehensive adaptation. We will need to involve policy makers and practitioners at a broader scale.  Institutional decentralization to the local level is necessary. There are 21 regions in Tanzania – we do not have information from all these regions.  
The projects identified through the NAPA are sufficient to express the actions needed immediately. But there is a need to have other adaptation strategy from the community upward. The issues of shifting livelihoods need greater attention. We also need to think about the funding of the existing projects because most communities are still quite vulnerable.  It is unclear where the funds necessary for implementation would come, but in addition to the need for funds, it is also necessary for the country to have the right equipment and skills for carrying out the analysis, particularly for the meteorology department. 
For planning for comprehensive adaptation needs for the country, a two year time frame will be needed.

There is also a great need building sector-specific capacity, particularly through greater knowledge about climate change. In many regions, residents cannot see their vulnerability and they do not know how to deal with it. Capacity building among extension officers, meteorology agencies, and other departments is needed. Current models cannot be easily downscaled for country level scenarios within the country. We have to develop methods that are suitable to the local conditions.  
Awareness among people and government agencies is quite high where climate change is concerned. Even the president and his office are aware of the issues. This has happened through attendance at various meetings held by the EU and the UN. Political will is there to some extent, but a lot more information and research is necessary to show that kinds of impacts climate change will create, including visual representations of impacts. That will greatly strengthen awareness of climate change. If one things of the AIDS campaign – it is clear that visuals are very important for awareness.

Malawi: The NAPA planning process followed in Malawi was an effective process. The planning emanated from a well guided point – and everyone had to follow uniform guidelines. Also found it to be very focused on adaptation. 
The institutional structures developed for the NAPA were sufficient for it, but will not be adequate for future adaptation planning and implementation. From the 8 sectors that were highlighted, for the projects, one project came up as a priority area during the NAPA. But during the analysis there were 15 different projects. These 15 were kept and not thrown out. Adding more projects is not necessary for further adaptation planning because the NAPA process identified quite a lot of projects.

To improve the 15 projects that were already identified, there is need for a more cross sectoral approach -- the existing projects are more sectoral in nature. There is also a need for greater community focus. 
Funding needs for more comprehensive adaptation planning will be far higher than 200K – we have 28 districts. To recruit people, train them, and do the exercise, $500K will be needed, and a 2-year time line.

Agree with what others have said about capacity for comprehensive adaptation planning. In addition, it is necessary to maintain the capacity that has been built up. We need to build a database of experts, and information about them so that they can be contacted when needed.

Political will and popular support can be created in a number of ways. One of the most urgent tasks is capacity building of parliament members and other leaders including the president. A review of the constitution is also necessary. This is because adaptation and climate related planning and action are necessary beyond the five years that are usually available to leaders. Constitutional change to include a focus on climate change is necessary so that all the political decision makers who come in are guided by the constitution. Also, the message about climate change and adaptation should come in very simple terms. Few politicians know much about the climate change and complex messages will be lost on them.

Benin: The NAPA process was effective. But for more comprehensive adaptation planning, it will be necessary to adjust the execution time – instead of 18 month, 2 years will be needed.
To expand to project implementation, it will be useful to have a committee at the national level.  But inside this committee, in addition to ministries and NGOS, it is also necessary to have informal groups that play a key role at the local level. Another issue is how to make the institutions representative in the internal meeting. When NAPA started, there were many people who were involved.

In terms of the suite of identified projects, the number and types of projects is perhaps enough. But what is necessary is to improve the quality of the prioritized projects. A couple of examples can make this point clear. If one examines the NAPA for Benin or Niger, it is not possible to see what exactly the projects are about. The multi-criteria analysis that led to project identification was not satisfactory. It is a composite of so many different analyses.  A second disuse is how to fight against the administrative heaviness in our countries. A lot of time was lost in the NAPA process – 3-4 months – in the beginning owing to administrative heaviness.  
It is definitely important and necessary to strengthen the capacity of the NAPA team, and to reinforce the local organization. This is true for most sectors. 

Similar comments as others about popular awareness and political will. Although it is not necessary to be pessimistic – it is not clear what the right way is to raise awareness of MPs and Presidents. We have tried to train MPs about climate change, and maybe 70% have had training. But those who remain can’t explain the importance to the new ones. It is important to ratify laws about climate adaptation. In the parliament, maybe 3 months ago, MPs supposed to vote in a law to about a project to fight against coastal erosion. They refused to sign this law. And the president is not going to start worrying about climate change just because someone comes and talks to him about it.

Madagascar – The NAPA process was effective but it just the first step. Additional work, apart from that which happened under the NAPA, is needed for more comprehensive adaptation. 

In Madagascar a formal institution is necessary so that there can be leadership on adaptation. We can optimize each participant need to include people from all sectors. The most important level of considering adaptation is the regional level even for a better focus on local problems and their solutions. 
The Madagascar NAPA identified many projects. The problem is that if there are more projects, the Ministry of Finance that will likely have to finance these projects, The cost of adaptation will become the cost of the sector itself. For examine malaria can be seen as an adaptation activity. But it is more easily included in the national budget.  
For additional, more comprehensive adaptation, we will need 2 years and $500K. 
More careful and comprehensive adaptation will require greater technical capacity building. To do so, it will be necessary to go deeper – towards communities and districts, but also involve universities. For climate change, need to say how many people in different regions are going to be affected, and in what ways so as to generate country level information from the bottom up.
Burkina Faso: The NAPA methodology used for adaptation planning is very relevant, particularly to incorporate local population concerns and therefore can be effective for other countries too. 
The institutional design at the national level should be decentralized to the regional or district level – It should include informal structures where people coming from government, private, and NGO sector can meet regularly at the lower level to identify important climate change related needs. These structures should be permanent. In Burkina, the NAPA committee is not permanent. Actions and projects identified in the NAPA focused on the rural sector. But in the future, there will be more people in cities than in villages. So, comprehensive adaptation planning will need to take urban issues into account.  
200K and 15 months will be needed to undertake comprehensive adaptation planning if institutional design issues are settled. Extension services are necessary for technical capacity building, and we also need to develop capacity at the university level. 
The most useful way of engaging politicians at high levels is through the World Bank – they are ready to listen to the Bank. Another way to influence higher level decision makers would be to work through the OAU. Those with technical expertise can make a greater difference. 

Liberia: The NAPA process and methods were effective. Their key aspect is the bottom-up approach. If one goes through that process, one can move into the communities and conduct participatory appraisals. A first-hand knowledge of the communities and what they are doing to cope with the problems of climate hazards is crucial as also to take opinions of local communities into consideration.
NAPA institutions involved a large variety of different groups and stakeholders. It was the first time most of these people had heard about climate change. Everyone who was involved also learned about the process through which they could think about climate change. Their awareness went up. Earlier, these same organizations were invested in water and sanitation and so forth. As the process moves forward, they saw the connection with climate change. Also, as priorities and issues change, one might have to reconstitute the team. With greater awareness, climate change will get integrated into environmental issues more widely. In the past, EIA could occur without any connection with climate change impacts. Now the EPA is pushing the issue of climate change into impact assessment. It is making development activities climate-resilient. Events reconstitute the team. 
Projects at the national level now also talk about the NAPA process. NAPA was not a stand-alone process but did connect to the existing processes around the MDGs and the ecosystem assessments too. NAPA process was able to capture urgent and immediate activities, but it did not capture all areas of important adaptation. Liberia is very diverse. So available funds were insufficient to go into all important sectors where adaptation is necessary. Once other sectors are investigated, the ones that NAPA did not capture will need to be included to supplement the existing list of projects. 
For funding perhaps a similar amount at 200 K and 2 years for comprehensive adaptation planning.

For technical capacity, it is important to focus on university and research institutions. How many Universities in Africa can offer a degree in climate change and development? National universities need to develop curricula to respond to national needs. Then the new graduates can start to do the needed research. 
People are aware but they want the statements to come from ministers. Donor agencies can engage governments and also influence governments a lot. Governments want aid from international institutions. Also, the person who says something is often more important than what is said. Why is this not being brought up in the UN? Why is this issue not being emphasized by all the donors in all their meetings with governments?

Gambia: The NAPA process was quite effective. We don’t see anything better being available. 
The institutional arrangements for conducting the NAPA in Gambia are quite good, and can also be useful for more comprehensive adaptation planning and implementation. Indeed, the existing structure is probably unrivalled. At the level of the focal point, the process has been institutionalized. However, because of the emergence of other institutions, the focal point needs support in certain areas – knowledge, expertise, literature, so that there are more resources. 
For projects – the NAPA was a holistic process, and also quite robust, but it dealt more with urgency and immediacy. It did not address a larger set of projects. Further, climate change is not static – with time it will be necessary to broaden the project set. Need more time, more capacity – of institutions as well as stakeholders.

2 years, and 250K are probably what are needed for more comprehensive adaptation planning.

For sustainability of capacity and existing government structures, a lot more work is needed Without continuing work, we can also lose capacity. 
To make climate issues more visible, one of the solutions is to appeal to government authorities and politicians. But you also need to develop a climate impact assessment capability, and put out more information so as to be able to convince decision makers. 

Sudan: The NAPA process was quite effective. It is particularly true because if you are doing national adaptation strategy, you don’t have to look at the guidelines anymore, and can draw on a country-driven approach.

Napa institutions: The existing institutions and set of organizations that undertook the adaptation planning in Sudan is quite suitable for also undertaking more comprehensive adaptation plans. Certainly, they will need more expertise in other fields to expand. On energy, and also in other sectors, we will need other people’s involvement. 
In terms of whether the identified projects are adequate, it should be said that the process was educational and challenging. And the way we went about prioritizing the options was very genuine. A lot of time was spent, and intense discussions went into getting the priority list. In each region there were workshops for awareness raising and information dissemination.  The people involved also used sophisticated software for identifying the projects. There was also a lot of learning in terms of working with the process rather than just identifying some random adaptation projects. As a result, the process achieved consensus at the end, or at least a clear majority for the priority project list. The same process would also be helpful to others to identify vulnerability and adaptation projects.  But will also go beyond those projects (including those in the larger set). Even the big set was only for urgent projects, not for comprehensive adaptation measures. 
Doing vulnerability assessment for the whole country will require 1 million for adaptation planning comprehensively and perhaps 2 years.

Investing in capacity building is best done at the higher level – in university research institutions and local communities as well. We need to integrate approaches. For vulnerability assessment at different levels it will be necessary to combine information from local level. Also, it will be important to get information from more areas and more training. The entry point to the ministers is very important. The NAPA is hosted in the Ministry of Environment and councils under MoE. Need to make it more accessible to MoF and the council of ministers. The Council of Ministers endorsed the NAPA document, but pressures from outside may also help a lot. Until recently, climate change was considered a western agenda. From the experience of the NAPA, the state government and state workshops were held at the state level – particularly through the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment. They sent invitations to other ministers. It was good to get decision makers involved. 

Saleem: A lot of non-LDC countries ask this question, “Should we also do the NAPAs”? The answer is clearly, “yes.” Some of the issues raised by these discussions are, “How do we go from the project to the strategic level?” It is not so much the sector ministries but the ministries such as finance and planning which are more focused on programs rather than projects. How do we work to get them involved more centrally? This programmatic level of adaptation planning is still missing. Have they understood that climate change has to be taken more centrally into account? In some countries yes, but not others. 

Muyeye: Finance ministries are interested in CDM, but for adaptation they would rather that other ministries take the initiative. The issue of really one of available finances. Many gaps need to be bridged – adaptation is not just about the environment. For effective adaptation, expenditures on food aid, infrastructure, health – all these areas are needed.
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Arun Agrawal, Professor, University of Michigan’s School of Natural Resources & Environment, Ann Arbor MI
PART I:

LESSONS LEARNED

8:45 – 9:00 a.m.

Benin NAPA Process (presentation and questions)
Krystel Dossou
9:00 – 9:15 a.m.

Burkina Faso NAPA Process (presentation and questions)



Leopold Some
9:15 – 9:30 a.m.

The Gambia NAPA Process (presentation and questions)



Bernard Gomez
9:30 – 9:45 a.m.

Liberia NAPA Process (presentation and questions)



Benjamin Karmorh
9:45 – 10:00 a.m.
Madagascar NAPA Process (presentation and questions)



Tovondriaka Rakotobe

10:00– 10:15 a.m.
Malawi NAPA Process (presentation and questions)



Everhart Nangoma

10:15 – 10:45 a.m.
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Chaired by Saleem Huq, International Institute for Environment and Development, London
Topics to be discussed include:

· Involving stakeholders and identifying vulnerabilities

· Relationships between local to national adaptation institutions

· From process to product: Implementing adaptation strategies

· Major obstacles to effective adaptation

· Most effective adaptations to various climate hazards

· Identifying sufficient adaptation
3:00 – 3:15: p.m. 
Coffee Break
3:15 – 4:45 p.m.

Roundtable Discussion – Advancing Future Adaptation Planning

Chaired by Arun Agrawal, Professor, University of Michigan’s School of Natural Resources & Environment, Ann Arbor MI

Topics to be discussed include:
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· LDCs leading through implementation of adaptations

· Monitoring, evaluating, and learning – NAPA process as an adaptive management tool

4:45 – 5:00 p.m.
Closing Remarks

Saleem Huq, International Institute for Environment and Development, London
5:00 – 8:00 p.m.

Social Event and Dinner (TBD)
Annex 3: Guidelines for Preparing the Discussion Paper for the NAPA Workshop

The purpose of the NAPA consultation meetings being organized by the World Development Report (WDR) Core Team is to gain deeper insights into the NAPA process and its outcomes, in addition to what is available in the published NAPAs. We would like to learn how adaptation at the national and sub-national level can best be facilitated. We are also interested in how the least developed countries (LDCs) can lead through the implementation of their adaptation programs. It is important for us to understand the obstacles to effective adaptation and also the most effective ways of adapting to different climate hazards in specific national and local contexts. Finally, we want to learn more about what can be considered sufficient adaptation.  

The NAPA process can be taken to include the following: the intergovernmental process to recognize needs of LDCs and agree to elements of the NAPA (preparation and implementation guidelines and funding, guidance to a financial mechanism of the convention - GEF in this case),  preparation of NAPAs by countries supported by GEF and GEF agencies, design of implementation strategies by countries, and finally, the funding and implementation of the urgent and immediate adaptation activities identified in NAPAs by the GEF and GEF agencies (and in cases where funds from GEF not adequate), through other sources of funding.

In preparing your 1500-word (approximately five pages) written contribution and a ten minute presentation for the NAPA meeting, please organize the documents to address the following questions as relevant to the NAPA process as it related to your country. These documents will serve to guide the discussions during the workshop, and may also be used in writing the actual WDR:

· What are the most important vulnerabilities and areas of adaptation in your country? Are you satisfied with the NAPA process in helping to identify urgent and immediate needs for adaptation among these important areas?   What has been the key obstacle in achieving the goals of your NAPA, if any? How would you scale up the assessment to develop a comprehensive national plan for adaptation?  What would you do differently if you had to start all over again to create an adaptation plan for your country?

· How were the concerns of those vulnerable to climate change taken into account in the NAPA process? How can national-level adaptation planning be improved to incorporate such concerns better, particularly from the localities where climate impacts will be felt the most?

· To what extent do you believe that adaptation planning through the NAPA has been advanced?  What have been major obstacles to a full realization of the expected results and outcomes of the NAPA in your country?  Which adaptation strategies do you consider most important in the long-term? Have any of them been implemented? If yes, which ones? If no, why not? 

· What are the three most important lessons from your country’s adaptation planning that are important for decision makers in other countries to learn? 

· How can national level planning for adaptation to climate change be improved? 

· What are the most important areas in which least developed countries can lead in showing the way forward for a world that will undergo significant climate impacts in the next few decades?

Thank you for your help, and we look forward to meeting with you during the workshop.

� A full list of workshop participants is provided as appendix 1.


� Guidelines for the summaries and the summaries prepared by country representatives included in appendix 3.


� The agenda for the meeting is attached as appendix 2. Presentations made during the workshop are available through the WDR team’s website.





