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Informal Session Summary: 
 
This session is the continuation of work on the future of the Adaptation Fund in the era of the 
Paris Agreement. Following discussions in Bonn and Bangkok, there seems to be broad 
agreement that the Adaptation Fund should serve the Paris Agreement, though in what 
capacity (legally speaking) remains to be decided and key issues must be resolved about the 
structure of the board, the sources of funding for the Adaptation Fund, who gives guidance to 
the fund, among others. 
 
This particular session centered on paragraphs 10-12 and 16-18 of the draft decision 
document, which is not presently available to observers, though was on the screen during the 
meeting. Paragraphs 10-12 are focused on the operating modalities of the fund. Paragraph 10 
officially decides that the Adaptation Fund. “shall” serve the Paris Agreement, which seems 
to be uncontroversial. Paragraph 11 is centered on a variety of principles that would underpin 
the work of the fund, though consensus seemed to be growing that this paragraph was not 
necessary at this stage, particularly given the way its negotiation might slow discussions and 
prejudge other ongoing items. Paragraph 12 requested the COP to consider the Adaptation 
Fund as an operating entity of the financial mechanism of the Convention, which seemed to 
be an emerging facture point. South Africa (on behalf of the African Group) proposed this 
language and is supported by Saudi Arabia (Arab. Group), while Switzerland, the EU, and 
seemingly the US are opposed. It is not presently clear to this commentator why this 
particular item is so hotly debated, though I suspect it is to do with who is able to give 
guidance to the Adaptation Fund (the COP vs CMA) as well as summarily the structure of the 
Board, which is currently majority developing countries. Under the COP, where actors have 
been meaningfully differentiated, this Board structure would appear to be more stable, while 
this may be less true under the CMA. Alternatively, situating the AF under the CMA may 
more closely align the Fund with the market, non-market, and innovative financing 
mechanisms discussed in Article 9, thereby making it more difficult for those parties 
interested in undermining the use of innovative sources of financing (e.g. carbon taxes, as 
seems to be the fear in most cases). Of course, these arguments are purely speculative on the 
part of this researcher.  
 
Paragraphs 16-18 focus on the sources of financing for the fund. Co-Facilitators helpfully 
assured negotiators that regardless of outcome of these negotiations, funds from the CDM will 
be used for the AF, remedying an important issue about the fate of share of proceeds from the 
CDM were the AF to sit solely under the CMA. Key debates focused on whether the primary 
source of financing for the fund should be share of proceeds from the developing “Sustainable 
Development Mechanism,” or if alternative sources like voluntary contributions or innovative 
sources should be utilized. Saudi Arabia suggested that a replenishment process be instated, 
while many developed countries seem to be arguing for the primary source of funding for the 
AF to be share of proceeds. Naturally, the key concern here (beyond misgivings about 
innovative sources of financing held by the Arab Group) is to have sufficient long-term 
support for the activities of the fund, which all Parties have continued to enthusiastically 
support, to assure that the Adaptation Fund will remain an important piece of the climate 
finance architecture, safeguarding against a failure of the SDM similar to what was seen by 
the CDM. Additionally, discussions continue to evolve about the relationship of the AF to the 
GCF and concerns were raised about the language and operationalization of “coherence and 
complementarity” to simultaneously carve out a niche for the Adaptation Fund, while not 
undermining the work of the GCF which may be unintentionally incentivized to focus on 



mitigation. Concerns were also raised about financing from other international organizations, 
which are not clearly defined in the text. 
 
Finally, South Africa and Switzerland agreed to discuss informally introducing text in 
paragraph 10, drawn from paragraphs 33 and 34 of the GCF Governing Instrument, that 
discuss fund-of-fund approaches. This is anticipated for the next round of the draft decision 
text, which is slated to be presented on Thursday afternoon during the APA Stocktake on 
Agenda Items 3-8.  

 
- Kevin M. Adams, Stockholm Environment Institute 

 
 
Co-Facilitator 

• Would like the first iteration of the text later today 
• Need to make more progress if we are to have a text later today 
• We would like to discuss paragraphs 10-12 on the operating modalities and paragraph 

16-18 on sources of funding  
• Would any Party like to highlight any other issues or comments at this time, or 

progress made? 
 
Switzerland 

• We are willing to engage with all of you on this and make this happen 
• All the elements need to be finalized here and that is what we came for  
• We would be happy for you to indicate to us your availability for further informal 

dialogues and meetings to move ahead on this 
 
Egypt (G77) 

• In terms of the meetings I would like to say that G77 cannot meet after 18:00 to allow 
for coordination and transport to Krakow which makes transport difficult 

• We are prepared to work and have been prepared for many months before, we look 
forward to working and finding solutions on this 

 
Co-Facilitator 

• We can happily make rooms available, though we of course would like to make sure 
everyone can be represented 

 
Egypt (G77) 

• We have raised this issue before – we have a serious problem with having many 
parallel processes which is very unworkable for us. We would like to have an 
understanding that when we have informal informals that some groups are not in that 
room and the outcomes from those meetings may not represent a consensus 

• We will make every effort to make sure the G77 can be represented, though it is a 
rather difficult situation for us 

 
Co-Facilitator 

• In that case we would like to start on paragraphs 10-12 relating to the operating 
modalities 

• What improvements can be made or brackets removed? 
 
Switzerland 



• On paragraph 10-12, in our understanding 10 is fine, 11 is unneeded, and we could not 
support paragraph 12 

• This has already been discussed and we believe is more or less agreed 
 
EU 

• On paragraph 10 we can work with this, on 11 we have concerns on renegotiating this, 
and we support what Switzerland has said on paragraph 12 

 
South Africa (African Group) 

• Would like to remind colleagues that in Bangkok we had a reflection from 
Switzerland to not discuss paragraph 12… 

• On paragraph 11, we agree this may not be the time to deal with this. We think going 
in to this kind of discussion now would prejudge the outcome of other negotiations 
and may renegotiation things fundamental to the fund’s operation 

• Paragraph 10 we can live with, but may wish to insert the agreed language from the 
governing instrument in the GCF with regard to finance arrangements including fund 
of fund approaches 

 
Saudi Arabia (Arab Group) 

• These are not operating modalities, but are principles to be established, and 12 is a 
very key principle 

• Looking at the GEF, which is an operating entity, but was not created by the 
convention, we do not understand why there is pushback here. We are interested in 
keeping paragraph 12 as is. 

• Paragraph 10 talks about coherence and complementarity. Complementarity of what? 
There is only one fund that deals with this which is the GCF… This can be deleted 

• And in paragraph 11 we should delete – we have no interest in renegotiating who is 
eligible and keep paragraph 12 as a principle. 

 
United States 

• Our mandate comes from paragraph 59 of the PA and should stick with the language 
from the PA in paragraph 12 to make sure it merits that  

 
South Africa 

• Perhaps to respond to the comment from the US that we will no longer hear reference 
to the AF under the PA? Under is something else. Are we clear we’re not talking 
about under here, but serving? These are different things. I agree with Saudi Arabia. 

 
Switzerland 

• For clarification, we are talking about under the guidance of, rather than under. 
Serving similarly is under the guidance of. 

 
China 

• To echo the standpoint of the African group and say number 11 can be deleted. 
 
Co-Facilitator 

• We hear that there seems to be different opinion on 12. On 10 there is broad support 
and on 11 there do not seem to be strong calls to keep it. 

• For us, this means we can delete paragraph 11. 



• I am a bit unclear on 10. Are there proposals from you on how to clean up and 
improve this? 

• We could also recommend for you to have a look at it and move to paragraphs 16-18. 
Switzerland 

• To refer back to South Africa on the proposal for paragraph 10, we should check 
paragraph 33 and 34 of the governing instrument of the GCF and that seems to be 
good language that we can work with. 

o 33 The Fund shall operate in the context of appropriate arrangements between itself 
and other existing funds under the Convention, and between itself and other funds, 
entities, and channels of climate change financing outside the Fund. 

o 34 The Board will develop methods to enhance complementarity between the activities 
of the Fund and the activities of other relevant bilateral, regional and global funding 
mechanisms and institutions, to better mobilize the full range of financial and. 
technical capacities. The Fund will promote coherence in programming at the 
national level through appropriate mechanisms. The Fund will also initiate 
discussions on coherence in climate finance delivery with other relevant multilateral 
entities. 

• Of course these will need to be shortened and re-worked for the context. 
 
South Africa 

• Should use the language requests – stronger than invites. 
 
Saudi Arabia 

• When I think of the mandate of the AF rather than the GCF, we will risk if we start 
linking coherence to this, we run the risk of the GCF becoming a mitigation fund.  

• There is strong pressure in the GCF to develop as a mitigation center, which is not 
acceptable 

• Let’s not forget that this is our money – it comes from the share of proceeds 
• We do not want to dilute the commitment under the Green Climate Fund 

 
South Africa 

• To clarify, my intervention was not specific to do with the GCF, just to use the 
language related to fund of fund arrangements. We will not propose any language that 
names any other fund; this is to assure that other funds can learn from the AF – I am 
quite sure the AF can school the GCF on direct access. 

 
Co-Facilitator 

• We have covered enough on these paragraphs and have proposals to move forward. 
• I would like to go now and look at 16-18 which talks about sources of funding. 
• We recognize that this is an area of major concern… 
• One key issue is what happens with possible future flows of CERs if the fund 

exclusively serves the PA 
• We would like to give some assurance that the CERs can be used even if the AF is 

only serving the PA – this is a suggestion from our side to address some concerns 
related to this question 

 
Switzerland 

• These paragraphs are very dear to our hearts and very important to our group, 
especially share of proceeds as a primary source of funding and would like to keep 
them. We also welcome other sources of voluntary public funding, private funding, 
and innovative sources of financing. We welcome all elements. 



• With the hint that you gave us Co-Facilitator, we would welcome a paragraph 
indicating that share of proceeds from the KP can continue to flow if they are still 
available in the future -we do not want to limit the sources of course, though we want 
to be clear that the primary source of funding should be share of proceeds. 

 
Saudi Arabia (Arab Group) 

• I think we need not to change the source of financing. This is something we agreed to 
under 6.4. This is coming from the SDM, 6.4, where there is a situation where we 
would encourage investment in all countries for green development etc. and we would 
use some of that money to help the Adaptation Fund.  

• How about we also begin the replenishment process for the Adaptation Fund which 
will allow us to contribute over and above 6.4? Developing countries generosity, this 
is the kind of fund you would want to contribute to. We would establish a mechanism 
for replenishment to show your generosity to the AF, not the GCF. It will rely on 
public finance. 

• There are no innovative sources of financing coming to the AF. We are shifting the 
financing burden from developed countries who caused climate change…to 
developing countries and now we are paying for it. Innovative sources forget it. We 
don’t accept that; delete. 

 
Japan 

• There is a technical revision in paragraph 16, which says “on the mechanisms under” 
but there is only one mechanism 

 
Maldives (AOSIS) 

• We would like to have a placeholder to specify an X percentage of the share of 
proceeds 

 
China 

• I just want to remind everyone that article 6.4 is unsettled yet, so there is some 
uncertainty around this issue 

• It could be a mechanism that happen between developing country and another 
developing country, which is not the same as in the PA, so we should not prejudge the 
outcome of those negotiations. 

 
South Africa 

• (Something about invites developed countries to provide financing according to their 
obligations under the Paris Agreement, which is agreed language) 

 
Saudi Arabia 

• On paragraphs 17 and 18, they should be reversed. The trustee arrangement should 
cover 16 and 18.  

• On 18, invite Parties and International Organizations, which organizations? FIFA? We 
should define this. If we’re talking about IKO and IMO, that is another way of shifting 
the burden to developing countries. We do not want someone to take money from us 
only to give it back to us. 

 
United States 

• To clarify from South Africa, where is there an obligation to contribute to the 
Adaptation Fund? There is no need to provide a bifurcation here. 

 



Co-Facilitator 
• We will take this and see if we can take a step forward for a new iteration later today 
• I would still welcome thoughts on paragraph 10, particularly from South Africa and 

Switzerland 
• If you would like to have informal informals, please let us know and we can make a 

room available – there are still some issues we need to address that would merit this 
sort of discussion 

• Next session: Tomorrow 
 

*** Close *** 
 


