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Background:
The SBI was to have formally initiated the 4th review in June 2020 and to report back to the CMP
and CMA, when they convened in conjunction with the COP27 climate change conference.
Delays due to COVID-19 postponed the formal launch of the review.

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the 3rd review served as a starting point for finding agreement
on the ToRs for this review. Those ToRs included: I.) Objective, II.) Scope and III.) Sources of
Information. (The third review also included a technical paper prepared by the secretariat, with
AF Board secretariat collaboration, in accordance with the TORs, for the SBI’s consideration.)

Activities leading up to this May-June session:

▪ SBI consultations with key Groups/Parties - April 2021 (webinar) for exchange of views on

the general expectations, possible TOR, timing and other matters. (SBI Chair’s concept note)

▪ Submissions on views on the TOR of the fourth review of the Adaptation Fund, based on the

TOR from the previous review (Decision 2/CMP.13, paragraph 10).

SBI docs during May-June Conference

▪ SBI Chair Note - 4th Rev of the AF, June 3, 2021 (20 pgs)

▪ Co-facilitators Informal Note - 4th Rev of the AF, June 8, 2021 (8 pgs)

▪ Co-facilitators informal Note - 4th Rev of the AF, June 10, 2021

▪ Co-facilitators informal note - 4th Rev of the AF, June 16, 2021

- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Takeaways:

▪ Overall Parties and groups noted significant alignment (in submissions and the discussions)

for using the ToRs of the 3rd review pretty much intact, while modified to include elements
regarding the AF also serving the PA, and to expand sources of input as well as lessons
learnt. Yet, the informal notes were not capturing this, creating frustration among
participants.
o Thus, most of the Parties were not happy with the Co-Facilitators’ informal notes,

having expected more streamlining or to have bracketed text for consideration that
would have allowed for efficient and greater progress.

o Some concluded that these informals had been a lost opportunity, and that the
outcome could have been something that looks more like negotiating text with
significant alignment on ToRs going toward the next SBI.
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▪ The frustration seemed to be fueled by the non-official nature of this May-June SB session,

given that it was being held virtually. Many noted that this is an informal process, and thus,
these sessions cannot serve for decision-making, but can serve as a means to capture views.
o This reality gave rise to diverging views on timing: > Some groups and individual Parties

(primarily developed countries) felt that significant progress could still be made and
offered to work further intersessionally, with the aim that the review could be
conducted at the November SBI meeting. > Many developing country groups took the
position that in-person meetings were essential in order to reach agreement, resulting
in the review being pushed to 2022.

▪ On Governance being included in scope: There was push-back across the board from

developing country groups to consider governance matters (particularly board membership)
under this agenda item, with a number of Party groups identifying the issue as a red-line. It
was noted that Agenda Item 14(a) was the designated place. The counter position by some
developed country groups was that the governance structure is relevant because: a) it
impacts the AF’s performance, and b) it is impacted by the transition to serving the PA.

▪ On ensuring appropriate inclusion of the PA: On the whole, both developing and developed

Party groups noted the need for the review to fully capture that the AF is now also serving
the PA, and that this is not yet adequately reflected in the co-facilitators’ informal notes on
ToRs.
o In particular, AILAC suggested that the overall assessment speak to alignment with

reducing the risks and impacts of climate change in line with the PA temperature goal,
and increasing countries’ ability to adapt, as well as to how the AF ensures funding is
consistent with pathways toward resilient development

o G-77+China called on all to submit their views on language related to the AF serving
the PA for all sections of the TOR and the preamble.

o In contrast, the AGN, in interventions and submission, noted that there is no specific
guidance from the CMA for the AF review, e.g., performance alignment to the PA and
its long-term goals, and therefore, the ToRs, the review, and the ultimate decision by
the CMP should not include references to the PA.

▪ Most interventions stressed the need for the review to be both backward looking (e.g.,

performance) and forward looking (e.g., resourcing), including assessing linkages with other
funds, the governing bodies, and others.
o ABU group suggested the Needs Determination Report due out from the SCF later this

year would inform this review by providing insights on the level of needs of developing
countries.

▪ On resourcing:

o Across the board, developing country groups emphasized the reality that the AF
cannot come near to meeting the demand, and the importance for the review to
address the inadequacy of funds for adaptation

o Some groups suggested this review should yield valuable suggestions on how to
increase funding



o Many developing country groups stated that adaptation is not an option for them and
emphasized the developed countries’ unmet responsibilities under the Convention
and the PA.

▪ On Scope:

o Multiple groups noted that the lessons learned section could be expanded, including
on stakeholder engagement, assessment of community impact/responding to local
needs

o Many called for attention to linkages and addressing coherence and complementarity
with other entities

▪ The 16 June Co-facilitators’ informal note:

o Provides a summary of the 2 informal consultations, noting that “Parties advanced
work” and that, during the 3rd week of the SBs, the co-facilitators held bilateral
consultations with Parties and groups of Parties to “further clarify the submissions
made during the May-June sessional period.”

o Presents the views on elements for preambular and operative sections, with text that
follows a format suitable for negotiating text

o Provides ToRs in Annex I with the Objective and Scope unmodified (except for dates),
and the Sources of Input modified to include submissions from Parties to the PA and
some other pertinent minor adjustments. This annex also include “additional views
expressed” that will likely be negotiated at the next session:
● “Objective and scope of the review would also be undertaken in light of the CMA

and including serving the PA;
● Governance to be addressed as part of the review;
● Linkages to Art. 6 to be included in objectives.

o Provides submissions in Annex II
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