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I. Background 
After the mandated SBI’s initiation of the 4th review of the Adaptation Fund was delayed by COVID, 
the SBI Chair held informal consultations on the matter (March 2021) and issued a Concept note. 
Terms of reference (TORs), covering objective, scope, and sources of information, were agreed in 
Glasgow (decision 4/CMP.16). Ten submissions were received on views on the 4th review prior to 
this meeting. This meeting launched the 4th review, with the aim to complete it at CMP17.  

Co-facilitators = Eva Schreuder (The Netherlands), Diane Black-Layne (Antigua and Barbuda) 
 
II. Highlights/Takeaways 
▪ Adequacy and sustainability of the AF remains of vital importance and great concern. 

o Scaling up of resources beyond the pending PA Art. 6 share-of-proceeds (SOPs) and 
current voluntary contributions is critical. 

▪ There was considerable focus on the need to look at lessons learned and the effectiveness of 
the funding portfolio, including on:   
o Continuous improvement of policies and procedures (e.g., direct access; response times; 

times between award and disbursement; and coherence and consistency between 
projects, strategies and plans) 

o Institutional arrangements, and complementarity and coherence with other entities 
▪ Developed country Parties emphasized that the review should be backward-looking, while 

many developing country groups and Parties suggested a number of forward-looking 
considerations (particularly regarding the predictability of funds). 

▪ Most developing country groups emphasized the importance and unique value of the Fund’s 
direct access, while developed country Parties expressed the need to take a good look at 
access modalities (as compared with enhanced access of other funds)  

▪ Lots of appreciation that the AF Board had raised the country finance access cap from $10 
million to $20 million and increased the number of possible accredited National Implementing 
Entities (NIEs) per eligible developing country Party from one to two. 

▪ Strengthening the private sector engagement remains a high priority; particularly, pursuing 
options and opportunities for the domestic private sector. 

▪ The U.S. noted willingness to discuss more proceeds from Art. 6.4 mechanism 
 
III. Next steps 
The co-facilitators invited the Parties to make written submissions by 3pm the next day, including 
articulating possible conclusions from this Bonn session, and asked for Parties’ agreement for co-
facilitators to draft preliminary view of what conclusions might be. 
 
IV. Additional Points 
o South Africa (for G77+China) spoke first, with all other developing country Party groups and 

individual Parties aligning with the statement. Many points noted above, plus: 
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• Positive co-benefit of institutional capacity building with the increase to 2 possible 
NIEs/country. 

• Determine ways to empower the AF secretariat to better support Parties and 
stakeholders (e.g., non-English speaking staff) (echoed by AILAC) 

• Improve coherence and consistency between projects, strategies and plans, and the AF 
contributions towards those strategies 

o Switzerland (for EIG) emphasized coherence and complementarity between the Fund and 
other institutions funding adaptation. 

o China emphasized that the 4th review should ensure the sustainability and predictability of 
resources, and with timely increases (echoed by ABU) 

o Zambia (for the AGN) stressed the need for the review to clearly articulate how the Fund will 
deal with the outcomes of the Art. 6 mechanisms (what should be changed, refined, managed) 

o The ABU group (Brazil/Argentina/Uruguay) wants to see the Glasgow pledges delivered upon. 
Also, given the ongoing climate finance access barriers faced by developing countries, noted 
that the secretariat can take action regarding the potential for the Doha Amendment to 
provide resources. 

o Honduras (for AILAC) pointed to the serious adaptation finance gap and the small fraction the 
AF provides, emphasizing that the Fund should grow/develop to its full potential. Plus: 

• Double the finance provided and ensure additional input for new funding windows to 
have impact at scale 

• Medium-term strategy for goal, impact, vision and mission needs to be deeply rooted 
and oriented toward transition to achieve 1.5 deg, + need better long-term visioning and 
planning in alignment with 2.1a and 2.1b of the PA. 

• The AF could possibly serve the need for a L&D finance mechanism 
o Maldives (for AOSIS) pointed to very small presence of SIDS in the AF portfolio and pressed for 

100% coverage of SIDS before the 5th review. Also highlighted the need to institutionalize a 
systematic replenishment. 

o The Arab Group sought equal treatment of share of proceeds under parts of Art. 6 
o U.S. stated that this should be a backward-looking review (echoed by EU). Also keen to explore 

why the AF does not work particularly well with the private sector, and whether the 
environmental and social policy remains fit for purpose or needs to change based on new 
context (serving PA) 


