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Three Issues
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No. 1: Original ‘Core’ Funding has dried up ….

… and is unlikely to make a come-back 

(and having the AF serve the Paris agreement is not sufficient to ensure its survival) 



european capacity building initiative ecbi
No. 2:  Voluntary Contributions are also in danger of being diverted…
…to fill the GCF ‘Trump hole’.
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Solutions?
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Rationalizing the Financial Mechanism
Plan A: Rationalizing the Funds
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Rationalizing the Financial Mechanism
Plan B: Rationalizing the Funding Streams through GCF ‘Wholesaler’
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The Adaptation Fund as programmatic multilateral adaptation ‘retail 
agent’ of the GCF 

Programmatic FundingReplenishments
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Nothing new!
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GCF Enhanced Multilateral Access
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During the COP 20 in Lima, as Parties to the UNFCCC 
struggled to set parameters for a post-2020 climate 
agreement, its legal status and the institutional arrange-
ments needed to implement ambitious climate actions, 
an expert discussion under Chatham House rules jointly 
organized by the Heinrich Böll Stiftung North America 
and the European Capacity Building Initiative (ecbi) on 
December 7, 2014, deliberated the future of the Kyoto 
Protocol Adaptation Fund in a global post-2020 climate 
framework.  

Liane Schalatek from the Heinrich Böll Stiftung North 
America provided an introductory framing to and moder-
ated the event, while Benito Müller from the European 
Capacity Building Initiative kicked off the well-informed 
discussion with a detailed presentation.1  It elaborated 
on various scenarios to secure the Adaptation Fund’s fu-
ture in a new competitive environment that includes the 
Green Climate Fund (GCF) as a muscled and now well-
resourced player in multilateral climate finance pursuing 
the COP’s mandate from Durban to channel “a significant 
part of multilateral adaptation finance”.

Framing the Discourse

As developing country delegates in Lima argued for the 
need for a finance roadmap to scale up climate finance 
to reach the US$ 100 billion per year by 2020 promised 
them in Copenhagen and asked for developed country 
commitments for significant post-2020 finance flows to 
1 http://www.eurocapacity.org/downloads/AF_presenta-
tion_Lima_1.pptx

secure an ambitious outcome at COP 21 in Paris this year, 
the biennial assessment and overview of climate finance 
flows released by the Standing Committee on Finance 
(SCF) in Lima2 underscored that the UNFCCC climate 
funds, including the Adaptation Fund – though small in 
volume – remain at the heart of climate finance flows 
from developed to developing countries within the wider 
global climate finance universe with a variety of actors 
and sources estimated – using some broad definition of 
what constitutes climate finance – to reach between US$ 
340-650 billion. Adaptation financing, according to the 
SCF review, made up only a small fragment of that large 
overall number, some US$22-25 billion in 2012 and 2013 
and included significant domestic efforts by developing 
countries, but only US$ 8 billion in flows from developed 
countries, including through climate-relevant multilateral 
and bilateral ODA.  This is of course entirely inadequate, 
as the UNEP Adaptation GAP3 report revealed, which es-
timated that the plausible costs for adaptation in all de-
veloping countries could be close to US$ 150 billion per 
year by 2030 and up to US$ 500 billion per year by 2050, 
even under the increasingly unlikely scenario of keeping 
global warming under 2° C (and likely twice as high under 
a 4° C warming scenario). In light of these funding gaps 
the need for sustainable, predictable and adequate fund-
ing flows for adaptation, and for financing mechanisms 

2 http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/finan-
cial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/2014_bi-
ennial_assessment_and_overview_of_climate_finance_flows_
report_web.pdf
3 http://www.unep.org/climatechange/adaptation/gapre-
port2014/portals/50270/pdf/AGR_FULL_REPORT.pdf

The Adaptation Fund at a Crossroads
Report of a brain-storming dialogue organized by the Heinrich Böll Stiftung North America and the Euro-
pean Capacity Building Initiative (ecbi)

March 2015
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Oxford Climate Policy – the blog

To initiate debates on international climate policy

A lifeline for the Adaptation Fund?

Should the Adaptation Fund seek accreditation with the Green Climate
Fund?

by Benito Müller

Background

The Kyoto Protocol Adaptation Fund (AF) was established to 㜵㌠nance concrete adaptation projects

and programmes in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse e〠〠ects of

climate change. Its 㜵㌠rst projects were approved in September 2010. It has since allocated $265m in

44 countries with project sizes ranging between $0.7m and $10m, i.e. for what the Green Climate

Fund (GCF) refers to as ‘Small and Micro Projects’ (less than $10m).

From the very outset, the AF was innovative in a number of ways:

It has a majority of Board members from developing countries.

It was designed to receive innovative international 㜵㌠nancing in the form of a 2% adaptation

levy on the credits generated by projects under the Kyoto Protocol Clean Development

Mechanism (CDM).

It pioneered the innovative ‘direct access modality’, under which project proposals could be

submitted through National Implementing Entities.

It also championed transparency through live webcasting of its Board proceedings.

The AF has evolved to fund smaller-scale innovative adaptation projects and has dedicated

processes that can accommodate this scale. The transaction costs for small- and micro-projects can

be high, and need dedicated systems and monitoring. The AF has also developed a nurturing

environment for direct access and a network of peer-to-peer learning among developing countries.

The AF allows for countries to ‘learn by doing’ in a lower-risk environment – pure grants, adaptation

only – all within the con㜵㌠nes of a performance-based monitoring system.

The main problem facing the AF in the near to medium term is that it has been let down by the

inability of developed countries to support the CDM credit price; which at its peak was over €14 per

April 2015
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Institutional linkages and relations between 

the Adaptation Fund and other institutions under 

the Convention 

Submission to the Standing Committee on Finance
1

  

April 2015 

BACKGROUND 

 

In December 2014 in Lima, Peru, the COP requested the Standing Committee on Finance in Decision 

6/CP.20, paragraph 22 to consider issues related to possible future institutional linkages and relations 

between the AF and other institutions under the Convention. 

 

On the basis of this, the UNFCCC Secretariat produced a Background paper on possible future 

institutional linkages and relations between the Adaptation Fund and other institutions under the 

Convention (SCF/2015/9/7, “the Background Paper”) as input to the SCF discussion on these issues. 

 

SCF 9 (Bonn, 10-11 March 2015). Based on this input, the SCF discussed these issues at its ninth 

meeting and took the following decision, as recorded in the Report of the 9
th

 SCF meeting: 

 

32.  The SCF agreed on the following scope of work in relation to this issue: 

(a) Possible future relations between the Adaptation Fund (AF) and other institutions under 

the Convention; 

(b) Possible future institutional linkages between the AF and other institutions under the 

Convention, taking into account any legal and technical implications identified; 

(c) Possible future institutional linkages between the AF and other institutions under the 

Convention in the broader context of the future financial architecture. 

34.  The SCF agreed to undertake work intersessionally. The Committee also agreed to enhance the 

dialogue with the AF Board and relevant thematic bodies. 

35.  SCF members, observers and thematic bodies under the Convention were invited to make 

submissions by 8 May 2015 on the issues referred to in paragraph 32(a) and (b) above. 

37. The secretariat, under the guidance of the co-facilitators, will prepare a working paper on 

possible options for future institutional linkages and relations between the AF and other 

institutions under the Convention, including the legal and technical implications for each option, 

taking into account the submissions referred to in paragraph 35 above, for consideration by the 

Committee at SCF 10 [26 and 28 May, or 12-13 June 2015]. 

                                                      

1

 OCP is a lead member of the European Capacity Building Initiative (ecbi). This submission is OCP’s sole 

responsibility and does not necessarily reflect the views of all ecbi members. 

ecbi 

April 2015
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Oxford Climate Policy – the blog

To initiate debates on international climate policy

On the Virtues of Strategic Divisions of Labour

Some thoughts on strategies for the Green Climate Fund and the
Financial Mechanism of the Paris Agreement

Benito Müller

1. Background

After three years of intense work, focusing initially on internal governance matters – such as

adopting Board Rules of Procedure (2013), followed in 2014 by a focus on the Initial Resource

Mobilization, and in 2015 on ‘getting a project on the ground’ by Paris – the Green Climate Fund

(GCF) Board has now, some would say ‘䏱癠nally’, turned to considering the matter of formulating GCF

strategies.

At the tenth meeting last July, the Board requested[1] the Accreditation Committee to work on a

‘Strategy on Accreditation’, and introduced a new agenda item ‘Strategic Plan for the Fund’ inviting

the members to submit inputs ‘in order for the Secretariat to produce a progress report on the

strategic plan for consideration by the Board at its eleventh meeting.’ This is not to say that

strategies have not featured in the previous Board deliberations at all, but they have appeared

mainly in the context of discussing the strategies of other entities. The only reference concerning a

strategy of the fund – other than the above-mentioned two – in the Decisions of the tenth meeting,

for example, is to its ‘strategic objectives’ in the context of the Fund’s risk appetite

methodology. Strategic objectives are, of course, important but there is more to having a strategy

(strategic plan) than having such objectives. Indeed, the aim of this blog is to highlight certain

elements that are of key importance but which seem to be in danger of being left out of the GCF

strategy discussions.

At the eleventh meeting earlier this month in Zambia, the Secretariat presented reports on the

progress of both the Strategy on Accreditation, and the Strategic Plan.

November 2015
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 Devolved Programmatic Access 

JOINT SUBMISSION TO THE GREEN CLIMATE FUND BOARD 
 

April 2016 

By Benito Müller,1  

with Diann Black-Lane,2 Tosi Mpanu-Mpanu,3 Cheikh Sylla,4 and Anders Wallberg.5  

 

This submission is in response to the invitation by the Green Climate Fund (GCF) Board in Decision 
B.12/22 for submissions, no later than 10 April 2016, from Board and alternate members, observers, 
accredited entities, NDAs/FP, and delivery partners, in relation to the review and in accordance with 
decision B.11/11 paragraph (j), as well as paragraphs (c) and (d). 

Paragraph 35 (§35) of the Progress Report on the review of the Initial Proposal Approval Process 
(IPAP) states that: 

While a programmatic approach could be promising to achieve scale, the programmatic funding proposals 
received to date confirm the importance of providing guidance for the programmatic approach. In some 
programmatic proposals, the subprojects involve multiple sectors, multiple countries and different types of 
interventions. The level of advancement of the subprojects varies. The cohesiveness among the subprojects 
is not sufficiently clear and the value of structuring the standalone subprojects into a programme is 
questionable. A clear guidance on key subjects such as what qualifies as a programme (minimum 
requirements for a programmatic proposal), the required level of details for each of the subprojects in a 
programme, and process-related aspects such as proposal template, assessment and decision procedures 
(e.g. possible delegation of authority) will help to guide the accredited entities, NDAs, the Secretariat, the 
TAP and other stakeholders in developing and assessing high-quality and impactful programmes which 
provide scale to the pipeline.[emphasis added] 

This submission about the nature of ‘programmes’ and the ‘programmatic approach’ (‘programmatic 
access’) is intended to suggest possible guidance with respect to the key subjects referred to in this 
paragraph. 

Varieties of Programmatic Access 
The notion of a ‘programmatic approach’ has a well-established meaning, particularly in the context 
of development assistance. Its defining characteristic has been a specific contractual arrangement 
between the funder and the programme implementer for a set of activities that is broader than a single 
                                                        
1 Managing Director, Oxford Climate Policy, benito.mueller@philosophy.ox.ac.uk. 
2 Alternate Member GCFB, Antigua and Barbuda. 
3 Member, GCFB, DR Congo. 
4 Alternate Member GCFB, Senegal. 
5 Member, GCFB, Sweden. 

ecbi 

April 2016
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Time to Decide! 

THE ADAPTATION FUND AFTER MARRAKECH 
 

Discussion Note1 
January 2017 

By Benito Müller2 
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        9The Future of the Funds

Note: In the short term all funds should consider reforms to specialize in order to reduce inefficient duplications.

Source: WRI.

Figure ES-2  |  Continuum of Reforms

SHORT TERM (2–3 YEARS) LONG TERM (4–8 YEARS)

COORDINATION
Process to coordinate between funds, including national engagement
Readiness support among funds (possibly establish a common readiness hub)

Continue, with clearer emphasis on programmatic approaches and catalyzing systemic shifts

Closes

Continues, but GCF could explore channeling funds 
to AF for smaller-scale adaptationAF

Could be absorbed into GCF, or GCF channels micro- and  
small-scale adaptation grants through AF and/or AF runs  
on Paris sustainable development mechanism proceeds

Continue with programmatic approaches, but  
explore self-sustaining model not reliant on donor  
country contributions

CIFS

GCF AND GEF

SCCF

Sunset and their work is integrated into MDB operations, 
where climate is mainstreamed, provided GCF assumes role

Supports development and implementation of  
NAPs, coordinating with AF and GCFLDCF Possible ramping down, depending on needs

HARMONIZATION
Upward harmonization of safeguards/standards across funds
Explore harmonization in requirements for proposals

programmatic envelopes to seed small-scale activi-

ties that could be taken back to the GCF for further 

funding and scaling up at a later stage. This would 

address resourcing constraints for the AF and 

would likely require lifting its current country cap 

so that countries with greater need could receive 

more than $10 million. Another possible solution 

to the AF’s resource challenge would be to decide 

that a share of proceeds from the mitigation and 

sustainable development mechanism, established 

under the Paris Agreement, should be channeled 

through the AF.

Overall, closing and consolidation could bring gains 

in efficiency but also reduce choice. Consolidation 
would have implications for the remaining funds 

(particularly the GCF and GEF). The GCF is now 

operational and holds much promise, but it still 

faces challenges in disbursing allocated funds and 

attracting a strong project pipeline. The GCF’s 

readiness program is running, but it needs more 

capacity to meet developing country needs. GCF 

staffing also needs to strengthened. Thus, at the 
moment, while the GCF has the potential to absorb 

the roles of most other funds, it is not yet fully in a 

position to do so. This may change in time. If the 

LDCF and SCCF are absorbed into the GEF, this 

will require expanding the GEF’s current mandate 

to include adaptation focused on LDCs. Further, if 

the CIFs sunset, considerable pressure would be put 

on the GCF and the GEF’s climate change funding 

to deliver impacts at scale. 

Conclusions

We suggest a set of reforms, with changes in the 

shorter term (2–3 years) focused on improving the 

coordination and specialization of current funds 

while, in the longer term (4–8 years), funds are 

closed or consolidated. The recommendations we 

propose are not necessarily mutually exclusive, nor 

are they the only options worth considering. 

Policymakers and other decisionmakers must think 

strategically and carefully about how the architec-

ture of climate finance should evolve. Governments 
will need to consider different options, in collabora-

tion with other stakeholders, including civil society, 

private sector actors, and implementing entities. 

Decisions over the next decade must drive the 

systemic shifts necessary to respond to the urgency 

of the climate challenge.
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THE FUTURE OF  
THE FUNDS
Exploring the Architecture of Multilateral Climate Finance
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‘You’ve got the power!’
Accrediting the AF to the GCF
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David Rossati
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Salford Business School, Manchester UK
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Complementing the 2017 AF Secretariat paper

Linkage scenarios

• Accreditation

• Memorandum of Understanding
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Complementing the 2017 AF Secretariat paper

Emerging legal aspects of accreditation

1. AFB’s competence to decide without 
a CMP decision

2. Accreditation Master Agreement 
(AMA) with the GCF

3. Trustee-related issues
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AFB’s competence to decide without a CMP decision

The CMP has already (impliedly) 
delegated to the AFB the competence to 
start the accreditation process and to 
conclude an AMA with the GCF.
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AFB’s competence to decide without a CMP decision

Implied competence of the AFB stems from:
1. Interpretation of the AFB’s functions 

attributed in the constitutive instrument 
of the AFB (Dec. 1/CMP3)

2. Legal nature of the accreditation process
3. CMP and AFB’s practice in analogous 

cases.
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AFB’s functions

Dec. 1/CMP.3

Authority 
and guidance

‘strategic priorities, policies and 
guidelines’

‘specific operational policies and 
guidelines’

‘… any other functions assigned to 
it by the CMP’
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AFB’s functions

Dec. 1/CMP.3

Authority 
and guidance

‘… any other functions 
assigned to it by the CMP’

The CMP has impliedly assigned to the AFB the ‘other’ 
function of establishing certain operational linkages.
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Legal nature of the accreditation process

According to the rules and processes of the 
GCF, accreditation is an administrative 
procedure leading to an AMA with the 
applicant entity.
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Legal nature of the accreditation process

According to the practice and strategic 
discussions of the CMP & AFB, accrediting 
to the GCF is part of the AF’s resource 
mobilization strategy –done through an 
operational linkage via an AMA.
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Legal nature of the accreditation process

A problem?
Under the AF, certain managerial and 
administrative capacities needed to comply 
with accreditation standards are done by 
other entities (AF Sec. paper, para 10).

The GCF’s accreditation does not seem to 
bar the outsourcing of capacities to other 
entities
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AFB practice on operational linkages for resource 
mobilization

• Adopted by the AFB in the context of its nascent resource 
mobilization strategy

• Not recommended to the CMP for approval
• Not included in the following annual report of the AFB to 

the CMP and 
• CMP did not give subsequent formal approval of the 

agreement

2012 Framework Agreement between the UN Foundation 
(UNF) and the AFB
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CMP’s latest stance on the issue

CMP12: ‘Further encourages the Adaptation Fund Board, in 
implementing its resource mobilization strategy, to further 
consider all potential sources of funding;’

CMP12: ‘Encourages the Adaptation Fund Board to 
continue its consideration of linkages […] and to 
report its findings to the CMP’ 
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Accreditation Master Agreement

A problem?

There are no conflicts between the AFB’s 
immunities under German law and 
obligations under the AMA, but only 
solutions to negotiate with the GCF

AFB’s responsibility under the AMA and 
conflict with the Board’s immunities (AF 
Sec. paper, para 13-14)
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Trustee-related issues

Earmarking of GCF’s contributions to the 
AF Trust Fund?

The AFB can agree with the Trustee to 
accept donations from any individual 
donors (Trustee’s Terms and Conditions, 
para 17)

A problem?
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Concluding…

• The AFB can apply for accreditation to 
the GCF

• The AMA can serve as an enabling 
instrument aligning the AF and GCF 
operations to promote coherence and 
resource mobilization under 
UNFCCC/PA umbrella
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Thank You!
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Our perspective

2

Context Linkages? Discussion

§ need to develop appropriate climate finance architecture to
serve the Paris Agreement
- For AF, COP22 in Marrakech has provided clarity that AF 

"should serve the Paris Agreement" (Decision 1/CMA.1 para
11)

- Serving the Paris Agreement means promoting its objectives
and principles, including Article 7.5

§ need to keep focus on the most vulnerable, their specific
conditions and adaptive capacity needs

§ need to conserve the experience and the expertise that has
been built by the AF regarding several innovative features
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Do we need linkages? 

3

Context Linkages? Discussion

§ AF has a strong institutional focus that could help the GCF 

fulfil its mandate

§ AF has experiences with innovative features from which

the GCF can learn

§ streamline strategic approach to address adaptation

§ opportunity to harmonize standards

§ BUT also: source of funding for the AF
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GCF as a funding source

4

Context Linkages? Discussion

§ GCF should NOT be the only funding source for the AF

- AF is the only climate fund with specific mandate to

develop innovative sources

- AF should keep the possibility to receive additional 

donor contributions to specifically support the needs of

the most vulnerable
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Follow-up questions
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Context Linkages? Discussion

§ What are the implications for the independent decision

making of the AF Board?

§ What are the implications for other sources of funding -

will they continue to be developed?

§ How to ensure learning between the two institutions?


