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I. Background 
This was the second session on the 4th review at SB56. In response to an appeal from the co-
facilitators, 6 Parties and 2 observer groups submitted views (adding to 10 received ahead). Co-
facilitators had developed and circulated a draft decision text to Parties (not available to 
observers). C-facilitators noted that the good content of the discussion and submissions had led 
them to consider this an opportunity to take one step further and save time at SB57. 

Co-facilitators = Eva Schreuder (The Netherlands), Diane Black-Layne (Antigua and Barbuda) 
 
II. Highlights/Takeaways 
▪ Some Parties expressed surprise that the co-facilitators had proposed draft decision text, 

expecting, instead a collection of views on conducting the review (for the technical paper.) 
▪ All Parties expressed some degree of reluctance about moving forward on draft decision text 

without the technical paper, noting that the technical paper provides a synthesis of 
submissions. As a way forward, several supported a language edit for coherence in para 7(b): 
“the SBI continued its consideration.” 

▪ Developed country Parties, led by the U.S., balked at South Africa’s proposal (for G77+China) 
to add the words: “full-cost, grant-based finance” to para 4, describing the type of finance the 
AF provides, and sought clarity on whether that language had been used in any CMP or Board 
decision. (Developed country Parties anticipate providing for additional instruments once the 
AF serves the PA alone.) 
o A proposed compromise to state the historical practice without implying a single-

instrument approach into the future was generally agreed to, with new language to be 
considered at the next informal (Sat, June 11).  

▪ Some developing country Party groups sought to delete para 2 (possibly referring to the 
PA/CMA), whereas developed country Parties (supported by AILAC) found it helpful in 
providing context that this is the 1st time the review is taking place with the AF serving the PA 
as well as the KP. The compromise was to use previous language simply referring to the 
decision that the AF would serve both Parties in the interim. 

▪ Parties had general agreement to add a para to ensure, for future reviews, that the technical 
paper be developed before this stage, so it can be considered, as well, in the intersessionals 
preceding the subsequent reviews. 

 
III. Additional Points 
▪ EU proposed adding a reference to the gender action plan/gender policy in para 4. (supported 

by US) 
▪ Brazil for ABU appreciated expansion on the para regarding the AF’s unique attributions for 

supporting developing countries. 
▪ Malawi (for LDCs) proposed adding the word “accessibility” to para 3.  
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